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MoRBis  V.  Missouri  Paoipio  Railway  Company. 

[78  TVZAB,  17.] 

Aonoirs,  Looal  ahd  Tbahsitort. — Where  a  oanse  of  aotion  may  arise 
an3rwhere»  aa  aotion  thereon  u  transitory,  and  when  it  could  have  arisen 
in  one  pUoe  ooly,  the  action  is  local.  Hence  an  action  of  trespass  to 
the  peraon  or  for  the  conversion  of  goods  is  transitory,  while  an  aotion 
for  flooding  particnlsr  lands  is  local. 

Local  Acnoirs  Consist,  Obmbrallt,  of  those  instituted  for  the  recovery  of 
real  estate  or  for  injuries  thereto,  or  for  easements. 

Looal  Aonov  —  Trespass  —  Jurisdiotion.  —  An  action  for  trespass  to 
land  sitnated  in  one  country  or  state  cannot  be  nudatained  in  the  oonrte 
of  another  state. 

AcnONS,    LoOAL    and     TRANSITORT,    BBTWBSN    KoM-RESIDKNTS  —  JlTRISDIO- 

noir.  —  Where  a  cause  of  action  between  non-residents  is  partly  local 
end  partly  transitory,  and  arose  beyond  the  limits  of  the  state,  the  court 
may  refuse  to  entertain  jurisdiction,  as  jurisdiction  is  entertained  in 
such  cases  only  upon  principles  of  comity,  and  not  as  matter  of  righti 

Hare^  EdvM/tndsony  and  Hare^  for  the  appellant. 

R,  C  Fo9ter  and  A.  E,  WilHnsonj  for  the  appellee. 

HoBBT,  J.  The  plaintiff  in  the  court  below,  who  is  the  ap- 
pellant here,  inatitnted  this  action  for  the  recovery  of  damages 
for  injories  to  Mrtain  real  property  in  the  Choctaw  nation  of 
the  Indian  Territory,  which  he  alleged  was  caused  by  defend* 
ant's  negligence  in  permitting  fire  to  be  communicated  thereto. 
Plaintiff's  rights  in  the  property  grow  out  of  the  fact  that  he 
had  acquired,  by  marriage  with  an  Indian  woman,  member- 
ship in  the  said  Choctaw  tribe.  Plaintiff  resided  in  said 
nation,  and  defendant  is  a  Missouri  corporation  having  an 
office  and  agent  in  the  county  where  this  suit  was  brought. 
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Ths  allegations  were,  that  under  the  laws  of  the  Choctaw 
nation  now  in  force,  and  in  force  at  the  time  of  said  fiz^,  plain- 
tiff, by  marrying  into  said  tribe,  became  a  member  thereof, 
without  relinquishing  his  rights  as  ^  oitisen  of  the  United 
States;  that  under  the  laws  of  said  nation  marriage  with  a 
member  of  said  tribe  conferred  upon  the  person  so  marrying 
all  rights  possessed  and  enjoyed  by  other  members  thereof; 
that  under  the  laws  of  said  nation  and  treaties  with  the 
United  States  no  member  of  said  tribe,  or  other  person,  can 
own  lands  lying  in  said  Choctaw  nation,  but  under  the  laws 
of  said  nation  any  member  thereof,  whether  native  born  or 
acquiring  membership  by  marriage,  might  fence  and  inclose 
all  the  lands  he  might  desire,  and  all  lands  so  fenced  and 
inclosed  immediately  become  subject  to  the  exclusive  bene- 
ficial possession  and  occupancy  of  the  person  so  inclosing, 
with  privilege  to  transfer  the  possession  and  occupancy  by 
sale,  gift,  or  devise;  that  the  liands  mentioned  were  fenced 
and  inclosed  as  a  pasture  by  plaintiff  after  his  adoption  into 
said  tribe,  and  that  by  so  fencing,  inclosing,  and  occupying 
the  same  he  became  entitled  to  the  exclusive  beneficial  occu- 
pancy and  enjoyment  thereof. 

He  claimed  damages  against  defendant  in  the  sum  of  about 
$6,000  for  injury  by  fire  from  defective  engine  in  the  Choctaw 
nation,  to  property  of  which  plaintiff  was,  under  the  laws  of 
said  nation,  entitled  to  the  exclusive  beneficial  use  and  pos- 
session; the  damage  by  fire  being  as  follows:  1,000  acres  of 
growing  grass  of  the  value  of  $5  per  acre,  the  grass  on  the 
ground  being  worth  $2  per  acre,  and  the  damage  to  said  grass 
for  future  use,  during  the  time  that  plaintiff  would  have  been 
entitled  to  the  same,  being  $3  per  acre;  posts  destroyed,  $17.20; 
amount  paid  hands  for  fighting  the  fire,  $21;  amount  paid  for 
gathering  cattle  that  had  been  scattered  by  the  fire,  $601;  in 
the  aggregate,  $6,539.20. 

Defendant  interposed  a  demurrer  in  the  nature  of  a  plea  to 
the  jurisdiction,  on  the  ground  that  the  cause  of  action  was 
local,  and  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Texas  courts;  and 
second,  that  the  enforcement  of  the  rights  of  plaintiff  as  a 
member  of  the  Choctaw  tribe  of  Indians  was  within  the  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction  of  the  federal  government,  and  not  cog- 
nizable in  the  courts  of  Texas.  This  demurrer  being  sustained, 
plaintiff  has  assigned  the  ruling  as  error,  and  asserts,  in  sub- 
stance, the  following  propositions:  — 

•'  That  a  suit  lies  in  the  Texas  courts  in  favor  of  a  non- 
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resident  against  a  non-resident  corporation  having  an  office 
and  agent  in  the  county  of  the  suit  for  injury  to  lands  beyond 
the  limits  of  the  state;  that  damages  resulting  from  negligent 
burning  of  plaintiff's  premises  are  transitory,  and  actionable 
here,  so  tar  as  they  embrace  only  expenses,  as  of  gathering 
cattle  or  fighting  fire,  caused  by  the  injury  to  the  premises,  as 
distinguished  from  injury  to  the  premises;  that  members  of 
the  Indian  tribes  resident  in  the  Indian  Territory  can  sue  in 
the  courts  of  Texas  for  redress  of  injuries  to  property  rights 
enjoyed  by  them  as  members  of  such  tribes." 

Each  of  these  propositions  is  controverted  by  appellee. 

If  the  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  is  of  that  class  known 
as  local  actions,  the  well-established  doctrine  is,  that  it  must 
be  brought  in  the  county  where  the  right  of  action  accrued. 
The  briefest  as  well  as  the  clearest  distinction  between  this 
class  and  transitorv  actions  is  thus  stated:  '*  If  the  cause  of 

m 

action  be  one  that  might  have  arisen  anywhere,  then  it  is 
transitory.  If  it  could  only  have  arisen  in  one  place,  then  it 
16  local.  As,  for  example,  an  action  of  trespass  to  the  person 
or  for  the  conversion  of  goods  is  transitory.  But  an  action  for 
flooding  particular  lands  is  local,  because  the  land  can  only 
be  flooded  where  it  is  situated.  For  the  most  part,  the  local 
actions  consist  of  those  instituted  for  the  recovery  of  real 
estate  or  for  injuries  thereto,  or  for  easements  ":  Cooley  on 
Torts,  471. 

That  actions  for  trespass  on  lands  in  a  foreign  country  can- 
not be  sustained  is  settled  law  in  England  and  in  this  coun- 
try: Cooley  on  Torts,  471. 

The  decision  of  Chief  Justice  Marshall  in  Livingston  v. 
Jefferson,  1  Brock.  203,  upon  this  question  appears  to  have 
been  followed  in  numerous  cases:  See  Cooley  on  Torts,  471; 
note  5.  The  action  was  for  damage  for  trespass  upon  land 
charged  to  have  been  committed  in  Louisiana,  brought  in 
Virginia.  It  was  held  that  it  could  not  be  maintained,  be- 
cause the  damage  and  the  act  causing  it  occurred  beyond  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  which  the  suit  was  brought.  Such 
is  the  case  before  us. 

The  only  case  to  which  we  have  been  referred  as  question- 
ing the  authority  of  the  foregoing  doctrine  is  that  of  Armendias 
V.  StiUman,  64  Tex.  627.  While  there  may  be  expressions  in 
the  opinion  in  that  case  which  would  give  force  to  the  con- 
tention of  appellant  that  it  is  decisive  of  this  case,  we  do  not 
understand  it  to  decide  the  question  here  raised.    There  is  an 
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entire  absence  of  analogy  between  the  case  last  cited  and  the 
present  in  several  essential  features. 

In  the  former  case,  the  question  was  rather  one  of  venue 
than  jurisdiction.  The  parties  were  residents  of  Cameron 
County,  in  which  the  suit  was  brought.  In  the  present  case» 
the  plaintiff  is  a  resident  and  member  of  the  Choctaw  nation, 
in  the  Indian  Territory  (having,  under  the  laws  of  the  nation, 
become  a  member  of  the  tribe  by  reason  of  his  marriage  with 
an  Indian  woman),  and  the  defendant  is  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion; both,  therefore,  being  non-residents. 

In  the  case  cited,  the  act  resulting  in  the  injury  to  the  land 
was  committed  by  the  defendant  in  Cameron  County,  within 
the  court's  jurisdiction.  In  accord  with  this  decision  will  be 
found  RundU  v.  Delaware  etc.  Canal  Co.f  1  Wall.  Jr.  275,  where 
it  was  held  that  if  a  wrongful  act  committed  in  one  state 
injure  real  property  in  another,  action  for  damages  may  be 
brought  in  the  former.  So  in  Thayer  v.  Brooke^  17  Ohio  St. 
489,  49  Am,  Dec.  474,  an  action  was  sustained  for  diver- 
sion of  water  in  Pennsylvania  resulting  in  injury  to  land  in 
Ohio. 

In  the  case  under  discussion,  the  alleged  negligence  causing 
the  damage  was  committed  beyond  the  limits  of  the  state.  In 
Armendiaz  v.  StiUraan^  54  Tex.  627,  the  suit  could  have  been 
brought  alone  under  the  eighth  section  of  article  1198,  regu- 
lating the  venue  of  suits,  which  authorized  a  suit  in  any 
county  where  a  trespass  was  committed  affording  a  cause  of 
action  for  damages.  In  that  case,  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff 
was  a  citizen  of  Texas,  and,  as  such,  was  guaranteed  a  remedy 
through  the  agency  of  the  judicial  tribunals  of  his  state  by 
organic  law,  was  an  important  reason  against  the  interpreta- 
tion of  article  1198  as  denying  him  a  remedy  for  an  injury 
done  him  in  this  state  with  respect  to  his  property. 

And  the  legislative  department|  in  affording  this  protection 
to  the  citizen  by  statutory  provisions  as  to  venue,  would  not 
be  restricted  by  the  technical  rules  of  the  common  law  distin- 
guishing between  transitory  and  local  actions.  But  the  stat- 
ute applies  to  such  causes  of  action,  necessarily,  as  arise  within 
the  territory  legislated  for,  and  cannot  be  construed  as  having 
any  reference  to  resident  citizens  of  a  foreign  country  or  state, 
or  to  any  cause  of  action  arising  in  such  state  or  country. 
Hence  it  is  that  Armendiaz  v.  StiUman^  64  Tex.  627,  cannot, 
we  think,  have  any  application  to  the  case  disclosed  by  the 
record  before  us. 
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It  is  claimed  that  if  the  injury  to  the  land  was  a  local  ac- 
tion, stilly  under  plaintiff's  allegation  to  the  effect  that  his 
fence  was  destroyed  and  a  large  number  of  his  cattle  scat- 
tered, etc.,  subjecting  him  to  expense  in  gathering  them,  the 
action  would  be  transitory,  and  therefore  the  court  would  take 
jurisdiction.  We  do  not  think  the  facts  alleged  show  the  ac- 
tion to  be  transitory.  But  if  so,  it  has  been  held  in  such 
actionSy  where  the  parties  were  non-residents  and  the  cause  of 
action  originated  beyond  the  limits  of  the  state,  these  facts 
would  justify  the  court  in  refusing  to  entertain  jurisdiction: 
Great  Western  Ky  Co.  v.  Miller^  19  Mich.  305.  Jurisdiction  is 
entertained  in  such  cases  only  upon  principles  of  comity,  and 
not  as  a  matter  of  right:  Oardner  v.  Thomas^  14  Johns.  136;  7 
Am.  Dec.  446;  Wells  on  Jurisdiction,  sec.  115. 

In  the  present  case  there  are  obvious  reasons  against  the 
exercise  and  extension  of  this  comity  in  the  assumption  of 
jurisdiction  of  a  suit  by  a  member  of  the  Choctaw  nation 
against  a  non-resident  corporation  for  damages  inflicted  as  al- 
leged in  the  Indian  Territory. 

From  an  examination  of  the  United  States  Statutes  at 
Large,  volume  7,  page  333,  it  appears  that  a  treaty  of  friend- 
ship, cession,  and  limits  was  entered  into  with  that  nation  by 
the  United  States  on  the  16th  of  September,  1830,  at  Dancing 
Rabbit  Creek.  The  lands  now  occupied  by  them  were  then 
acquired,  and  are  held  in  common  by  the  tribe,  each  member 
having  an  equal  undivided  interest,  and  has  a  complete  right 
of  possession  and  enjoyment.  Members  only  of  the  tribe  can 
acquire  rights  in  these  lands;  and  by  section  2116,  United 
States  Revised  Statutes,  they  cannot  be  alienated.  Plaintiff's 
right  was  acquired  by  virtue  of  his  marriage  into  the  tribe, 
under  the  treaty  of  April  28,  1886,  by  which  he  became  a 
member.  By  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  arti- 
cle 463,  the  commissioner  of  Indian  affairs  is  invested  with 
the  power,  under  the  direction  of  the  Interior  Department, 
over,  and  has  entire  management  of,  all  Indian  affairs,  and  of 
all  matters  arising  out  of  Indian  relations. 

Whether  the  treaty  and  statutes  cited  would  have  the  effect 
to  vest  exclusive  jurisdiction  in  the  federal  government  in  a 
case  like  the  present,  or  would  exclude  the  exercise  of  juris- 
diction by  the  state  courts,  it  is  not  necessary  to  determine. 
But  we  think  they  sufficiently  indicate  the  impolicy  of  enter- 
taining jurisdiction  of  this  suit  upon  principles  of  comity,  even 
if  any  part  of  the  act  resulting  in  injury  to  the  land  in  the 
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Indian  Territory  could  be  bo  separated  from  it  as  to  afford 
independent,  distinct  cause  of  action,  and  posBess  also  tho 
characteristics  of  a  transitory  action. 

For  the  reasons  given,  we  think  the  judgment  should  b^ 
affirmed. 

Aonoirs,  WHEN  LooAL  AND  WHEN  Transitort.  —  Perhaps  the  best  dis- 
tinction to  be  found  between  looal  and  transitory  actions  is,  that  *'  if  the 
cause  of  action  is  one  that  might  have  arisen  anywhere,  then  it  is  transitory; 
but  if  it  could  only  have  arisen  in  one  place,  then  it  is  local;  and  for  the 
most  part,  actions  which  are  local  are  those  brought  for  the  recovery  of  real 
estate  or  for  injuries  thereto,  or  for  easements":  Cooley  on  Torts,  2ded.9 
451. 

The  common-law  test  of  local  or  transitory  actions  is  the  subject-matter  to 
which  the  injury  is  done,  and  not  the  subject  causing  the  injury.  Therefore 
injuries  to  persons  or  personal  property  are  transitory:  Mason  v.  Warner ,  31 
Mo.  508,  in  which  the  court  said:  "  Actions  are  either  local  or  transitory. 
They  are  said  to  be  transitory  where  the  transactions  on  which  they  are  founded 
might  have  taken  place  anywhere,  but  are  local  when  their  cauHC  is  in  it<  na- 
ture  necessarily  locaL  The  distinction  exists  in  the  nature  of  the  Riibiect  of  the 
injury  complained  of,  and  not  in  the  means  in  which,  or  the  place  at  whicht 
the  injury  was 'effected.  My  horae  or  my  steamboat  is  the  bubject  of  injury 
as  well  in  one  county  as  another;  as  well  in  one  state  iu«  another;  1>ut  ibis 
cannot  be  affirmed  of  my  land,  which  is  immovable.  If  an  agister  of  cattle 
open  a  pit  in  his  field,  and  negligently  leave  it  open,  whereby  my  horse  at 
pasture  is  permitted  to  fall  into  it  and  is  killed,  the  means  and  place  of 
injury  are  local,  but  the  subject  of  injury,  the  horse,  is  transitory,  and  ca- 
pable of  injury  as  well  at  one  place  as  another.  But  if  my  horse  tre^tpasa 
upon  the  agister's  field,  break  the  close,  and  tread  down  and  eat  his  grass, 
here  the  means  of  injury,  the  horse,  is  movable,  transitory;  but  the  subject 
of  the  injury,  the  realty,  is  immovable,  local,  and  therefore  not  capable  of 
being  injured  at  any  other  place."  In  genera),  actions  fonnded  on  contract 
are  transitory,  although  made  and  even  stipulated  to  be  performed  out  of  the 
state;  while  actions  founded  upon  privity  of  estate  in  land  are  local,  and  lie 
only  in  the  state  where  the  land  is:  WlaU  v.  Sanborn,  6  N.  H.  221;  Henwood 
y.  Cheeaeman,  3.  Serg.  ft  R.  500;  Lienow  v.  EUia,  6  Mass.  331. 

A  local  action  must,  of  course,  be  brought  in  that  state  or  county  which 
claims  and  exercises  jurisdiction  over  the  place  which  gives  rise  to  the  action: 
HoUhome  v.  Haines,  1  Me.  238;  although  an  action  local  in  its  nature  may  be 
maintained  in  the  proper  state  court  against  a  national  bank  in  a  county 
or  city  other  than  that  in  which  it  is  established.  In  Crocker  v.  Marine  NaL 
Bank,  101  Mass.  240,  3  Am.  Rep.  336,  it  is  held,  however,  that  the  action  must 
be  brought  in  the  city  or  county  where  the  bank  is  situated:  Casey  v.  Adams, 
102  U.  S.  66.  It  seems  that  a  local  and  a  transitory  cause  of  action  cannot 
be  united.  Thus  one  who  seeks  to  rescind  a  contract  relating  to  an  exchange 
of  real  estate  in  the  county  where  the  land  is,  against  parties  residing  in  an* 
other  county,  cannot,  after  they  have  been  served  with  summons  and  have 
appeared,  amend  his  complaint  so  as  to  include  a  second  cause  of  action  for  a 
breach  of  a  covenant  of  warranty,  and  thus  blend  a  local  with  a  transitory 
cause  of  action.  He  is  confined  to  the  first  cause  of  action:  Neal  v.  JSeifnoUU, 
88  Kan.  432. 
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Th«  eommoo-Uw  diitinetieiit  u  to  wh&t  eonstitatet  aa  aotion  local  or 
tniuitoty  bare  bean  wo  antiraly  obliterated  by  tbe  atatntea  of  tbe  different 
aUtea  lelatinflr  to  yanae,  and  proriding  wbere  different  actions  ahall  be  com- 
menced, that  BO  general  rale  oan  be  announced  aa  to  what  makea  an  action 
local  or  transitory  beyond  that  already  given.  It  only  remaina  to  enumer- 
ate the  adjadicationa  which  hold  aa  action  to  be  local  or  transitory  under 
the  prorisiona  of  the  aeveral  atatntea  of  the  different  atatea;  and  firsts  then» 
as  to  thooe  actiona  which  have  been  decided  to  be  ICcal. 

In  relation  to  actions  against  public  officers  for  official  acta  it  haa  been  de- 
cided in  Michigan  and  in  Kansas  that  the  suit  must  be  brought  in  tbe  county 
where  the  act  is  performed,  and  not  elsewhere:  Clay  ▼.  Hoywadi,  8  Kan.  74; 
Qraham  t.  SvdOi,  02  Mich.  147;  while  in  other  atatea  it  ia  maintained  that 
the  action  must  be  brought  in  the  county,  or  if  the  act  waa  performed  in  an- 
other atate,  then  in  the  state,  where  the  officer  qualified':  Foiler  ▼.  Wade, 
4  Boah,  029;  Bank  ^  KenHteky  ▼.  ffarriton,  1  Buah,  S84;  WiUon  r.  Rkh,  5 
K.  H.  454.  A  salt  againat  a  township  cannot  be  maintained  in  any  other 
county  than  tho  one  of  which  it  forma  a  part:  Pack  ▼.  Toum$hip  qf  Oreenbwih, 
tt  Mibh.  122;  and  an  action  againat  a  public  officer,  in  hia  personal  capacity, 
must  be  brought  in  the  parish  of  his  residence,  and  cannot  Im  brought,  indif- 
ferently, in  either  of  the  parishes  composing  the  district  of  his  office:  8taU  r, 
Stede,  83  Ia.  Ann.  910.  An  action  to  recorer  damages  for  overflowing  a 
BuO  ia  local,  and  must  be  commenced  in  the  state  where  the  property  is  sit- 
uated; Ifomard  ▼.  IngenM,  17  Ala.  780.  So  an  action  for  flooding  land  ia 
local,  and  muat  be  brought  in  the  place  where  the  lands  lie:  i^c^iia  t.  Trus^ 
tt€s,  17  Hi  634.  These  cases  are  decidel  upon  the  same  principle  announced 
in  City  o/Mctrysville  ▼.  Ifarth  BhomJUld  etc  Mining  Co.,  66  Gal.  343;  namely, 
that  an  action  in  relation  to  a  nuisance  which  causes  injury  to  land  must  be 
tried  in  the  place  where  the  land  ia  situated.  So  an  action  for  injuries  to  a 
barge,  from  the  overflow  of  a  canal,  ia  local,  and  not  transitory:  Moyer  v.  C/t^<- 
aipmike  tie  Canal  Cb.,  12  Phila.  400.  An  action  to  recover  damagea  for  will- 
fully burning  com,  treea,  and  fencea  in  a  certain  field  is  local,  and  must  be 
brought  in  the  county  where  the  land  lies:  NashviUe  etc,  i7V  Co.  ▼.  Weaks, 
13  Lea,  148.  Trespaas  quart  dausum/rtffH  is  a  local  action,  and  the  land  upon 
which  it  ia  committed  fizea  the  county  in  which  the  action  should  be  brought: 
Boadk  ▼.  Damrcn^  2  Humph.  426.  An  action  for  obstructing  a  private  way  or 
highway  is  local,  and  must  be  brought  in  the  county  where  tbe  road  is:  Crooi; 
T.  PUekar,  61  Md.  610.  An  action  to  condemn  lands  for  a  public  use  under 
the  light  of  eminent  domain  ia  local,  and  must  be  commenced  in  the  county 
where  the  land  ia  situated:  Califomia  eU,  R.  R.  Co,  v.  Southtm  PadJU  R,  R. 
Oa,,  66  CaL  394;  66  CaL  409.  An  action  to  enforce  the  specific  performance 
of  an  afpreement  to  oonvey  land  muat  be  commenced  in  the  county  where  the 
land  ia  located:  ParJter  v.  MeAUUter,  14  Ind.  12;  but  a  suit  to  enforce 
▼andor'a  lien  muat  be  brought  in  the  county  where  the  vendee  resides:  Coffee 
T.  Haynea,  24  Tez.  190.  An  action  to  collect  a  drainage  asseasment  must  be 
brought  in  the  county- where  the  land  assessed  is  situated,  although  the  party 
against  whom  the  aasessment  ia  made  reaidea  in  another  county:  Dowdenr. 
State,  106  Ind.  167.  Where  a  proeecution  is  commeaced  by  an  individual, 
the  first  step  ia  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  warrant  of  arrest  issues,  and  an 
action  for  malicioua  prosecution  for  such  arrest  must  be  brought  in  the  county 
where  the  prosecution  was  commenced  and  where  the  defeodant  resided,  and 
not  in  the  county  where  the  arrest  was  made:  Hubbard  v.  Lord,  59  Tex.  384. 
An  action  of  covenant  founded  upon  privity  of  estate  in  land  ia  local,  and 
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mint  be  Ixroagbt  where  the  land  liee:  White  v.  Sanborn,  6  N.  H.  221. 
aotion  of  replevin  ii  local,  «nd  mast  be  commenced  in  the  pUoe  where  th« 
l^ooda  are  taken  and  attached:  Robinson  v.  Meadt  7  Mais.  353.    An  action  o^ 
debt  on  a  judgment  of  reoord  \m  local,  and  must  be  brought  in  the  ooontjr 
where  the  reoord  is:  Smiik  v,  (Hark,  1  Ark.  63;  Bco-nes  ▼.  Kenyon,  2  Johns. 
€ae.  381. 

Under  statutes  providing  that  actions  for  the  determination  of  a  right 
interest  in  land  must  be  tried  in  the  county  where  the  land  is  situated, 
action  for  the  reformation  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  must  be  brovigh^ 
in  the  county  where  it  is  located:  Franklin  v.  DuUon,  79  Gal.  605.  And  so 
must  an  action  to  have  a  deed  absolute  on  its  face  declared  to  be  a  mortgage, 
and  to  redeem  therefrom:  Baker  v.  Fireman**  Fwid  Ini»  Co.,  7S  CaL  182. 
And  so  must  an  action  against  an  executor  and  devisees  to  subject  real  estate 
•to  the  payment  of  debts  of  the  ancestor,  and  to  vacate  deeds  made  by  the  dev« 
iseee  to  third  persons:  Bacoi  y.  Lowndes,  24  S.  G.  392.  Such  statutes,  how- 
•ever,  confer  a  mere  personal  privilege,  which  may  be  waived  by  submitting 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  some  other  oonnty:  De  la  Vega  y.  League^ 
4M  Tex.  205.  An  action  against  the  bail  upon  a  forfeited  recognisanoe  mast 
be  brongfat  in  the  county  where  the  defendants,  or  one  of  them,  resides:  Stale 
y.  VanoaXkenbwrg,  15  Ind.  185. 

Generally  speaking,  injuries  to  personal  property  and  to  personal  rights 
are  of  a  transitory  nature,  and  an  action  to  recover  may  be  brought  wherever 
the  defendant  may  be  found  and  served:  OUn  y.  Hodges,  9  Johns.  67;  Shaver 
y.  White,  6  Munf.  110;  8  Am.  Dec.  730;  Oenin  y.  Qiier,  10  Ohio^  210. 
Hence  an  action  for  injury  to  the  person,  done  beyond  the  territorial  limits 
•of  the  state,  is  transitory,  and  may  be  maintained  in  the  courts  of  another 
state:  SmUh  v.  Bull,  17  Wend.  323;  Hale  v.  Lawrence,  21  N.  J.  L.  714;  47 
Am.  Dee.  190.  This  rule  applies  where  an  injury  is  received  while  riding  as 
a  passenger  on  a  railroad  train:  Ackereon  v.  Erie  B'y  Oo.,  31  N.  J.  L.  309.  In 
such  case  the  action  may  be  brought  in  any  county  where  the  company  has 
an  ofiGice  or  an  agency:  Toppine  v.  East  Tennessee  etc,  B.  B.  Co.,  5  Lea,  600; 
or  where  the  accident  happened,  notwithstanding  the  non-residence  of  the 
party  injured  or  killed,  and  of > the  plaintiff:  ChesaipeakeetcB.  B.  Co,  v.  Higgins, 
85  Tenn.  620.  So  an  action  against  a  railroad  company  for  negligently  kill- 
ing  stock  is  transitory,  and  not  local:  JUinois  Cent,  B.  B,  Co,  v.  Swearingen, 
33  111.  289.  So  an  action  will  lie  in  one  state  for  unlawful  discrimination  in 
transportation  practiced  in  another  state:  MeDujffee  v.  Portland  etc  E.  B. 
Co.,  62  K.  H.  430;  13  Am.  Rep.  72. 

Li  case  of  a  foreign  corporation  doing  business  within  a  state,  an  action 
against  it  may  be  tried  in  any  county  designated  in  the  complaint:  Thomas 
y.  PlaeervUU  etc.  Min,  Co,,  65  Gal.  600. 

Trover  is  a  transitory  action,  and  an  action  for  the  conversion  of  timber  is 
not  made  local  by  being  brought  against  the  original  trespasser  who  cut  the 
trees:  Oreeky  v.  StUson,  27  Mich.  152.  So  trover  may  be  brought  in  one  state 
for  timber  unlawfully  cut  and  converted  in  another:  Tyson  v.  McOuineas, 
26  Wis.  656.  So  where  a  person  wrongfully  removes  sand  from  land  in  one 
state  and  transports  it  to  another  state,  where  he  converts  it  to  his  own  use, 
the  right  of  action  is  transitory,  and  suit  may  be  brought  for  the  value  of 
the  sand  in  the  state  to  which  it  was  transported:  MeOonigle  v.  Atchison,  33 
Kan.  726.  In  Powell  v.  Smith,  2  Watts,  126,  it  was  held  that  the  right  of  prop* 
erty  in  a  chattel  which  has  become  such  by  severance  from  the  freehold 
cannot  be  adjudicated  in  a  transitory  action.     Hence  an  action  of  replevin 
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wfaich  ifl  tnmaitory  will  not  lie.  Replevin  is  also  decided  to  be  a  transitory 
aetioo  in  Ooppie  ▼.  Zm,  78  Ind.  230,  in  such  sense  that  an  action  before  a  jns- 
Uem  may  be  brooii^t  9tAm  in  the  township  in:which  the  property  was  taken, 
or  in  wfaioh  H  is  dstunod*  or  that  in  which  the  defendant  reeidest  Cook  ▼• 
<»«m,  21  Ind.  808. 

An  action  to  reoovsr  damages  for  unlawfully  entering  npon  land,  and  do- 
stcajing  erops  or  felling  timber  therecm,  need  not  be  brought  in  the  county 
tile  land  lies,  bnt  may  be  brought  in  the  county  where  the  defendant 
or  may  be  summoned:  Duncan  ▼.  Tordy,  27  Kan.  348;  Povxll  v. 
GksAars,  70  G*.  367;  48  Am.  B«p.  572.  A$nunp8U  will  lie  in  one  state  for 
the  «as  and  ocoopation  of  land  in  another  state,  such  action  being  founded 
flo  prin^  of  oontraet,  and  not  on  privifcy  of  estate:  Henwood  v.  CheesemoMt 
8  8erg.  *  B.  000;  New  Tork  y.  Dttnssos,  2  Johns.  Cas.  336. 

A  OTil  notion  for  an  assanlt  and  battery  may  be  commenced  in  any  oounty 
in  which  tiio  defendant  may  be  summoned:  MeAwsmty  y.  CatfyAeAour,  34 
Kan.  681.  8ndi  action  may  be  maintained  in  one  state,  although  the  cause 
of  action  arose  in  another  state:  WaiU  y.  Thoma»^  2  Bibb,  46a 

An  action  can  be  maintained  in  the  courts  of  one  state  to  recover  for  injury 
to  n  bnilding  standing  on  land  in  another  state,  where  the  bulding  was  placed 
with  the  right  of  removal:  Laird  v.  BaOroad,  62  K.  H.  264;  18  Am.  St. 
Bepu  604b  So  a  tent  tomporarily  erected  on  land  with  the  right  of  removal 
ia  a  mere  chattel,  and  trespass  against  a  third  person  for  the  injury  to  the 
tent  is  transitory,  and  may  be  brought  in  the  oounty  in  which  either  of  the 
parties  resides:  Ford  y.  BtariHgh,  02  N.  H.  888.  An  action  of  trespass  for 
injury  to  land  in  one  state,  occasioned  by  diversion  of  water,  may  be  main- 
tained in  that  state,  although  the  act  which  occasioned  the  diversion  may 
have  been  committed  in  another  state:  Thofer  v.  Brooko,  17  Ohio,  489; 
40  Am.  Dea  474.  So  an  action  for  injury  done  to  real  property  which  is 
situated  in  one  coonty  may  be  maintained  in  the  oounty  where  the  trespasser 
lives  or  may  be  found:  Sunmer  y.  Fbiegtm,  16  Mass.  280. 

An  action  against  a  town,  to  recover  for  injuries  caused  by  defects  in  the 
highway,  which  the  town  is  obliged  to  keep  in  repair,  is  transitory,  and  may 
be  brought  in  the  county  where  the  plaintiff  resides:  THtus  v.  Inhabitamta  of 
FrttMifortf  16  Me.  89;  or  in  any  county  within  the  state:  Bayinond  v.  CHiiff  cf 
LoweU,  0  Oiah.  624;  68  Am.  Dec  67;  and  need  not  be  brought  in  the  county 
where  ^e  injury  is  soatained:  HutU  v.  Tovm  qf  Pownal,  9  Vt.  410. 

An  aetion  for  breach  of  covenant  of  warranty  in  a  deed  is  transitory,  and 
may  be  maintained  in  the  stote  where  the  grantor  resides,  although  the  land 
is  sitoated  in  another  stato:  TOloOion  v.  Priehard,  60  Vt  94;  6  Am.  St.  Rep. 
06;  Olioer  v.  Loye,  60  Miss.  320;  Pkelpa  v.  Dedoer,  10  Mass.  267;  or  the 
aetion  may  be  maintained  in  another  county  than  that  in  which  the  land 
lies:  Bmodk  v.  NoHer,  02  Mich.  881. 

Where,  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  a  wagering  contract  is  executed, 
tte  party  losing  may  maintain  an  action  for  the  money  paid,  such  action  is 
transitory,  and  may  be  bronght  in  any  court  which  obtains  jurisdiction  of 
the  parties:  Fkmagm  v.  Paekctrd^  41  Vt.  661. 

An  aetion  of  debt  on  a  foreign  judgment^  where  the  plaintiff  is  not  a  oiti* 
ssn  of  the  state,  may  be  maintained  in  any  county  in  the  stato:  MUchett  v. 
Oogoodf  4  Me.  124.  So  an  action  of  debt  for  an  escape  is  a  transitory  action, 
and  the  venue  may  be  laid  in  any  county  within  the  state:  Jonef  v.  Pember* 
ion,  7  N.  J.  Lb  860.  An  action  of  covenant  for  rent  reserved  in  a  lease, 
bronght  by  the  landlord  against  the  assignee  of  the  tenant,  although  local  at 
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oommon  Uw,  la  transitory  in  Vermont  under  the  statute:  UnwersUy  (^  Fer- 
morU  ▼.  Joslyn,  21  Vt  62. 

An  action  for  injury  to  a  steamboat  belonging  to  a  resident  of  the  state^ 
while  nayigating  the  Mississippi  River  beyond  the  waters  of  the  state,  caused 
by  obstructions  unlawfully  placed  in  the  bed  of  the  river,  is  transitory,  and 
may  be  maintained  in  the  courts  of  the  state  where  the  owner  of  the  boat  re* 
sides:  Ma9on  r,  Warner,  81  Mo.  608.  So  an  action  to  recover  for  an  act  pre- 
venting the  plaintiflf  from  navigating  the  waters  lying  between  two  states  i* 
transitory,  and  may  be  brought  in  either:  Qibbom  v.  Ogden,  6  N.  J.  Lb 
286. 

An  action  by  the  grantor  in  a  deed  absolute  on  its  face,  to  have  it  declared 
a  mortgage  or  a  trust,  may  be  brought  in  the  county  where  the  grantee  re- 
sides, although  the  land  lies  in  another  county:  Vandever  v.  Freeman,  20 
Tex.  833;  70  Am.  Deo.  391;  Lawrence  v.  Du  Boi$,  16  W.  Va.  443;  Le  Breton  t. 
Superior  Court,  66  Cal.  27. 

A  suit  by  a  purchaser  of  land  for  compensation  for  a  deficiency  in  tho 
quantity  sold,  and  paid  for  by  mistake,  is  tr  insitory,  and  may  be  maintained 
in  the  court  where  the  grantor  is  served  with  process:  WHUama  v.  BumeU,  6 
T.  B.  Mon.  322. 

An  action  to  have  a  conveyance  of  personal  property,  and  of  lands  located 
in  different  counties,  made  by  a  convict  in  prison  to  one  of  his  creditors,  de> 
dared  to  be  a  conveyance  in  contemplation  of  irtRolvency  to  prefer  such 
creditor,  is  transitory:  McCaUister  v.  Sarinrja  Batik,  80  Ky.  684. 

In  New  York,  an  action  to  set  aside  an  a:48ignment  of  property,  partly  con* 
sisting  of  land,  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  as  iraudulent,  is,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute,  a  local  action,  as  it  affects  an  estate  in  real  property:  Aeher 
y.  Leland,  96  K.  T.  383;  while  in  Illinois  it  is  held  that  a  creditor  may  main- 
tain a  bill  in  chancery  to  set  aside  such  a  conveyance  by  his  debtor  as  fraud- 
ulent, in  any  jurisdiction  where  the  debtor  and  fraudulent  vendee  may  be 
found,  as  in  such  case  the  court  does  not  act  upon  the  land  itself,  but  sim- 
ply declares  the  conveyance  void,  and  removes  it  as  an  obstruction  to  the 
creditor's  legal  remedy:  Johnson  v.  Oibson,  116  111.  294. 

An  action  may  be  maintained  in  one  state  by  a  resilent  thereof  to  recover 
damages  for  assessing  him  with  an  illegal  tax  in  another  state,  and  issuing 
a  warrant  for  him  upon  which  he  was  there  arrested:  Henry  v.  Sargeani,  13 
N.  H.  321;  40  Am.  Dec  146.  An  action  against  the  maker  and  indorsers  of 
a  note  may  be  brought  in  any  county  where  any  one  of  the  parties  defendant 
resides  or  may  be  summoned:  Pearson  v.  Kansas  Mfg.  Co,,  14  Neb.  211. 
Transitory  actions  upon  contracts  can  be  maintained  against  non-residents, 
in  any  county  where  service  can  be  maintained  upon  them:  Atkins  ▼.  Boratler, 
46  Mich.  652.  Where  the  statute  provides  that  transitory  actions  must  be 
brought  in  a  county  where  one  of  the  parties  resides,  they  cannot  be  com- 
menced in  a  county  where  neither  resides,  to  be  subsequently  removed  to  the 
proper  county  for  trial:  Hayioood  v.  Johnson,  41  Mich.  598.  And  transitory 
actions  for  which  a  venue  is  not  provided  by  statute  must  be  commenced  in 
the  county  where  the  defendant  resides  or  may  be  found  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action:  Dunham  v.  Shindler,  17  Or.  256. 

Where,  in  a  local  action,  causes  of  action  arising  in  different  counties  are 
Joined,  the  venue  may  be  laid  L  the  county  in  which  the  action  is  brought: 
Temple  v.  Florida  Land  etc  Co.,  23  Fla.  400.  In  an  action  to  subject  lands, 
lying  in  different  counties  and  claimed  by  different  defendants,  to  the  pay- 
ment of  debts*  the  title  to  all  the  lauds  may  be  tried  in  an  action  com- 
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in  one  of  the  oonntiet:  Barrett  y.  WcUUt  13  8.  G.  441.  8o  an  action 
mAliciona  proaacation  againat  two  defandanta  jointly,  the  oanae  of  which 
in  one  ooonty^  in  which  one  of  the  defendanta  reaidei,  while  the  other 
oataida  the  atate,  may  be  maintained  in  another  county,  where  both 
defandanta  ware  foond  and  aerred  with  proceaa:  Vinal  v.  Core,  18  W.  Va.  K 
Wh«n  a  defendant  ia  in  the  act  of  removing  from  one  oonnty  to  another,  and 
it  cannot  be  aacertained  with  certainty  in  which  county  he  residea,  an  action 
may  be  brought  againat  him  in  either  county:  Brown  y.  BduHdmt  18  Tez. 
432L  8o  a  eifeiaen  of  one  itate  passing  through  another  may  be  aned  in  any 
eonnty  of  the  latter  in  which  he  may  be  whan  aenred  with  prooeaat  Murpkf^ 
▼*  Wmitr,  18  Ga.  690L 
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198  TaxAa,  91) 

SuMViT,  ByxDSiroi  to  Va&t  ob  Ebtabluh  Calls  nr.  — When  the  calla  in 
a  grant,  if  applied  to  the  land,  correspond  with  each  other,  parol  eyi- 
danca  ia  not  admisaibla  to  yaiy  them  by  ahowing  that  they  are  not  the 
eaUa  in  the  anrray  aa  actually  made.  If,  whan  ao  applied,  they  diadcaa 
a  latent  ambiguity*  and  conflict  with  one  another,  parol  evidence  may 
be  reaorted  to  for  the  pnxpoae  of  determining  the  conflict^  and  ahowing 
the  land  actually  intended  to  be  embraced  by  the  calla  of  the  aurvey. 

toRyxT — What  OAXxa  Prbvail.  —  Oblla  in  a  aurvey  for  natural  objecta  or 
marked  linea  and  comera  prevail  over  calla  for  course  and  diatanee. 

BuByxr,  Byn»Hoa  to  Sho^!  -^^>i  suttrey  ki  actually  iiia3e  may  always  be 
shown  by  any  legal  evidence^  whan  in  fact  the  linea  ware  run  upon  the 
ground* 

SuBvxT—  Call  iob  Covrsi  abb  Dutakob  Pbbvails  otea  Mibtakbh  Call 
lom  Objbot.  — Whenever  the  evidence  ia  aufficient  to  induce  the  belief 
that  the  mistake  in  a  aurvey  is  in  the  call  for  a  natural  or  artificial  ob- 
]act»  and  not  in  the  call  for  oourae  and  distance,  the  latter  will  prevail, 
and  the  former  will  be  diaregarded. 

Bum  VET  —  EyiDBWOB  of  Mutakb  or  Call.— The  declaration  of  the  sur- 
veyor who  made  the  aurvey  ia  competent  evidence  to  show  that  the  mis- 
take therein  is  in  the  call  for  a  natural  object*  and  not  in  the  call  for 
oourae  and  distance. 

JlTDOMBNTS,  PRB8VMFTI05  IB  SuPPOBT  OF.  —  When  there  are  no  conclusiona 
of  fact  in  the  record,  aod  the  avtdenoe,  thoug(h  dobflidting,  is  sufficient 
to  support  the  judgment  upon  aome  hypotheai%  it  will  be  presumed  that 
the  judgment  was  based  tbarecn. 

Contest  conoerning  a  suryey.  By  the  aid  of  the  maps  here 
appended  and  the  facts  detailed  in  the  opinion  the  latter  may 
be  folly  understood.  The  first  map  (page  28)  shows  the  Crane 
and  surrounding  surveys.  The  second  map  (page  29)  shows 
the  Roberts  survey  south  of  the  supposed  line  of  the  Crane 
sorvey,  together  with  the  subdivisions  sold* 
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BarrM  and  Stine^  for  the  appellant. 
A.  K.  Swan^  for  the  appellees. 

Oaines,  a.  J.  This  suit  involves  the  true  location  of  the 
boundary  lines  of  the  Ambrose  Crane  survey  of  land  in  Clay 
County,  which,  according  to  the  calls  in  the  patent,  purports 
to  contain  2,141^  acres.  In  December,  1874,  the  plaintiff  be- 
low, who  is  appellant  here,  was  the  owner  of  640  acres  of  the 
survey.  So  much  of  the  tract  is  not  involved  in  this  suit;  but 
at  that  time  the  remainder  of  the  tract  was  claimed  by  four 
persons,  each  claiming  an  undivided  interest,  as  follows:  B.  T. 
Duval,  420  acres;  Fort  and  Jackson,  jointly,  751  acres;  and 
William  Jamison,  881  acres.  Jamison  was  also  entitled  to 
any  excess  in  the  land  .that  might  exist  over  1,602  acres.  Ac- 
cordingly, on  the  7th  of  December,  1874,  these  tenants  in  com- 
mon had  agreed  upon  ^  partition,  and  thereupon  Duval,  Fort, 
and  Jackson  conveyed  to  Jamison  one  hundred  acres  of  the  land, 
which  was  described  by  metes  and  bounds,  and  in  consideration 
thereof  Jamison  conveyed  to  them  all  his  interest  in  the  tract 
held  by  them  all  in  common,  except  in  the  one  hundred  acres 
conveyed  by  them  to  him.  The  one  hundred  acres  received  by 
Jamison  in  the  partition  lies  near  the  town  of  Henrietta,  and 
was  presumably  of  more  value  per  acre  than  the  remainder  of 
the  tract.  At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  partition  deeds 
mentioned  above,  Duval,  Fort,  and  Jackson  executed  to  Jami- 
son a  contract  in  writing,  by  which  they  bound  themselves,  on 
or  before  the  first  day  of  September,  1875,  to  have  the  land  con- 
veyed to  them  surveyed,  and  if  found  to  contain  more  than  1,402 
acres,  to  select  that  quantity,  and  to  convey  what  remained  to 
Jamison.  This  was  never  done.  Subsequent  to  that  contract, 
Jamison  conveyed  by  quitclaim  deed  all  his  interest  in  the 
land  to  the  plaintiff.  F.  W.  Randall  having,  through  a  chain 
of  mesne  conveyances,  become  the  owner  of  the  interest  of  Forti 
Duval,  and  Jackson,  conveyed  by  metes  and  bounds  separate 
parcels  of  the  tract  to  certain  of  the  defendants,  in  the  follow- 
ing order:  To  defendant  Malone,  288}  acres;  to  defendant 
Worsham,  836^  acres;  to  A.  C.  Jacobs,  183t  acres;  and  to 
Mary  Newcomb,  248^  acres.  Defendant  Conn  claims  the  tract 
conveyed  to  Jacobs,  as  substitute  assignee  under  a  deed  of  as- 
signment made  by  Jacobs  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors. 

If  there  is  no  excess  in  the  acreage  of  the  survey  as  called 
for  in  the  patent,  Jamison's  conveyance  to  Fort,  Duval,  and 
Jackson  passed  all  his  title,  legal  and  equitable,  in  the  but- 
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▼ey,  and  the  plaintiff  took  nothing  by  the  subsequent  convey** 
ance  from  him.  The  plaintiff,  however,  contends  that  there  is 
an  excess  in  the  survey  of  about  680  acres,  and  brings  this  suit 
to  recover  it. 

The  patent  to  the  A.  Crane  calls  to  begin  at  the  northeast 
comer  of  the  Orange  County  school  land;  thence  west  2,495 
varas  southeast  corner  of  Barret  survey;  thence  north  3,648 
varaa  northeast  corner  same;  thence  east  1,344  varas  southeast 
corner  of  Carabajal;  thence  south  556  varas  southwest  corner 
Buffalo  Bayou,  Brazos,  and  Colorado  railroad  survey;  thence 
east  1,900  varas  a  stone  from  which  a  mesquite  marked  X 
bears  north  12  east  17  varas  a  Cottonwood  12  inches  in 
diameter  marked  X  bears  south  280  varas;  then  south  270 
varas  Dry  Fork  of  Wichita  at  4,844  varas  corner;  thence  west 
749  varas  a  corner  in  east  boundary  line  of  Orange  County 
school  land;  thence  north  1,752  varas  to  beginning. 

The  plaintiff  alleged  in  his  petition  that  there  were  mistakes 
in  the  field-notes  in  the  following  particulars,  viz.:  The  call 
for  the  second  line  north  3,648  varas  should  have  been  north 
4,920;  the  call  east  1,844  varas  should  have  been  east  1,472;  the 
last  call  but  one  should  bo  west  898  instead  of  749  varas.  He 
claims  tbat  the  survey  extends  1,742  varas  farther  north  and 
south  and  151  varas  farther  east  and  west  than  appears  by 
the  distances  called  for  in  the  field-notes  of  the  patent.  The 
testimony  of  the  surveyors  shows  that  there  is  a  mistake  in 
the  patent.  It  appears  by  a  survey  of  the  land  that  the  dis- 
tance between  the  north  boundary  line  of  the  Orange  County 
school  land,  and  the  south  boundary  of  the  Carabajal,  is  in 
fact  4,920  varas,  while  the  distance  called  for  in  the  patent 
would  make  it  only  8,648.  It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  there 
is  a  mistake  in  the  call  for  the  length  of  the  west  boundary 
line,  or  in  the  call  for  the  lines  and  corner  of  some  one  of  the 
surrounding  surveys.  The  contention  of  the  plaintiff  is,  that  the 
error  is  in  the  call  for  distance,  while  the  defendants  insist 
that  the  mistake  is  in  the  calls  for  the  corner  and  lines  of  the 
Orange  County  school-land  survey. 

The  northeast  corner  of  the  last-named  survey  is  in  the 
prairie,  with  no  objects,  natural  or  artificial,  to  mark  it.  Its 
locality  can  only  be  fixed  by  surveying  from  the  oomer  of 
the  Grayson  County  school-land  survey,  which  lies  ten  thou- 
sand varas  south  of  it.  Its  north  boundary  line  is  also  un- 
marked. On  the  other  hand,  the  lines  of  the  Carabajal  and 
the  Buffalo  Bayou,  Brazos,  and  Colorado  Railway  Company 


82  Johnson  v.  Archibald.  [Texas^ 

surveyf  are  readily  aaoertained  by  comers  well  marked   on 
the  ground. 

A  witness  for  defendant  testified  that  one  Oreen,  who  made 
the  original  survey,  and  who  at  the  time  of  the  trial  was  dead, 
told  him  while  running  the  lines  of  the  tract,  that  when  he 
surveyed  the  land  originally  "  he  located  the  whole  north  line 
of  the  Crane  survey  on  the  ground  by  the  marks  and  comers 
called  for  in  the  field-notes;  that  he  run  the  west  line  the 
length  called  for,  and  called  for  the  Orange  County  school 
land  because  he  supposed  he  had  reached  it;  that  when  he 
had  reached  the  southwest  corner  of  the  Crane  survey  by 
course  and  distance,  he  then  went  across  the  prairie  to  the 
Cottonwood  corner  and  began  again,  and  ran  the  east  boun- 
dary line  by  course  and  distance  called  for  in  the  field-notes, 
thence  west  and  north  as  called  for,  and  then  stopped."  If 
such  was  the  manner  in  which  the  survey  was  made,  and  if 
the  calls  for  the  comer  and  lines  of  the  Orange  County  school 
lands  are  to  be  disregarded,  then  the  land  between  the  sur* 
vey  so  established  and  the  latter  survey  was  left  vacant. 
Nearly  the  whole  of  this  strip  is  held  by  defendant  Roberts 
under  subsequent  locations. 

But  on  the  other  hand,  a  witness  for  plaintiff  testified  that 
Green  told  him  "  that  the  only  mnning  that  he  ever  did  on 
the  ground  was  from  the  Dry  Fork  and  the  Cottonwood  bear- 
ing near  the  extreme  northeast  corner,  and  this  corner  he 
made  and  chained  to  these  bearings;  that  he  had  before  ran 
the  surveys  on  the  north;  that  he  began  the  survey  on  the 
northeast  corner  of  the  survey  in  the  name  of  Orange  County, 
and  he  established  this  corner  by  running  from  the  southeast 
corner  of  the  Grayson  County,  the  nearest  well-established 
corner,  and  going  north  the  distance  called  for  when  he  began 
the  Crane;  that  he  did  this  surveying  on  his  horse,  with  his 
compass  and  no  chain,  but  counted  the  steps  of  his  horse,  as 
he  knew  the  distance  he  stepped.  Witness  asked  him  if  he 
did  not  know  there  was  a  large  excess  in  the  Ambrose  Crane. 
He  said  he  only  guessed  at  the  length  of  the  lines;  that  it 
made  no  difference;  that  land  was  not  worth  more  than  fifteen 
cents  an  acre,  and  nobody  noticed  it  or  cared  about  it." 

If  the  calls  in  a  grant  when  applied  to  the  land  correspond 
with  each  other,  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  vary  them 
by  showing  that  in  point  of  fact  they  are  not  the  calls  of  the 
survey  as  actually  made.  But  if  when  so  applied  they  dis- 
close a  latent  ambiguity, —  that  is  to  say,  if  they  conflict  with 
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each  oiher,  —  then  extrinsio  evidence  may  be  resorted  to,  ia 
order  to  determine  the  conflict  and  to  show  the  land  actually^ 
intended  to  be  embraced  by  the  calls  of  the  survey^  Certain> 
calls,  aoch  as  for  natural  objects,  marked  lines,  and  corners^ 
being  less  likely  the  result  of  mistake,  in  the  absence  of  other 
evidence,  prevail  over  calls  for  course  and  distance;  but  the- 
survey  actually  made  is,  in  legal  contemplation,  the  true  sur^ 
vey,  and  it  is  always  competent  to  show,  by  any  legal  evidence,. 
where  the  lines  were  in  fact  run  upon  the  ground.  It  follows^ 
therefore,  that  whenever  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  induce- 
the  belief  that  the  mistake  is  in  the  call  for  natural  or  arti- 
ficial objects,  and  not  in  the  call  for  course  or  distance,  the^ 
latter  will  prevail  and  the  former  will  be  disregarded. 

In  Oerdld  v.  Freeman^  68  Tex.  201,  this  court  held  that ». 
call  for  course  and  distance  should  not  be  subordinated  to  a- 
call  for  an  unmarked  line  in  a  prairie  which  could  not  itself 
be  ascertained  except  by  running  the  boundaries  of  another 
survey  according  to  course  and  distance.  In  that  case,  as  in 
this,  the  declarations  of  the  surveyor  were  adduced  in  evidence^ 
and  were  to  the  eflect  that  he  ran  the  course  and  distance- 
called  for  in  the  field-notes,  and  called  for  the  line  of  a  neigh- 
boring survey,  supposing  he  had  reached  it  when  he  had  not.. 
The  difference  between  that  case  and  this  is,  that  here  there* 
is  a  conflict  of  evidence  upon  the  point,  and  in  that  there  was 
none.  But  it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  below  to  determine 
the  conflict,  and  the  finding  has  evidently  been  in  favor  of  the^ 
theory  that  the  land  in  controversy  was  surveyed  from  the- 
north,  and  that  the  lines  were  actually  run  upon  the  ground 
by  the  course  and  the  distance  called  for  in  the  field-notes  of 
the  survey.  The  defendant  Roberts  did  not  plead  the  statute- 
of  limitations,  and  without  such  finding,  the  judgment  must 
have  gone  against  him,  although  the  other  defendants  may" 
have  prevailed  in  the  suit. 

At  ail  events,  there  being  no  conclusions  of  fact  and  law 
found  in  the  record,  if  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  support  the 
judgment  upon  any  defense  presented  in  the  case,  it  is  to  be^ 
presumed  that  the  court  found  in  favor  of  the  defendants  upoi^ 
that  issue.  Upon  the  question  of  excess  in  the  survey,  tho 
evidence  was  sharply  in  conflict;  but  we  must  presume  that 
the  court  has  determined  the  conflict  in  favor  of  the  defend* 
ants,  and  the  evidence  being  sufficient  to  sustain  the  findings 
the  judgment  must  stand. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  judgment,  and  it  is  affirmed. 
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SuBTmn.  —  What  OaUa  Control  —  In  daterminiiig  IxmndMiei  M  fixed  by 

marveju,  monuments,  whether  natural  objecta  or  artificial  marki,  prerail 

-over  calls  for  oourtee  and  distances;  for  they  are  more  endurable  and  lees 

liable  to  change:  Oramplon  y.  Prmee,  83  Ala.  246;  S  Am.  St.  Rep.  718;  Adair 

-v.  WTuie,  86  GaL  814;  Northern  R'y  Co.  t.  Jordan,  87  CaL  28;  PayM  v.  Bng- 

•4mA,  79  GaL  640;  Ctutro  y.  Barry,  79  CaL  444;  Bubbard  y.  Dwty,  80  Cal.  281; 

Medmond  y.  Siepp,  100  N.  G.  212;    King  y.  Brigham,  19  Or.  660;  Ifor^c  ▼. 

i?o/&'fi4,  121  Pa.  St.  521;  Bioom  v.  Fergwon,  128  Pa.  St.  362;  BmheyY.  Iron 

Oo,,  136  Pa.  St  641;  iSoott  y.  PeUigrew,  72  Tex.  321;  ifOiintncA  y.  Freeman^ 

419  Tex.  446;  /ones  y.  Andrewt,  72  Tex.  6;  Menaaha  ste.  (7o.  y.  Laumon,  70 

Wis.  600.     Monuments  have  been  defined  to  be  "  marks  made  or  adopted  by 

the  su^eyor  as  SYidenoe  of  the  lines  run  by  him  '*:  Ori&r  y.  Penn.  Coal  Cbu, 

128  Pa.  St.  79.    All  monuments  located  and  identified  are  of  equal  impor- 

-  tanoe:  SeoU  y.  PeOigreto,  72  Tex.  322. 

Ooff/ficl  between  Surveys.  —  Two  surveys  having  been  made  in  1836,  a  Iooa* 

'  4ion  was  made  upon  the  junior  survey,  which  location  was  followed  by  a  re* 

'purvey,  and  raatored  into  a  patent  in  1841.     After  the  issue  of  this  patent,  a 

•  location  was  made  upon  the  senior  survey  of  1836,  which  was  also  followed 

's  by  a  resurvey  and  matured  into  a  patent.     The  surveys  of  1839  having  been 

imade  without  authority,  the  location  and  patent  under  the  junior  survey  baa 

priority  over  that  under  the  senior  survey:  Griffith  y.  R{fe,  72  Tex.  186. 

Where  there  is  a  conflict  between  two  surveys  which  have  matured  into 

patents,  and  the  owner  of  the  junior  grant  is  in  possession  of  a  part  only  of  the 

4and  in  dispute,  and  the  oWner  of  the  senior  grant  is  in  similar  possession  of 

*that  portion  of  his  grant  which  is  not  included  in  the  oonflict,  the  junior 

grantee  can  set  up  the  statute  of  limitations  only  to  the  extent  of  his  actual 

^possession:  Anderson  v.  Jaekton,  69  Tex.  346.     Official  surveys  prevail  over 

^private  ones:  BilUng$ley  v.  Bates,  30  Ala.  376;  68  Am.  Dec.  126. 

Bmdenee  to  EstablUh  or  Vary  CaUa,  Oenerally.  -^  Locations  made  on  plats  are 
'presumed  to  have  been  put  there  in  compliance  with  the  instructions  of  the 
aurveyor:  Oittinga  v.  Hall,  1  Har.  &  J.  14;  2  Am.  Dec.  602.     In  ascertaining 
the  boundaries  of  land  conveyed  in  a  deed,  a  map  referred  to  therein,  prop- 
erly certified  to  by  the  proper  surveyor,  is  admissible:  Payne  v.  BngUaK,  79 
CaL  640;  CKbton  y.  Poor,  21  K.  H.  440;  63  Am.  Dea  216;  and  a  plat  certified 
^  by  a  surveyor  is  sufficient,  if  from  the  facts  therein  given  any  competent 
eurveyor  may  locate  the  parcels  of  land  and  ascertain  their  proper  dimen- 
eions:  ViUage  qf  Auburn  y.  Ooodwin,  128  III.  68.    The  lines  of  a  junior  sur- 
vey which  calls  for  a  senior  survey  as  an  adjoiner  may  be  admitted  in 
evidence  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  acts  of  a  deceased  surveyor  as  to 
the  location  of  the  lines  in  the  senior  survey:  Tyrone  etc  Co,  y.  Oroae,  128 
^a*  St.  636.     Parol  evidence  is  admissible  of  the  meaning  of  the  words 
^' John  Edward's  comer,"  as  used  in  the  description  of  boundaries  in  a 
-grant:  Bonaparte  v.  Carter,  106  N.  0.  534.     When  the  question  is  merely  as 
"to  the  boundary  between  two  anterior  surveys  of  a  tract  of  land,  which  are 
admitted  to  be  marked  upon  the  ground,  the  course  of  the  only  unknown 
line  cannot  be  controlled  by  a  corner  on  an  independent  survey:  Bloom  y. 
Fergueon,  128  Pa.  St.  362.     However,  when  the  boundaries  of  land  described 
In  a  survey  cannot  be  established  by  reference  to  known  monuments,  and 
the  courses  and  distances  are  irreconcilable,  the  circumstances,  as  well  as 
the  manifest  intention  of  the  parties,  may  be  taken  into  coosideration,  for  the 
purpose  of  fixing  such  boundaries:  Buffner  v.  Hiil,  31  W.  Va.  429;  Brovm  y. 
Bedinger,  72  Tex.  247;  Lilly  v.  Blum,  70  Tex.  704;  PeopU  v.  HaUh,  60  Mich« 
;S29;  MendenhaU  y.  Partly  84  Cal.  193.     But  a  surveyor  eao,  under  no  cir- 
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csBMtanoes,  Mmtmc  to  determuie  linM  and  fix  monnmeott  Mooxdlng  to  hia 
ovn  notions;  ha  nmit  poww  ontain  data,  and  then  oan  only  measnra  gao- 
■wtrioaUy  in  aaoordanoa  with  anoh  datcL*  Fitker  t.  DowUng,  66  Mioh.  870; 
/oN€a  ▼.  Lett  77  Mich.  S7. 

Btidenee  —  QutmUtff  qfLani  (JaUed/or.  —  When  the  bonndariea  can  be  def- 
initely determinad,  the  nnmber  of  acres  called  for  in  the  inslrnment  ia  im* 
material  for  tha  pnrpoae  of  Moertaining  the  qoantity  of  land  aotnally  granted 
or  oonToyad:  Do^le  t.  MeUen,  16  K  I.  623;  8coU  v.  Pettiffrew,  72  Tez.  321; 
LudbeU  ▼•  Seruggt,  73  Tex.  620;  hat  the  quantity  of  land  called  for  may  be 
eonaidered,  when  the  bonndariea  are  in  question:  Si&i  v,  Harritt  106  N.  0. 
395. 

Mtiabiiikmg  Lost  Cmrnen,  —Where  an  original  monnment  marking  a  cor- 
ner in  a  anrrey  has  been  loat^  ite  relocation  oan  only  be  approximately  made 
by  maaanremento  from  other  corners:  Ander$on  r,  PeUrton,  74  Iowa,  482. 
To  relocate  lost  eomarsy  or  lines  marked  and  ran  by  a  government  sarveyor, 
tha  jnry  may  consider  a  priyate  survey  of  the  same  aa  well  as  tha  known 
marks  and  eomera,  and  the  field-notes  and  plat,  even  though  such  private 
surrey  does  not  correspond  in  all  respects  with  the  government  survey:  BU- 
img$l€if  ▼.  Bmu,  30  Ala.  376;  66  Am.  Deo.  126.  And  in  relocating  lost  eor- 
nars,  the  rale  still  holds  good  that  calls  for  natural  objects  are  preferred  to 
calls  for  couraea  and  distances:  Tcgnaauni  v.  JVoiyaati,  84  Cal.  169;  Wabrod 
V.  Fkuugan,  75  Iowa,  865.  Proceedings  to  establish  lost  oomers  are  not  tri- 
able d€  novo  upon  appeal,  under  the  Iowa  statutes:  Wdbrod  t.  Flanigan,  75 
Iowa,  365;  BokaU  w.  NehoaU,  75  Iowa,  109. 

Andenl  Boundark*. '-' A£ti»  twenty-one  years,  the  lines  of  a  survey  are 
aondnaiva  as  stated  therein,  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  marks  men- 
tioned ia  the  snrvay  can  ha  found  oa  the  land  or  not:  Orier  v.  Petmtyleania 
Coal  Oo,t  128  Pa.  8t  79.  For  the  purpose  of  establishing  aneient  boundaries, 
by  locating  caUs  for  comers,  etc,  the  declarations  of  the  parties  in  interest, 
or  thoee  who  assisted  in  making  the  old  survey,  are  admissible,  when  such 
persons  are  unable  to  testify  orally  or  by  deposition,  by  reason  of  sickness  or 
death:  WhUman  v.  Baytoood,  77  Tex.  557;  Or^fith  v.  SauU,  77  Tex.  630.  An- 
dent  fences,  used  by  a  surveyor  in  his  attempt  to  reproduce  an  old  survey, 
aia  atroqg  evidenoe  of  the  location  of  the  original  Uoee,  and  if  they  have  been 
standing  for  many  years,  should  be  taken  as  indicating  such  lines,  even 
againat  the  evidence  of  a  survey  ignoring  such  fences,  based  upon  an  assumed 
starting-point:  Beombien  v.  KtXhgg,  69  Mich.  333;  for  it  will  not  do  to  allow 
boundaries  to  be  diatarbed  upon  a  survey  made  from  an  assumed  starting- 
point,  without  proof  of  its  being  a  true  line,  located  and  fixed  by  the  original 
survey:  BeaMen  v.  KtUoffg,  69  Mich.  383;  Carpenter  v.  M<mk$,  81  Mich.  108. 

Agr$emetUB  as  <o  Bomuiarki  ^' Aeqtdeteence  ikertm  AmmunMng  to  E§toppeL 
—  Where  parties,  by  mutual  agreement,  fix  boundary  lines,  and  thereafter 
aeqniesoa  in  the  linee  so  agreed  upon,  they  must  be  considered  aa  the  true 
boundary  linee  between  them,  even  though  the  period  of  acquiescence  falls 
short  of  tha  time  fixed  by  statute  for  gaining  title  by  adverse  possession: 
J<m£$  V.  PaMy,  67  Mich.  459;  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  589,  and  note;  Eiden  v.  £Hden, 
76  Wis.  435;  Lofftno  v.  Ohver,  77  Tex.  448;  Glover  v.  Wrigfd,  82  Ga.  115; 
Koenigt  v.  Jung,  73  Wis.  178.  Where  there  ia  a  diapute  as  to  boundaries 
between  adjoining  owners,  acts  and  admissions  of  anoh  owners,  recogniring 
a  line  as  a  true  one,  are  evidence  of  its  location,  when  the  line  is  uncertain; 
bat  this  is  not  the  caae  wher^  the  line  is  well  ascertained:  Davidson  v.  ^r- 
M^,  97  N.  C.  172;  Staie  Bridge  Co.  v.  Coiumhia,  27  8.  0.  137.  A  and  B  dia- 
puted  aa  to  a  line  between  them.     C  owned  adjoining  lands,  which  he  sold 
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to  D.  Ai  between  A  and  B»  it  wu  improper  to  allow  D  to  testify  that  on  m 
survey  of  the  land  purchased  by  him  from  C,  O  ran  a  certain  line  as  the 
boandary  between  A  and  B,  it  being  shown  that  they  were  not  present,  and. 
it  not  appearing  that  C  was  dead,  or  that  he  had  authority  to  mi^Le  snoh  sor- 
▼ey  as  a  surveyor  or  otherwise:  Alexander  y.  OobmU,  29  S.  C.  421. 

Procedure  in  Cases  to  Settle  IHeptUed  Boundary  Lines,  —  To  give  a  court  off 
equity  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  disputed  boundaries,  there  must  exist  not  only 
a  dispute  as  to  the  boundary  line,  but  also  some  equity  superinduced  by  the 
act  of  the  parties:  Wilaon  r.  Hart,  98  Mo.  618;  Love  ▼.  Morrill,  19  Or.  546. 
Where  the  land  in  dispute  is  bounded  upon  the  county  line,  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  depends  upon  the  conformity  of  the  verdict  to  the  evidenoe  of 
the  situation  of  the  premises  relatively  to  such  county  line:  Jones  ▼.  Me  WfUty, 
85  Ga.  212.  The  boundary  line  between  two  counties  running  through  lands 
Involved  in  dispute,  service  by  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  suit  was 
instituted,  upon  the  defendant  residing  in  the  other  county,  is  proper:  Pol' 
hiU  y.  Brmon,  84  Ga.  339. 

In  such  suits,  the  complaint  must  set  out  the  land  in  dispute  by  metes  and 
bounds:  Edwards  r.  Smith,  71  Tex.  158. 

In  disputed  boundary  suits,  questions  of  ownership  are  not  in  issue,  unless 
founded  upon  a  prescriptive  right,  and  titles  are  referred  to  merely  for  tha 
purpose  of  fixing  boundaries,  not  to  affect  ownership  in  the  lands:  KsUer  ▼• 
Skelmire,  42  La.  Ann.  324. 

Questions  of  disputed  boundaries,  where  doubts  exist  as  to  monumentSy 
corners,  or  lines,  are  issues  of  fact  for  the  jury:  Seott  y.  Tard,  48  N.  J.  Eq« 
79;  Fitsgerodd  v.  Brenman,  57  Conn.  511;  Adams  v.  Crenshaw,  74  Tex.  Ill; 
Roberts  y.  Preston,  106  N.  G.  411;  Marsh  v.  Richardson,  106  N.  0.  539;  Cross 
y.  Tyrons  etc.  Co.,  121  Pa.  St  387;  Menasha  ete.0(kw.  Lassson,  70  Wis.  600; 
Bewley  ▼•  Chapman^  16  Or.  402. 
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inson, 
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UsuBT—  Right  TO  Rvooynt  Monet  Paid  ab  Ivman*,  akd  Mbasukb  of 
Rbcx)vbbt. — Interest  voluntarily  paid  upon  %  usurious  building  oontrad 
may  be  recovered  after  the  contract  has  been  executed,  in  the  absence  of 
%  statute  authoriiinfi  iiidi  Mooyery,  and  the  measure  of  leooyery  is  the 
differenoe  between  the  debt  with  legal  interest  added,  and  with  the 
amount  of  payments  made,  computed  as  partial  payments  upon  the  debt 

P.  H.  Ward^  and  Mason  and  Summerlinj  for  the  appellant 

Tarlton  and  Keller^  for  the  appellee. 

Hobby,  J.  The  appellee  instituted  this  suit  on  the  fifteenth 
day  of  August,  1887,  against  the  appellant,  to  recover  back 
from  it  the  sum  of  $1,440  paid  by  her  as  interest  on  a  contract 
alleged  to  be  usurious,  and  also  the  further  sum  of  $276  as  in- 
terest on  that  sum. 
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The  petition  states  that  she,  joined  by  her  husband,  then 
liTing  bat  now  dead,  did,  on  the  twenty-third  day  of  March, 
1883,  enter  into  a  contract  with  the  appellant  in  the  form  and 
under  the  device  of  a  builder's  contract,  which  contract  was 
attached  to  and  made  part  of  the  petition.     In  this  contract 
it  is  stipulated  that  the  appellant  shall  erect  a  house  for  appel- 
lee for  the  sum  of  $4,800,  with  interest  at  ten  per  cent  per  an- 
num on  that  sum,  which  amounts  to  140  per  month;  that  this 
nionthly  sum  was  paid  for  each  and  every  month  from  the 
said  twenty-third  day  of  March,  1883,  up  to  and  including  the 
fifth  day  of  April,  1886;  that  said  contract  was  not  a  builder's 
contract,  but  was  a  fraudulent  device  for  evading  the  usury 
laws,  and  that  the  same  was  one  for  the  loan  of  money;  and 
that  under  said  contract  she  received  as  a  loan  from  the  ap- 
pellant only  the  sum  of  $3,292,  upon  which  she  paid  interest 
at  the  rate  of  $40  per  month,  or  at  the  rate  of  about  14^  per 
cent  per  annum. 

The  petition  further  alleges  that  the  appellee,  prior  to  the 
institution  of  the  suit  and  before  the  maturity  of  the  contract, 
paid,  in  addition  to  said  sum  of  $1,440  as  interest,  the  said  sum 
of  $3,292. 

The  appellant  filed  a  general  demurrer  to  the  petition,  and 
excepted  to  it  specially  that  the  petition  and  the  exhibit 
showed  the  contract  to  be  a  building  contract,  and  showed  a 
final  settlement  between  the  parties,  and  that  it  contained  no 
allegations  of  fraud,  deceit,  or  mistake  to  authorize  the  court 
to  reopen  said  settlement 
The  demurrer  and  exceptions  were  overruled  by  the  court. 
The  appellant  filed  an  answer  admitting  the  execution  of 
the  contract  attached  to  the  petition,  and  alleging  that  the 
same  was  what  it  on  its  face  purported  to  be,  a  contract  for 
the  building  of  a  house  for  the  sum  of  $4,800,  and  that  it  was 
such  a  contract  as  under  its  charter  and  by-laws  it  was  permit- 
ted  to  make;  that  it  fully  complied  with  said  contract,  and  that 
appellee  accepted  the  building  erected  under  said  contract; 
that  the  appellee  was  a  stockholder  in  the  appellant  associa. 
tion,  and,  as  such,  she  had  the  right  on  a  final  settlement  to 
have  applied  to  said  indebtedness  of  $4,800  the  value  of 
her  shares  of  stock  in  the  appellant  association;  that  on  the 
fifth  day  of  April,  1886,  and  long  before  the  maturity  of  the 
indebtedness  under  the  contract,  the  appellee  made  a  full  and 
final  settlement  with  the  appellant  of  all  demands  arising  out 
of  said  contract,  and  that  in  said  final  settlement  she  was  cred- 
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ited  with  the  yalae  of  her  said  shares  of  stock,  inoloding  the 
profits  which  the  said  shares  of  stock  had  earned,  and  appel- 
lant therefore  pleaded  an  accord  and  satisfaction,  also  the  stat- 
ute of  limitation  of  two  years  to  the  recovery  of  $1,440  paid  as 
interest. 

A  trial  by  the  court  without  a  jury  resulted  in  a  judgment 
for  the  appellee  for  $1,102.95,  with  interest  from  September 
16,  1887. 

The  controlling  question  in  the  case  raised  by  the  assign- 
ments of  error  is,  whether  interest  voluntarily  paid  upon  an 
alleged  usurious  contract  can  be  recovered  after  the  contract 
has  been  executed,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  authorizing  such 
recovery. 

The  contract  in  this  case,  upon  its  face,  is  a  building  con- 
tract, providing  by  its  terms  for  the  erection  of  a  building, 
described,  for  appellee,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  four 
thousand  eight  hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid  by  appellee  at  the 
maturity  of  certain  stock  owned  by  appellee  in  the  building 
association. 

There  are,  no  doubt,  cases  which  deny  the  party  paying 
usurious  interest  the  right  to  maintain  an  action  or  suit  for 
its  recovery,  upon  the  principle  that  the  parties  are  equally  in 
the  wrong,  and  that  the  injury,  if  any,  is  the  result  of  a  volun- 
tary act. 

Under  the  statute  of  Missouri  regulating  this  subject,  it  was 
held  that  no  provision  was  made  by  which  the  borrower  could 
recover  back  money  paid  voluntarily  as  usurious  interest. 

The  opinion  in  the  case  is  largely  influenced  by  the  peculiar 
statute  of  that  state. 

It  appears  that  where  the  answer  in  that  state  raises  the  is- 
sue as  to  usury,  and  the  judgment  finds  it  to  be  established, 
the  interest  is  forfeited  to  the  school  fund.  And  to  hold  that 
a  party  can  institute  a  suit  to  recover  back  such  interest  when 
voluntarily  paid  would  have  the  effect  to  discourage  such  de- 
fense, as  the  recovery  would,  when  he  brings  suit,  inure  to  his 
benefit;  but  it  would  not  where  it  is  pleaded  as  a  defense: 
Ranaom  v.  HaySy  39  Mo.  449. 

In  Iowa,  also,  the  policy  of  the  statute,  which  '*  regards  the 
parties  to  the  contract  in  pari  delicto^  holds  them  obnoxious  to 
its  animadversions,  and  makes  the  school  fund  the  recipient 
of  the  forfeiture,  would  be  defeated  by  allowing  the  borrower 
to  recover  usurious  interest  voluntarily  paid":  NicholU  ▼. 
Skeel,  12  Iowa,  302. 
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In  Georgia,  it  has  been  held,  in  subBtance,  that  upon  the^ 
BetUement  of  a  tranBaction  which  embraceB  an  item  or  feature - 
of  asuriouB  interest,  and  the  attention  of  the  party  paying  such.' 
interest  is  distinctly  called  to  it,  and  it  is  then  knowingly  in- 
cluded in  the  final  adjustment,  a  recoyery  cannot  be  subse- 
quently had  for  such  usurious  interest:  Parker  t.  FuUon  ete^ 
Building  Ass\  46  6a.  166.  The  inference  deducible  fron^ 
this  case  is,  that  if  the  party's  attention  be  not  distinctly 
directed  to  the  obnoxious  feature  of  the  transaction,  a  re- 
ooYcry  could  be  had. 

Under  the  statute  of  Maryland,  a  recovery  is  not  allowed* 
where  no  compulsion  is  used,  and  an  excess  of  lawAil  interest 
is  paid  with  full  knowledge:  Await  y.  Euiaw  €te.  Buildings 
Ats\  34  Md.  435. 

We  believe  it  will  be  found  that  in  the  states  mentioned  th^^ 
above  rule  obtains  generally  by  reason  of  some  peculiar  policy 
or  language  of  the  statute,  neither  of  which  exist  in  our  state. 
An  eminent  writer  says,  on  the  other  hand,  that  **  equitable 
relief  is  granted  against  usurious  contracts,  whether  execu* 
tory  or  executed,  since,  from  considerations  of  public  policy^ 
the  two  parties  are  not  regarded  as  standing  in  in  parU  ds^ 
lieto  ":  2  Pomeroy's  Eq.  Jur.,  sec.  937. 

At  an  early  date  Lord  Mansfield  denied  that  the  partiesp^ 
were  equally  wrong:  Endlich  on  Building  Associations,  sec*. 
859. 

"Equity,"  says  the  author  first  mentioned,  "will  never  as- 
sist a  party  to  carry  into  effect  his  own  intentional  violatioi^ 
of  the  law."  But  "  it  is  well  settled  that  courts  of  equity  wil£ 
go  further,  and  will  give  all  the  affirmative  relief  which  is  just 
to  the  borrower If  the  Contract  is  executed,  he  may  re- 
cover back  the  usurious  amount  paid  in  exceBB  of  the  sum 
actually  borrowed,  and  legal  interest  thereon  "t  Endlich  on^ 
Building  Associations,  sec.  859. 

**  Such  contracts  being  declared  void  by  the  Btatute  against 
usury,  equity  will  follow  the  law  in  the  construction  of  th» 
statute If  the  borrower  seeks  relief  against  the  usuri- 
ous contract,  the  terms  upon  which  the  court  will  interfere  are 
that  the  plaintiff  will  pay  the  defendant  what  is  really  due^ 
deducting  the  usurious  interest":  1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  sees* 
801,  302. 

*'  Nor  is  the  payment  of  the  usurious  interest  such  a  volun*- 
tary  payment  as  entitles  the  receiver  to  retain  it":  Endlich  on 
Building  Associations,  sec.  359. 
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Our  statnte  declares  that  *'all  written  oon tracts  whatsoerer 
-which  may  in  anj  way,  directly  or  indirectlyi  violate  the  ar- 
ticle prohibiting  a  stipulation  for  interest  at  a  rate  greater  than 
twelve  per  cent  per  annum  shall  be  void  and  of  no  effect  for  the 
whole  rate  of  interest  only,"  etc.:  Rev.  Stats.,  art.  2979.  There 
is  nothing  in  our  statute  which  indicates  a  purpose  to  destroy 
the  common-law  or  equitable  right  to  recoveri  by  affirmative 
action,  such  interest 

Article  2981  provides  that  ^  no  evidence  of  usurious  interest 
shall  be  received  on  the  trial  of  any  case  unless  the  same  shall 
he  specially  pleaded  and  verified  by  affidavit  of  the  party 
wishing  to  avail  himself  of  such  defense." 

It  is  claimed  that  this  does  not  authorise  an  independent 
action  for  the  recovery  of  usurious  interest. 

We  do  not  think  it  was  the  intention  of  this  article  to  pre* 
^lude  a  party  from  asserting  his  right  to  recover  in  the  capa* 
•city  of  plaintiff.  The  article  last  referred  to  applies  to  those 
who  ^  wish  to  avail  themselves  of  this  defense,"  not  to  one 
49eeking,  affirmatively,  relief  at  law  or  in  equity.  Under  our 
laws  regulating  limitation,  it  is  provided  that  ^'the  laws  of 
limitation  shall  not  be  made  available  to  any  person  in  any 
suit  in  any  of  the  courts  of  this  state,  unless  it  be  specially  set 
forth  as  a  defense  in  the  answer":  Rev.  Stats.,  art.  8220. 
This  is  certainly  as  restrictive  as  article  2981.  But  this,  we 
:apprehend,  would  not  preclude  a  party  from  establishing, 
affirmatively,  his  right  by  limitation  in  the  capacity  of  plain- 
tiff: Winbum  v.  Cochran,  9  Tex.  125;  Moody  v.  Holcomb,  26 
Tex.  719. 

We  think  a  suit  like  the  present  may  be  maintained. 

*^  The  essential  elements  of  a  usurious  contract  consist  of  a 
loan,  with  the  understanding  that  the  money  loaned  is  to  be 
.returned,  and  that  a  greater  rate  of  interest  is  paid  than  the 
statute  allows.  Whether  this  be  done  directly  or  indirectly, 
^r  whatever  may  be  the  form  or  phase  the  contract  assumes, 
is  altogether  immaterial":  Endlich  on  Building  AssociatioDs, 
eeo.  858. 

The  evidence  in  the  case  shows  that  the  amount  of  inter- 
>e8t  agreed  to  be  paid  by  Mrs.  Bobinson  under  the  contract 
with  appellant  was  usurious,  as  it  exceeded  the  highest  rate 
-recognized  by  our  law,  to  wit,  twelve  per  cent.  But  in  con* 
tracting  to  pay  this  rate,  she  necessarily  contracted  to  pay 
twelve  per  cent,  hence  we  think  the  appellant  would  be  en< 
titled   to  recover  the  amount  of  the  loan  made  to  her  on 


JuMp  1890.]     Bexar  Building  etc  Abs^  v.  Bobimcir,       41 

March  23,  1883,  together  with  twelve  per  cent  interest  per 
annum  thereon;  that  she  is  entitled  to  credit  for  the  amounts 
paid  by  her  at  the  different  times  shown  by  the  evidence. 
And  that  the  rights  of  the  parties  may  be  adjusted  under  the 
well-recognized  rules  applicable  to  partial  payments,  we  think 
the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 

Patkbht  ov  Usubious  Imtsrbst— Rboovbht  Back.  —  Payment  of  qui* 
rioos  mter«s%  !■  regarded  as  made  nnder  moral  dnrest,  and  is  theroforo  ax- 
oepted  from  the  operation  of  the  ordinary  mle  that  Yolnntarily  paying  aa 
illegal  daim  estops  the  payor  from  maintaining  an  action  to  reoorer  sneh 
payment.     Fkyment  of  nsurions  interest  may  be  recovered  hack  at  any  time 
prior  to  th«  bar  tnterpoeed  by  the  tiatnte  of  limitations:  Peterb<frouffh  8av, 
Bank  ▼.  HodgtUm,  02  N.  H.  SCO;  Sherley  v.  Trabue,  S6  Ky.  71;  WheaUm  ▼. 
HMard,  20  Johns.  290;  11  Am.  Dec.  2S4    And  nnder  some  statutes  donble 
the  amount  of  nsnrions  interest  paid  may  be  reoorered  back  by  the  debtori 
raey  ▼.  Oavender,  31  &  0.  283;  Schuyler  Kai.  Bank  w.  BMmg,  24  Keb.  826. 
But  m  Miebigaa  the  oonrta  grant  no  relief  to  him  who  Yoluntarily  fulfills  a 
nsnriooa  oontraot:  DykfM  t.  Wjpnan,  67  Mich.  237.    The  mle,  howerer,  seems 
to  be,  tha,t  yohintajry  payments  do  not  estop  the  debtor  In  eases  of  vaarioos 
interest:  HardH  ▼.  TrimnUer,  27  a  0.  Ill;  Marshall  T.  Pope,  84  Gk.  402. 
The  measure  of  reeoTcry  back  is  the  excess  paid  orer  the  amount  of  legal  in- 
terest: JHekermm  ▼.  Thonuu,  67  Miss.  778;  Zdgler  v,  ScoU,  10  Ga.  389;  64 
Am.  Dea  896,  and  note  400-402,  upon  the  question  of  recovering  money  paid 
es  usury;   note  to  Doelt  r.  Oarr,  65  Am.  Dec.  399,  400.    In  KendaU  T. 
Crmuik,  88  Ky.  199,  it  is  decided  that  where  usury  is  paid  upon  a  judgment, 
iM  right  to  reoorer  it  back  accrues  to  the  judgment  debtor  so  long  as  the 
judgment  remains  in  force;  nor  does  the  statute  of  limitations  begin  to  run 
sgaiost  a  proceeding  to  enforce  the  restitution  of  usury  paid  upon  a  Judgmentp 
until  the  same  is  Yacated.    In  Stoddard  ▼.  Lloyd^  79  Iowa,  1,  however,  it 
was  decided  that  where  defendants,  merely  for  the  pnrpoee  of  evading  the 
usury  laws,  oonsented  to  judgments  against  them  upon  nsurions  notes,  and 
then  gave  new  notes  for  the  amount  of  such  judgments,  the  defense  of  usury 
might  be  set  up  as  against  the  new  notes,  but  that  the  burden  rested  upon  the 
makers  of  the  notes  to  show  that  the  judgments  were  obtained  under  such 
eixeumstanoes.    In  Kearney  v.  Firet  NaL  Bankj  129  Pa.  8t  677,  the  eourt 
held  that  where  nsurions  interest  on  a  note  made  payable  to  a  national  bank 
is  included  in  a  renewal  note,  without  an  agreement  that  it  is  to  be  a  pay* 
mont  of  the  <4d  note»  and  the  same  is  afterwards  merged  in  a  judgment,  and 
fnlly  satisfled,  the  penalty  for  ehaxfing  and  aeoepttng  nsaiy  on  loans  cannot 
beenforood. 
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Gainbsvillb,  Henrietta,  and  Western  Railwat 

Company  v.  Hall. 

[78  TKZA8,  169.] 
DaMAOBS  —  IhJXTBT  TBOM  CoySTRUOTIOM  AND  OPEBATlOH  OF  PuBUO  WORXS. 

—  When  by  the  ooostmetion  of  any  worki  there  is  a  phyneal  interfar^ 
enoe  with  may  right,  public  or  private,  which  the  owner  or  occnpier  of 
property  la  by  law  entitled  to  make  use  of  in  connection  with  snob  prop* 
erty,  and  which  gives  an  additional  market  value  thereto  apart  frona 
the  uses  to  which  any  particular  owner  or  occupier  may  put  it,  there  is 
%  right  to  compensation,  if,  by  reason  of  such  interference,  the  property, 
as  property,  is  lessened  in  value. 

OoxsirruTZONAL  Law — Damagks  for  Operation  of  Pubuc  Worka.  —  A 
oonstitntional  provision  that  "  no  person's  property  shall  be  taken,  dam- 
aged,  or  destroyed  for  or  applied  to  a  public  use  without  adequate  com- 
pensation being  made  **  is  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  include  damages 
resulting  from  the  operation  of  public  works,  as  well  as  those  which  are 
inflicted  by  their  construction. 

OoxBiiTonoKAL  Law  —  Damaobs  for  Opkration  of  Railroad.  —  Under 
R  eonstitutional  provision  that  "no  person's  property  shall  be  taken, 
damaged,  or  destroyed  for  or  applied  to  a  public  use,  without  adequata 
eompensation  being  made,**  a  land- owner  whose  property  is  injured  by 
the  construction  of  a  railroad,  and  the  vibration,  smoke,  noxious  vapors, 
and  noise  of  passing  trains,  is  entitled  to  damages,  although  such  road 
is  not  upon  his  land  nor  is  any  of  his  property  taken  in  its  construction. 

WiTNEasBS  —  Opinion  as  Evidence.  —  In  an  action  to  recover  damages 
from  a  railroad  company  for  injury  to  property  from  passing  trains,  an 
inquiry  of  a  witness  as  "to  what  amount,  if  any,  is  your  property  de- 
preciated in  market  value  by  reason  of  the  construction  and  operation  of 
defendant's  railroad,  taking  into  consideration  the  physical  disturbancee 
to  said  property  only,  if  any,  such  as  noUe,  smoke,  noxious  vapors,  and 
vibrations,  and  excluding  from  your  consideration  all  damages  and  in- 
convenience sustained  in  common  with  the  community  at  large,**  is  ob- 
jectionable, as  calling  for  an  opinion  upon  a  matter  involving  a  mixed 
question  of  law  and  fact. 

JZ.  C  Fo8ter  and  A.  E.  WUHnsoftj  for  the  appellant. 

C  0.  Potter^  and  Stuart,  Bailey,  and  HarriSy  for  the  appellee, 

Oainbb,  a.  J.  This  action  waa  brought  by  appellee  againBt 
the  appellant  corporation  to  recover  damages  to  certain  real 
estate,  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the  construction  of  the 
defendant's  railroad  and  the  operation  of  its  trains.  The 
plaintiff's  property  consists  of  a  lot  in  the  suburbs  of  the  city 
of  Gainesville,  upon  which  he  resides  with  his  family,  and  has 
a  dwelling-house  and  other  improvements  appropriate  to  a 
place  of  residence.  The  dwelling-house  stands  twenty-six  feet 
from  the  south  boundary  line  of  the  lot.  The  defendant  com* 
pany  took  no  part  of  plaintiff's  land,  but  constructed  its  road 
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parallel  to  such  line  at  a  distance  from  it  of  about  thirty -seven 
feet.  The  damages  were  claimed  by  reason  of  the  vibration, 
noise,  smoke,  noxious  vapors,  and  cinders  incident  to  the  run- 
ning of  trains  over  the  road. 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  in  effect,  to  find  for  the  plain- 
tiff if  his  property  had  been  damaged  by  the  construction  and 
operation  of  defendant's  road,  provided  such  damage  resulted 
from  the  vibration,  smoke,  noxious  vapors,  and  the  noise  of 
passing  trains;  and  that  they  should  not  take  into  considera- 
tion any  damage  plaintiff  had  suffered  in  common  with  the 
eommunity  generally.  The  defendant  asked  the  court  to  give 
the  following  charge,  which  was  refused:  "The  mere  con- 
Btmction  and  operation  of  the  railroad  of  defendant  upon  land 
adjoining  plaintiff's  premises,  and  in  the  proper  and  usual 
manner  in  which  railroads  are  built  and  operated,  was  not  an 
unlawful  act,  nor  could  it  be  denominated  a  nuisance;  and 
the  inconvenience  to  plaintiff  or  the  owner  of  the  premises 
from  such  vibration,  noise,  and  smoke  as  were  incident  to  the 
ordinary  operation  of  the  railroad  by  running  from  four  to  six 
trains  per  day  past  plaintiff's  premises  does  not  give  him  a 
cause  of  action  for  damages  or  depreciation  in  the  value  of  his 
premises  occasioned  thereby.  You  are  therefore  instructed  to 
return  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.'' 

The  giving  and  the  refusal  of  these  instructions  respectively 
present  the  fundamental  question  in  this  case,  and  involves 
the  construction  of  that  portion  of  our  present  constitution 
which  provides  that  ''  no  person's  property  shall  be  taken, 
damaged,  or  destroyed  for  or  applied  to  a  public  use  without 
adequate  compensation  being  made,  unless  by  consent  of  such 
person  ":  Art  1,  sec.  17. 

The  precise  question  made  by  the  facts  of  this  case  is  one 
of  the  first  impression  in  this  court  In  Qulf^  Colorado,  and 
Santa  Fi  tCy  Co.  v.  FvUer,  68  Tex.  467,  damages  were  allowed 
the  plaintiff  for  an  injury  to  his  property  resulting  from  the 
construction  and  operation  of  the  defendant's  railroad  along  a 
street  in  front  of  his  lots.  The  plaintiff  having  an  easement 
in  the  street  peculiarly  essential  to  the  full  enjoyment  of  his 
property,  the  court  held  that  the  appropriation  of  the  street 
was  a  taking  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution.  But  the 
court  also  say:  ''  If,  however,  there  has  been  no  taking  of  the 
property  of  the  appellee  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitu- 
tion, there  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  has  been  damaged,  if  the 
evidence  offered  to  support  the  averments  of  the  petition  be 
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true.    The  word  '  damaged '  is  evidently  used  in  the  Bense  in 
which  the  word  injured '  is  ordinarily  understood.    By  dam- 
age is  meant  *  every  loss  or  diminution  of  what  is  a  man's 
own,  occasioned  by  the  fault  of  another/  whether  this  results 
directly  to  the  thing  owned,  or  be  but  an  interference  with  the 
right  which  the  owner  has  to  the  legal  and  proper  use  of  bis 
own.    If  by  the  construction  of  a  railway  or  other  public  work 
an  injury  peculiar  to  a  given  property  be  inflicted  upon  it,  or 
its  owner  be  deprived  of  its  legal  and  proper  use,  or  of  any 
right  therein  or  thereto,  —  that  is,  if  an  injury  not  suffered  by 
that  particular  property  or  right  in  common  with  other  prop- 
erty or  rights  in  the  same  community  or  section  by  reason  of 
the  general  fact  that  the  public  work  exists  be  inflicted, — then 
such  property  may  be  said  to  be  damaged." 

In  Quif,  Colorado^  and  Santa  Ft  Ry  Co.  v,  EddinB^  fiO 
Tex.  656,  the  same  question  was  decided  in  the  same  way.  The 
cases  cited  differ  from  the  case  before  us  in  the  respect  that 
in  each  of  them  the  street  in  front  of  the  property  damaged 
was  appropriated,  while  in  this  the  road  was  not  constructed 
along  or  over  any  public  highway  adjacent  to  the  plaintiff's 
lot.  We  think  the  language  quoted  from  the  opinion  in  the 
Fuller  case  lays  down  the  true  rule.  The  use  of  the  disjunc- 
tive conjunction,  in  the  provision  of  the  constitution  under  con- 
sideration, indicates  clearly  that  it  was  not  necessary  that 
there  should  be  a  taking,  to  entitle  the  owner  of  property  to 
compensation  for  any  special  damage  that  might  result  to  it 
from  the  construction  of  a  public  work. 

In  Texa9  etc.  Ry  Co.  ▼.  Meadotos^  78  Tex.  82,  this  subject 
came  up  for  consideration,  and  the  court  say:  "If  a  railroad 
company  condemned  or  otherwise  acquired  for  its  purposes  a 
right  of  way  over  land,  and  in  constructing  its  road  did  an  act 
injurious  to  an  adjacent  or  neighboring  proprietor,  for  which 
if  done  by  the  original  owner  he  would  have  been  responsible 
at  common  law,  the  company  should  be  held  liable  to  com- 
pensate the  proprietor  so  injured.  We  do  not  understand  that 
it  was  intended  to  give  an  action  against  those  constructing 
public  works  for  acts  which  if  done  by  persons  in  pursuit  of  a 
private  enterprise  would  not  have  been  actionable." 

There  is  high  authority  for  holding  that  the  charter  of  a  rail- 
road company,  even  in  the  absence  of  a  statutory  or  constito* 
tional  law  allowing  compensation  for  incidental  damage,  does 
not  exempt  it  from  suits  by  persons  whose  property  is  injuri- 
ously affected  by  its  works,  although  it  be  properly  con- 
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•tracted  and  carefully  operated,  at  least  in  cases  whese,  in 
pnrsaance  of  its  charter,  the  works  of  the  corporation  could 
have  been  so  located  as  to  avoid  the  injury:  Baltimore  etc.  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Fifth  Baptist  Church,  108  U.  S.  317. 

The  doctrine  as  above  qualified  may  be  sustainable,  but  the 
great  weight  of  authority  is  to  the  elSect  that  in  the  absence  of 
constitutional  restrictions  the  legislative  grant  legalizes  all 
actfl  done  in  strict  pursuance  of  the  power  conferred,  and  that 
persons  whoee  property  has  been  damaged  but  not  taken  must 
suffer  the  loss.  If  the  power  does  not  confer  authority  to  do 
the  act  despite  the  damage,  it  would  be  the  right  of  an  owner 
whoee  property  is  injuriously  affected  by  the  operation  of  a 
railroad  to  enjoin  such  operation  as  a  nuisance,  and  thus 
defeat  the  grant.  We  think  that  the  insertion  of  the  words 
*' damaged  or  destroyed,"  in  the  provision  of  the  constitution 
under  consideration,  was  at  all  events  intended  to  obviate  any 
question  of  exemption  from  liability  to  the  owner  for  property 
injuriously  affected  by  a  public  work,  and  to  provide  a  remedy 
for  any  damage  which  in  such  cases  the  legislature  might  au* 
thorize  to  be  inflicted.  It  is  sufficient  for  the  determination 
of  this  case  to  say  that  it  was  certainly  intended  that  the  legis- 
lature should  not  authorize  a  corporation  to  do  an  act  for  a 
public  use  which  if  done  by  an  individual  without  legislative 
sanction  would  be  actionable,  and  at  the  same  time  exempt  it 
from  liability  to  respond  in  damages  to  the  owner  whose  prop* 
erty  had  been  injured.  Such  was  the  opinion  expressed  in 
Texas  etc,  R^y  Co.  v.  Meadows,  78  Tex.  32,  previously  cited. 

We  are  then  brought  to  the  inquiry  whether  or  not  the 
carrying  on  of  any  business  by  a  natural  person  upon  his  own 
land  which,  by  reason  of  the  noise,  smoke,  and  vibration 
caused  by  the  operation  of  powerful  machinery,  materially 
diminished  the  enjoyment  of  the  property  of  another  and 
rendered  it  less  desirable  as  a  residence,  and  depreciated  its 
market  value,  is  a  nuisance  at  common  law. 

The  doctrine  announced  in  Burditt  v.  Swensor^,  17  Tex.  489^ 
67  Am.  Dec.  666,  leads  inevitably  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is. 
In  that  case  the  court  quoted  Blackstone,  who  says:  ^'  If  one 
does  any  ....  act,  in  itself  lawful,  which,  being  done  in  that 
place,  necessarily  tends  to  the  damage  of  another's  property, 
it  is  a  nuisance."  That  a  nuisance  may  be  created  by  smoke, 
noise,  noxious  vapors,  or  other  physical  disturbances  of  the 
enjoyment  of  property  is  a  proposition  in  accordance  with 
sound  principles,  and  is  well  supported  by  authority:  Baltic 
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more  Oe.  R.  IL  Co.  v.  Bapti$t  Church,  108  U.  S.  817;  Wood  on 
Nuiiances,  sec.  611,  and  cases  cited;  JeffersonviUe  etc.  R.  /?• 
Co.  y.  SaUrUf  13  Bash,  667;  Bangor  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  ▼.  McComb^ 
60  Me.  290. 

There  was  evidence  in  ibis  case  tending  to  show  that  Y>y 
reason  of  the  noise,  smoke,  and  Tibration  produced  by  tho 
operation  of  the  defendant's  road  the  plain tifif's  property  bad 
been  greatly  diminished  in  value.    The  following  is  the  rule 
laid  down  by  an  eminent  English  judge  as  applicable  to  oases 
like  this:  ''  When  by  the  construction  of  any  works  there  is  « 
physical  interference  with  any  right,  public  or  private,  whicli 
the  owners  or  occupiers  of  property  are  by  law  entitled  to 
make  use  of  in  connection  with  such  property,  and  whicli 
gives  an  additional  market  value  to  such  property,  apart  from 
the  uses  to  which  any  particular  owner  or  occupier  might  put 
it,  there  is  a  title  to  compensation,  if  by  reason  of  such  interfer* 
ence  the  property,  as  iHX)perty,  is  lessened  in  value  ":  Metropolis 
tan  Board  v.  McCarthy,  L.  R.  7  H/  L.  243.    The  charge  of  the 
court  was  in  accordance  with  these  principles,  and  was  not 
erroneous.    The  charge  requested  was  based  upon  contrary 
principles,  and  was  properly  refused. 

We  deem  it  proper,  before  leaving  this  subject,  to  comment 
briefly  upon  the  case  of  Hammersmith  Ry  Co.  v.  Brand,  L.  R, 
4  H.  L.  171,  upon  which  appellant  seems  mainly  to  rely  for  a 
reversal  of  the  judgment.  In  its  decision  a  great  amount  of 
labor  i^nd  a  great  wealth  of  learning  was  expended.  The 
plaintifiT's  claim  in  that  case  was  precisely  like  the  claim  in 
this.  The  court  of  queen's  bench  held  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  recover:  Brand  v.  Railway  Co.^  L.  R.  1  Q.  B. 
130.  This  judgment  was  reversed  in  the  exchequer  chamber 
(L.  R.  2  Q.  B.))  but  upon  final  appeal  to  the  house  of 
lords  was  sustained.  Four  of  the  five  judges  who  were  cited 
to  advise  the  lords  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover,  and  in  that  opinion  one  of  the  law  lords 
concurred.  Two  of  the  law  lords  held  the  contrary'  opinion, 
and  the  house  gave  judgment  accordingly.  The  important 
fact,  however,  is,  that  the  decision  of  the  case  turned  upon  the 
construction  of  the  acts  of  Parliament  which  allowed  com- 
pensation to  owners  "  when  lands  were  taken  or  injuriously 
affected  "  by  the  construction  of  public  works.  The  question 
was,  whether  compensation  was  intended  to  be  allowed  only 
for  damages  occurring  from  the  construction  of  the  works,  or 
whether  it  included  also  such  damages  as  resulted  from  the 
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operation  of  the  trains  after  the  works  had  been  oonstmeted. 
The  damages  in  the  case  were  clearly  of  the  latter  eharacter, 
and  each  of  the  judges  who  gave  an  opinion  against  the  right 
of  compensation  placed  it  distinctly  npon  the  ground  that  the 
acta  of  Parliament  commonly  called  the  Land  Clauses  Act 
and  the  Railway  Clauses  Act  gave  compensation  only  for 
•Qch  damages  as  resulted  from  the  construction  of  the  railroad, 
and  not  from  the  operation  of  its  trains.  The  decision  of  the 
case  was  made  to  depend  purely  upon  a  matter  of  verbal  con- 
atruction.  All  the  judges  conceded  that  the  plaintiff's  prop- 
erty had  been  injuriously  affected,  **  and  that  if  the  language  of 
the  statute  had  been  broad  enough  to  embrace  damages  re- 
leaulting  from  the  operation  of  the  works,  the  plaintiff  would 
have  been  entitled  to  recover." 

In  the  ease  of  Metropolitan  Board  v.  McCarthy^  aboipe  cited, 
the  damages  claimed  resulted  from  the  construction  of  the 
works,  and  the  right  of  recovery  was  maintained  in  the  com* 
roon  pleas,  in  the  exchequer  chamber,  and  in  the  house  of 
lords:  L.  R.  7  Com.  P.  608;  L.  R.  8  Com.  P.  191;  L.  R.  7 
H.  L.  243.  The  question  was  again  considered,  an<f  the  doc- 
trine of  the  case  last  cited  affirmed  in  Railway  v.  Walker^$ 
TruatUB,  L.  R.  7  App..  Cas.  259. 

There  is  no  such  difficulty  under  the  provision  of  our  con- 
stitution as  was  presented  in  the  construction  of  the  English 
statutes.  The  language,  "  no  person's  property  shall  be  taken, 
damaged,  or  destroyed  for  or  applied  to  a  public  use  without 
adequate  compensation  being  made,"  is  sufficiently  eompre- 
bensive  to  include  damages  resulting  from  the  operation  of 
public  works,  as  well  as  those  which  are  inflicted  by  their 
construction  merely.  The  property  in  this  case  was  damaged 
for  a  public  use  by  the  operation  of  the  railroad,  and  the 
damage  comes  as  clearly  within  the  provision  of  the  constitu- 
tion as  damages  which  result  immediately  from  tbe  construc- 
tion of  the  road.  The  property  is  sutgected  to  a  perpetual 
•ervitode  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  and  the  owner  is  en- 
titled to  his  compensation  for  his  damage.  The  following 
American  cases  bear  upon  the  question  we  have  been  con- 
sidering, and  support  the  conclusion  we  have  announced: 
Columbia  etc  Bridge  Co.  v.  Oeisse^  35  N.  J.  L.  558;  Chicago  v« 
Tayhr,  125  U.  8.  161 ;  Rigney  v.  Chicago,  102  111.  64;  Reardmi 
▼.  San  Franeitco,  66  Cal.  492;  56  Am.  Rep.  109;  Chicago  etc. 
R.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Ayres,  106  111.  511;  Hot  Springs  R.  £.  Co.  v. 
WUIiamsan,  45  Ark.  429. 
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Daring  the  progresB  of  the  trial,  the  following  question  waa 
propounded  to  plaintiff  on  his  behalf,  while  being  examined 
as  a  witness,  as  well  as  to  his  other  witnesses:  ^'To  what 
amount,  if  any,  is  your  property  depreciated  in  market  value 
by  reason  of  the  construction  and  operation  of  defendant's 
railroad,  taking  into  consideration  the  physical  disturbances 
to  said  property  only,  if  any,  such  as  noise,  smoke,  noxious 
vapors,  and  vibrations,  and  excluding  from  your  considera* 
tion  all  damages  and  inconveniences  sustained  in  common 
with  the  community  at  large?" 

The  question  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant,  on  the 
ground  that  it  called  for  the  opinion  of  the  witnesses  upon  a 
matter  involving  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact.  We  think 
that  the  question  was  improper,  and  that  the  objection  should 
have  been  sustained.  But  in  so  far  as  the  answer  of  the 
plaintiff  was  concerned,  no  harm  resulted  to  the  defendant. 
He  did  not  give  a  direct  response  to  the  question,  but  an- 
swered that  the  market  value  of  the  place  was  almost  totally 
destroyed;  that  without  a  railroad  it  would  be  worth,  at  a  low 
estimate,  lour  thousand  dollars,  and  its  value  was  decreased, 
from  the  causes  enumerated,  from  one  half  to  three  fourths  of 
that  amount.  The  result  was  the  sameas  if  the  witness  had 
been  asked  the  value  of  the  property  before  the  railroad  was 
built  and  afterwards,  and  the  cause  of  the  depreciation  in 
value,  if  any,  and  had  answered  it  was  worth,  before  the  con* 
struction,  four  thousand  dollars,  but  since  the  construction 
was  not  worth  more  than  one  thousand  or  two  thousand 
dollars,  and  the  cause  of  the  decrease  was  the  noise,  smoke, 
and  vibration  caused  by  the  moving  trains.  Neither  the  bill 
of  exceptions  nor  the  statement  of  facts  show  the  answers  of 
the  other  witnesses  to  the  question,  and  without  knowing  what 
the  answers  were,  we  cannot  say  whether  the  defendant  was 
prejudiced  or  not  They  may  have  answered  that  in  their 
opinion  there  was  no  damage. 

We  find  no  reversible  error  in  the  record,  and  the  judgment 
is  affirmed. 


SmNSMT  DoMAnr.  —  Pomt  to  Take  FrimU  Propert§  for  PmbUc  Ptnyo&eB. 
^  The  power  to  take  priraile  property  for  poblie  nee  nader  the  right  of 
eminent  domain  is  Teeied  in  the  legislature  alone:  Orqff"$  App§cU,  128  Pa. 
St  621;  WhiiHU  r.  UnUm  Dep.  S  Ky  Co.,  10  Col.  243;  MaUar  qf  Ni-> 
agora  FoUm  etc  ICy  Co.,  106  N.  Y.  875;  MaUer  </  PonghheepM  Bridge  Go., 
108  K.  T.  48S;  and  the  necessity  for  condemning  private  property  is  not  a 
subject  of  judicial  cognisance,  bat  lies  exclusiyely  within  the  province  of  the 
legittlature:  SiaU  v.  Bapp,  39  Minn.   66;  Aldridge  v.  Spears,  101  Mo.  400; 
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DaOeg  L.  Ch.  r,  Urqukart,  16  Or.  67;  Tait  r.  Central  L.  ^4  ^yftim,  84  Va.  271. 
But  the  lej^cialatiire  nuty  delegate  this  power  to  corporation*  or  individuals: 
JToram  T.  BosB^  79  GbL  159;  MaUer  qf  Pougfikeept^i-  Bridge  Co.,  108  N.  Y. 
483w  Authority  to  exercise  this  right  mnst  be  strictly  oonstmed:  MaUer  of 
Fomgkhteptie  Bridge  Co.,  108  N.  Y.  483;  Oodchauxr,  Carpenter,  19  Not.  415. 
For  Whai  Purpo§e»  *niap  PritxtU  Property  he  Taken, —TtiO  legislature 
«aa  tnko  priTato  property  for  publio  uses  only:  Forney  t.  Fremont  etc 
B.  B.  Co,.  28  Neh.  465;  Baneods  Stock  etc  Co.  ▼.  Adanu,  87  Ky.  417;  Chicago 
ileL  JTy  Oeh  ▼.  Chicago,  132  lU.  872;  Dalles  L.  Co.  ▼.  Urquliart,  16  Or.  67;  and 
never  for  priratt  purposes:  In  re  Barre  Water  Co.,  62  Vt.  27;  HcMcock  Stock 
ifeL  Gb.  T.  Adanu^  87  Ky.  417.  Whether  the  use  is  really  a  public  use  is  a 
jndieial  question  for  the  oonrts  to  determine:  Matter  qf  Niagara  Falls  etc  B*ff 
06.,  106.  N.  Y.  875;  8l  Joseph  etc  B.  B.  Co.  r.  Hannibal  etc  BB  Co.,  9^ 
Ma  685;  Akbridge  r.  Spears,  101  Ma  400;  and  b  sabjeot  to  a  review  in  the 
■ppeUato  eonrt:  Baibroad  Co.  r.  Iron  Works,  81  W.  Va.  710.  The  district 
eowt  has  poww  to  decide  the  question  as  to  whether  a  condemnation  has 
bssn  actually  made,  but  not  to  make  the  condemnation:  Ackermom  ▼.  Htff, 
71  Tex.  817.  Property  already  taken  for  public  uses  may  be  taken  for  other 
public  porposss:  Qrqff*s  Appeal,  128  Pa.  St  621. 

IDIa^  CkmaHtsUes  a  Taking  qf  PrivaU  Property.  ^The  word  ''taken,**  as 
wed  in  statutes  providing  a  compensation  for  private  property  *' taken" 
lor  public  usee,  means  an  actual  assumption  by  the  taking  party  of  ez« 
chisive  possnesioB  at  the  termination  of  the  proper  judicial  proceedings: 
Woedrytff  v.  OaJlXim,  54  Conn.  277;  but  any  restriction  of  the  common  use  of 
private  property  which  destroys  its  value  or  strips  it  of  its  attributes  is  a 
violation  of  the  owner's  rights  therein:  JanMvXBk  v.  Carpeni/er,  71  Wis.  288; 
90  Am.  Stb  Rep.  123.  Citisens  cannot  be  disturbed  in  the  enjoyment  of  their 
property,  unless  there  exists  a  real  and  publio  necessity  for  condemnation 
under  the  right  of  eminent  domain:  Detroit  v.  Daly,  68  Mich.  608.  Bvery 
land-owner  may  object  to  giving  up  his  land  to  the  use  of  a  railroad  com> 
pany,  and  may  base  his  objections  upon  the  value  of  the  land  and  a  lack  of 
the  neeeasity  for  the  location  and  extension  of  such  railroad  over  his  land 
under  any  conditions:  Orand  Rapids  etc  B  B  Co.  '9.  Weiden,  70  Mich.  890; 
but  objections  cannot  be  raised  by  third  parties  not  interested  in  the  lands: 
KtUle  Bher  B"y  Co.  v.  Baihoay  Co.,  41  Minn.  461. 

Proeeedinge  to  Condemn,  —  The  right  of  eminent  domain  can  be  exercised 
only  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  statute:  Allen  v.  Baibroad,  102  N.  C. 
881;  OaimsUm  etc  By  Oo.  r.  Bailtoay  Co.,  72  Tex.  454;  Fort  Worth  St.  B'y 
Oc  V.  Queen  City  B*y  Oo.^  71  Tex.  165;  Chicago  etc  By  Co.  r.  Chicago,  182 
m.  872;  MaUer  qfUnhn  Bkvated  B.  B  Co.,  112  N.  Y.  61.  Condemnation 
proceedings  are  not,  strictly  speaking,  ordinary  civil  actions:  Laiee  Shore  etc 
By  Ook  T.  dnekmati  etc  By  Co.,  116  Ind.  578;  but  are  proceedings  purely 
statutory,  in  which  ths  statute  must  always  be  strictly  complied  with:  Colo- 
rado etcBBOo^w.  AOen,  18  Col.  229;  Chicagoetc  By  Co.  v.  Young,  96  Mo. 
89;  Amm  r.  Union  OomUy,  17  Or.  601;  Neale  v.  Superior  Court,  77  Cal.  28. 
When  the  statute  gives  the  land-owner  a  specific  remedy  for  the  recovery  of 
damages^  that  remedy  must  be  pursued:  Wagner  v.  Sabburg  Towusk^  182 
Pa.  St.  636. 

NeceweHy  qf  Compensation.  —  Private  property  cannot  be  taksB  oader 
the  right  of  eminent  domain,  in  the  absence  of  the  owner's  consent^  without 
fully  compensating  him  therefor:  Organ  v.  Memphis  etc  B.  B  Co.,  51  Ark. 
236;  San  DiegoL.  Co.  v.  Noal,  78 Cal.  63;  OUoer  v.  Union  Point  etc  B  B  Co.^ 
83  Ga.  257;  Orand  Bapids  etc  B  B.  Co.  r.  Chesebro,  74  Mioh.  466;  Orand 
AM.  8r.  Bar..  Vol.  XXU.-4 
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RapUU  efc  J?.  R,  Co.  ▼.  Weiden,  70  Mich.  S91;  'DalUi  L,  Co,  r.  UrqtJuui^  !• 
Or.  67;  Fort  Worth  etc  i?V  Co.  ▼.  Quten  City  R'y  Co,^  71  Tex.  166;  FUker  r. 
Baden  O,  Co.,  138  Pa.  St  901.  But  oompensation  need  not  be  made  for  re- 
fiAote  and  conaequential  damages  occasioned  to  private  property  aa  an  indi* 
vect  result  of  public  works  constructed  by  the  state  or  under  its  authoritjs 
-Orten  ▼.  BtaU,  IZ  CaL  29;  Howe  ▼.  InhabUanU  (/  Weymouth,  148  Mass.  605; 
Land  Co,  r.  Neak,  88  Cal.  50.  Compare  note  to  CvrrU  t.  Waverly  etc  JL  E. 
Co,,  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  458,  459. 

Measure  qf  Damages:  See  Currie  T.  Waverly  eic  IL  B.  Co.,  52  K.  J.  K  881; 
19  Am.  St.  Rep.  452,  and  note  459,  460.    Damages  for  which  oompensation 
•must  be  made  include  all  such  damages  as  ajrise  from  a  diminution  in  the 
value  of  the  property:  Chicago  etc  R'y  Co.  v.  ffasde,  26  Neb.  364;  the  prop«r 
meaaure  of  damages  being,  —  1.  Compensation  for  the   property  actually 
taken*  equal  to  the  actual  value  o(  the  same  at  the  time  when  oondemnadt 
Colorado  etc  B*y  Co,  v.  Brown,  15  CoL  193;  RaUway  Oc  T.  Cboiftf,  51  Ark. 
d24;  Chicago  etc  Ky  Co.  v.  Wkbe,  25  Neb.  542;  Kierwm  v.  Chkago  etc  B*y 
-KlCt  123  HL  188;  2.  Compensation  for  damages  to  the  residue  of  the  land 
ea  property,  equal  to  the  actual  diminution  of  its  market  value  for  any 
reasonable  use  to  which  it  might  be  put:  Cokrado  etc  J^y  Otk  v.  Brown, 
15  CoL  193;  Ohioago  etc  R'y  Co.  v.  Wid>e,  25  Neb.  542;  Kiernan  r.  Oueayo 
etc  R'y  Co.,  123  IlL  188;  Thompeon  v.  Sebasticook  etc  R.  R.  Co.,  81  Me.  40; 
North  C.  B*y  Co.  v.  Holland,  117  Pa.  St  613;  Forney  v.  Fremont  etc  R.  B. 
CkK,  23  Neb.  465;  St  Louis  etc  B*y  Co.  v.  McAuUff,  43  Kan.  186.    In  esti* 
mating  the  amount  of  depreciation  in  the  x*alue  of  property,  a  portion  of 
whioh  lias  been  condemned  for  public  uses,  evidence  may  be  received  of  dam* 
«ges  resulting  to  the  owner  by  being  deprived  of  a  home  or  place  of  business: 
Covington  etc  R'y  Co.  v.  Piel,  87  Ky.  267;  or  of  damages  done  to  growing 
crops,  both  inside  and  outside  of  the  land  condemned:  HaUlip  v.  Wilmington 
-etc  A  iL  Co.,  102  N.  C.  376;  or  of  damages  to  the  land  for  farming  pur- 
poses: Fre6er  v.  Stagray,  76  Mich.  33;  or  of  a  tendency  to  depreciate  the  value 
by  frightening  teams  used  for  farm  purposes:  Railway  v.  Combe,  51  Ark.  324; 
or  of  a  decrease  in  rental  value  by  reason  of  dirt,  ashes,  smoke,  and  cinders 
filling  the  air:  McOean  v.  Manhattan  etc.  R'y  Co.,  117  N.  T.  219.    But  a  party 
cannot  have  his  damages  increased  on  account  of  the  loss  of  a  gratuitous  priv- 
ilege whioh  he  has  been  enjoying  only  by  sufferance:  Rankt  v.  Coniooird  B.  B. 
Corp.,  62  N.  H.  561.     As  tending  to  depreciate  the  market  value  of  the  land, 
the  jury  cannot  consider  such  damages  for  stock  aa  are  liable  to  be  killed,  or 
fires  liable  to  be  set  out  by  locomotives,  passengers,  or  servants,  without  di«» 
tinguishing  between  what  may  be  negligently  done  and  what  may  occur  ao- 
oidentally  without  negligence:  Chicago  etc  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Palmer,  44  Kan.  110. 

Benefits  Accruing  to  the  Ovmer  qf  the  Land:  See  note  to  Currie  t.  Waveriy 
€tc  B.  R.  Co.,  19  Am.  St  Rep.  460.  In  arriving  at  the  just  oompensation 
to  be  made  to  the  owner  of  land  appropriated  for  public  use,  the  value  of  the 
land  taken  for  actual  use  must  be  considered  in  relation  to  the  entire  traot^ 
and  must  include  the  actual  injury  to  the  improvements,  of  every  character 
and  every  tendency  to  diminish  the  value  of  the  entire  traot:  CWhio  Comiiy 
T.  Hudson,  82  Cal.  633;  CouncU  Orovt  etc  R*y  Co.  v.  Center,  42  Kan.  438;  baft 
nothing  can  be  deducted  by  reason  of  benefits  that  may  be  reasonably  antici- 
pated: Asher  V.  Louisville  etc  R.  R.  Co.,  87  Ky.  391;  Benton  v.  Inhabitants  <if 
Brooklins,  151  Mass.  250;  but  in  McKusick  v.  StiUwater,  44  Minn.  372,  WHooee 
T.  Meriden,  57  Conn.  120,  Newman  v.  Metropolitan  EL  R.  R.  Co.,  118  N.  Y. 
619,  Long  v.  Harris><urg  etc  R.  R.  Co.,  126  Pa.  St  143,  Haielif  v.  WUnung^ 
ion  etc  R.  R.  Co.,  102  N.  C.  376,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  both  the  advan- 


Jvna,  1890.]    OAzmyiLLK  src.  Railway  Co.  «.  Hall.     61 


and  dindraiitagw  ftoenung  to  the  land-owner  may  be  eonaidered  fai  * 
wtimatiiig  tiia  eompenaation  to  whieh  ha  ia  entitled.  The  land-owner  oaa- 
Bot  be  compensated  for  improYomente  made  by  another  nnier  a  snppoeed 
lil^t:  EUis  T.  Rock  I$Umd  €<e.  22*^  Co.,  126  III  82;  nor  for  improvements  placed 
apoQ  the  land  by  the  railway  oompany  or  its  predecessor  in  interest  prior  to 
tibe  oonBBMDoement  of  the  condemnation  proceedings:  San  Frandseo  He.  B.  B. 
Cbl  t.  Ta^hr,  86CSs].  246. 

Mmdmee,  — OpMens  at  to  Value  of  Land:  See  note  to  Ciirne  v.  Waxtr^f  eto 
B.  R,  Co,,  19  Am.  St  Rep.  460.  There  ia  no  fixed  rule  as  to  how  much  a 
witneaa  mnat  know  about  the  property,  to  enable  him  to  testify  as  to  its  ralnet 
PapootkA  T.  iriRona  tte.  R.  R.  Co.,  44  Minn.  195;  the  question  resting  largely 
witiiin  tha  discretion  of  the  court:  PAt^e  t.  IfihabUanU  qf  MarNehead,  148 
Maaa  326;  Tkompmm  t.  Bottom,  148  Mass.  887;  but  one  is  competent  aa  a 
witness  lor  this  pnipoee,  who  has  lived  in  the  neighborhood,  and  knows  the 
property,  ita  advantages^  enrroundinga,  and  its  market  value  as  oompared 
with  other  lands:  CMcoffo  tto,  R.  R,  Co.  v.  Cotper,  42  Kan.  561;  Ceniral  eU. 
B.  ROo.  r.  Andreuft,  37  Kan.  162;  Northeattem  tto,  R  R  Co,  v.  Fraxier,  26 
Neb.  64;  compare  Reet  v.  Schuylkill  etc  R.  R,  Co.,  186  Pa.  St  629. 

Other  JBvidenet  qf  Damaget.  —  The  benefit  accruing  tram  a  propoeed  hn* 
ffrovement  ia  inadmisaible  aa  an  element  of  the  value  of  the  landi  Latkl  Otk 
V.  Neale,  88  CaL  60.  The  average  monthly  profits  of  the  preceding  year  may 
be  admitted  in  evidence  to  show  the  loss  which  might  occur  to  the  land* 
owner  from  a  suspension  of  business  during  the  time  necessary  to  move  to 
sattlhsr  plnea  of  boainesat  Atehimm  tte.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  SdmeUkr,  127  IlL  144. 
The  marlDat  valne  before  and  after  the  condemnation  cannet  be  ascertained 
by  salee,  under  special  eireumstances,  of  other  property  similarly  situated. 
Cwrtb^  ▼.  BaUroad  Co,,  136  Pa.  81  20;  or  from  evidence  of  the  rental  value 
ei  property  whi^  b  not  similarly  situated  or  not  in  the  same  vicinity  t 
Bmfim§tom  v.  Attrill,  118  N.  Y.  366;  Atehiten  tte.  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Sdmeider,  127 
DL  144.  Nor  is  evidence  admissible  aa  to  the  valne  of  only  a  part  of  the 
tract:  SckuyOiUtte.  R  R.CO.Y.  Stoeker,  128  Pa.  St.  233;  nor  of  extra  haaard 
to  the  land-owner's  dwelling  from  fire  by  reaaon  of  its  nearness  to  the  rail* 
road:  Fort  t.  Wetlem  tte.  R.  R.  Ooi,  101  N.  C.  626. 

Sabte^tmmt  Dmaagtt,  Compemtathn  for,  CondenmaUom  having  hetn  Made.  — 
All  daaaagea,  present  and  prospective^  arising  from  the  appropriation  of  land 
for  public  use  must  be  recovered  in  one  action:  Indiana  tie.  R^p  Co.  v.  AUen^ 
113  Ind.  306;  Townsend  v.  Paola,  41  Kan.  591;  White  v.  Ckieago  eto.  Ry  Co,, 
122  Ind.  317;  Bettr.  Ifotfblk  tie,  R.  R.  Co,,^  101  N.  0.  21;  as  successive  ao> 
lioaa  eannci  be  maintained  for  that  purpose:  Sherhek  v.  LofdmUlt  tie.  Ry  Co., 
116  Ind.  22;  Teant  ttcityCo.y.  Meadowt,  73  Tex.  32;  Whito  v.  Chicago  ««•. 
Ry  Co.,  122  Ind.  317.  Trespass  is  the  remedy  for  independent  acts  of  tres- 
pass committed  subsequent  to  condemnation:  Leavenworth  tie.  R*y  Co.  v. 
Ueher,  42  Kan.  637;  Rome  etc.  C.  Co,  r.  Jeimingt,  86  Oa.  445. 

Injwry  to  Properiy  noi  Taken,  —  A  land-owner  is  entiiled  to  have  in* 
eluded  in  the  aassssment  of  damages  for  the  taking  of  Us  property  under 
the  rig^t  of  eminent  domain  such  damages  aa  will  compensats  him  for  in* 
juries  to  landa  adjoining  ttiose  actually  condemned  for  public  use:  Hendriek 
V.  CaroBm  tie.  R  R,  Co.,  101  N.  0.  617;  Owmty  qf  Chetter  r.  Broufer,  117 
Pa.  81  647;  ChapBn  v.  Highway  ComnCrt,  129  HI.  651;  RoaMmge  v.  Chicago 
etc  Ky  Co,,  116  Ind.  106;  KnM  v.  New  York  etc,  B'y  Co.,  121  Pa.  St.  467. 
But  the  right  of  action  for  consequential  damages  to  property  injured  but 
Bot  taken  for  railroad  purposes  accrues  when  the  road  is  constructed,  not 
when  II  k  lecateds  Ptmuylvania  eie.  R  R  Co.  r.  Ziemtr,  124  Pa.  81  660| 
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Pwtd  T.  Uetropoliian  He.  ICy  Co,,  112  N.  Y.  186.  The  jury  cannot  t»ke  into 
ocmiideration  anything  aaan  element  of  damages  which  is  remote,  imaginary, 
or  apeoolatiTe:  Kiernan  v.  Chicago  He,  R'y  Co.,  128  IlL  188.  The  harden  of 
proof  in  snoh  oases  is  npon  the  property  ovmer:  Chicago  ete,  Ry  Co,  v.  Phelp»t 
125  ni  482. 

On  the  same  principle,  owners  of  property  abutting  npon  streets  or  pnblio 
highways,  thongh  not  owning  the  fee  in  snch  streets  or  highways,  when  nil- 
roads  or  other  public  improvements  are  built  upon  them,  are  entitled  to 
compensation  for  damages  sustained  through  the  establishment  and  mainte- 
nance of  such  improvements:  Lake  Erie  etc  Ify  Co.  v.  SeoU,  182  HL  429; 
Tayhr  r.  Bay  CUy  etc  R'y  Co,,  80  Mich.  78;  Denver  etcBI'yOo.w,  Bareahux, 
15  Col.  290;  Campbell  v.  Metropolitan  etc  R,  R,  Co,,  82  Ga.  821;  Thompeon  r. 
Penntylnama  R,  R,  Co.,  51  N.  J.  L.  42;  Ckkiago  etc  ffy  Co,  r.  Hauk,  26 
Neb.  364;  McQuaiid  v,  Portland  etc  R*y  Co,,  18  Or.  287;  Bnoe  r,  Chieago  etc 
R"y  Ob^,  78  Iowa,  28;  Kaneae  etc  S'y  Co.  ▼.  MeA/ee,  42  Kan.  238. 


Intbbnational   and  Great  Nobthbbk  Railway 

Company  v.  Kbbnan. 

[78  TSXAS,  9M.) 
MAKRR  AlTD  SntTAHT— DUTT  OF  MaSTSB — NsOLIOKrOI  OF  8IBTAIIT  WBMB 

Nboliobnob  of  Master.  —  A  railway  company  is  boond  to  fnmiah  tafo 
m*ohinery  and  appliances  for  use  by  its  employees,  and  a  lailnre  to  use 
ordinary  and  reasonable  care  in  this  reipeot  makes  it  liable  for  injuries 
to  its  servants  caused  by  snch  neglect;  nor  oan  the  oompaay  reUero 
itself  of  this  duty  by  charging  its  servants  with  its  performance.  Tho 
neglect  of  snob  servant  is  the  neglect  of  the  master. 

HaSTSB  AHD  SsBTANT  — NlOUOXMOl    OF   SXRVANT   WHIV  NlQLIOINai  OF 

Mastib.  —  The  negligence  of  a  car  inspector  is  the  negligence  of  the  rail- 
way company,  in  respect  to  a  brakenum  in  its  employ  injured  while  in 
the  performance  of  his  duty  by  a  defective  car  and  coupling  apparatus; 
and  it  is  immaterial  that  the  defective  car  used  by  the  company  belonged 
to  another  company. 

Action  to  recover  for  personal  injuries  cansed  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  a  railway  company,  and  inflicted  upon  a  brakeman 
in  its  employ.  Verdict  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  Kernan, 
and  the  defendant  railway  company  appeals. 

Oovid^  Carafe  and  RoherUoUy  for  the  appellant. 

John  M,  Duncan  and  J.  J,  Rice^  for  the  appellee. 

CoLLARDy  J.  Appellee,  employed  as  a  brakeman,  while  In 
the  performance  of  his  duty  uncoupling  cars  in  appellant's 
railroad  yard  in  San  Antonio,  had  two  fingers  on  his  right 
hand  mashed  off.  The  cause  of  the  injury  was  a  defect  in  the 
car  and  the  coupling  apparatus.  Appellant,  by  several  assign- 
ments of  error  arising  from  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  give 
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•pecial  instnictions  asked  by  defendant,  insists  that  if  the  in* 
jury  resulted  from  the  negligence  of  its  car  inspector  in  failing 
to  report  the  car  in  bad  order  for  repairs,  the  inspector  being 
a  fellow-seryant  of  plaintiff,  the  company  would  not  be  liable. 

The  rule  is,  that  a  railway  company  is  bound  to  furnish  safe 
machinery  and  appliances  for  use  by  its  employees  in  operating 
its  road,  and  if  ordinary  and  reasonable  care  is  not  exercised 
by  the  company  to  do  this,  it  would  be  responsible  for  injuries 
to  its  seryants  caused  by  such  neglect.  The  company  cannot 
relieve  itself  of  this  duty  by  charging  its  servants  with  its  per- 
formance. The  neglect  of  the  servant  to  whom  the  company 
intrusted  such  duties  is  the  neglect  of  the  master:  Galveston 
etc  R'y  Co,  v.  Faitner,  73  Tex.  85,  and  authorities  cited;  Hoxit" 
Urn  eU.  Ry  Co.  v.  O'Hare,  64  Tex.  600;  International  etc.  R'y 
Co.  V.  BeU,  75  Tex.  53.  The  fact  that  the  defective  car  be- 
longed to  another  road  was  immaterial.  It  was  the  duty  of 
the  company  to  use  the  same  care  in  protecting  its  employees 
that  it  would  have  used  if  the  car  had  been  its  own,  and  if  the 
danger  of  the  service  was  thereby  increased,  to  warn  the  brake- 
man:  Missouri  etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  White,  76  Tex.  103;  18  Am.  Bt 
Rep.  33. 

Appellant  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury  that  if  the 
injury  was  caused  by  the  carelessness  of  the  engineer  in  back- 
ing the  train,  the  negligence  would  be  that  of  a  fellow-servant, 
and  defendant  would  not  be  liable.  The  court  gave  in  the  gen- 
eral charge  a  similar  instruction  embodjdng  the  same  principle, 
and  it  was  not  necessary  or  proper  to  repeat  it  by  giving  the 
requested  charge.  The  law  of  contributory  negligence  as  ap- 
plicable to  the  case  was  given  to  the  jury  in  its  general  charge, 
which  dispensed  with  the  necessity  of  giving  the  special  charge 
asked  by  the  defendant  on  the  same  subject.  Besides  this, 
the  charge  asked  could  not  be  given,  because  it  contained  the 
oft-repeated  illegal  proposition  insisted  on  by  defendant, — that 
if  the  injury  resulted  from  the  negligence  of  the  car  inspector, 
the  defendant  would  not  be  liable.  On  this  account  alone  the 
instruction  could  not  have  been  given. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  trial  of  the  case  or  in  the  judgment 
of  the  court  below,  and  conclude  it  ought  to  be  affirmed. 


MiiSTEK  AND  Sbrvant.  —  The  master  muet  famish  safe  machinery  and 
appliances  to  his  Bcrvants:  Chicago  etc,  R'y  Co,  r.  Roesch,  126  Ind.  446;  Union 
P,  R*y  Co,  T.  Fray,  43  Kan.  750;  Daudie  v.  Southem  P.  R,  R.Co,,i2  La.  Ann, 
686;  B<mar  ▼.  Louisiana  etc,  R.  R.  Co,,  42  La.  Ann.  983;  Carroll  y,  WilliUon, 
44  MioA.  287;  Johnson  v,  St,  Paid  etc  R'y  Co,,  43  Minn.  53;  Snowberg  v. 
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l^eimm^Spenoer  P,  Co.,  43  Minn.  S82;  Ford  ▼.  Lake  Shore  etc  iTy  Ob.,  124 
K.  Y.  493;  Bima  t.  i2oMie  iron  Wwk$,  120  N.  Y.  433;  TVvdfMr  t.  /Wo.  ee«. 
J?.  R,  Co,,  137  Pa.  St  149;  McCambi  v.  Fittf^vtyA  €«&  B'y  Qk,  130  Pa.  St. 
182;  Bier  v.  Standard  M/g,  Co.,  130  Pa.  St  447;  N.  4k  W.  B.  B.  Oo.  ^. 
JetdttoHt  86  Va.  489;  and  this  it  a  duty  which  cannot  be  delegated  to  another 
•0  as  to  relioTe  the  master  from  responsibility:  Morton  r.  Detroit  etc,  B,  EL 
Ok,  81  Mich.  423;  LyfOe  v.  ChkxiQO  etc  B'y  Co.,  84  Mioh.  289.  Seeal«>  TUmm 
T,  Bradford  etc  R.  B,  Co.,  136  Pa.  St  618,  and  note;  Biekmond  et^  B»  B,  Oa^ 
T.  Wimami^  86  Va.  166;  19  Am.  St  Rep.  876,  and  note. 


St.  Louis,  Abeansas,  and  Texas  Bailwat  Com- 
pany V.   McKlNSEY. 

[78  Txxi.8,  296.] 
XaQLIOBfOl^PROZIKATB  GaUSI— L0S8  OF    H0B8I8  VEMC    BuBXmfO^  PaB- 

TUBM  FmxOK  ^  Where  a  railway  company  negligently  bams  a  pastara 
fence,  whereby  horses  escape  and  become  lost  to  the  owner,  the  company 
is  liable  to  him  for  their  valne,  notwithstanding  its  ignorance  of  the  fact 
that  the  horses  had  been  recently  brought  from  a  remote  distance,  and 
placed  in  the  pasture.  The  destruction  of  the  fence  was  the  proximate 
canse  of  the  loss  of  the  horses. 
JUDOMSNT,  WHEH  Passss  Tttlb.  —  A  judgment  against  a  defendant  for 
the  Talne  of  horses  which  have  strayed  and  become  lost  by  his  negli« 
genoe,  of  itself,  when  paid,  passes  title  to  the  horses  to  him,  without  aaj 
provision  to  that  effect  in  the  judgment 

Perkins^  Qilbert,  and  Perhtng,  for  the  appellant 

Acker,  P.  J.  E.  A.  McKinsey  purchased  two  horses  on  the 
thirteenth  day  of  November,  1887,  then  recently  driven  from 
southwest  Texas,  and  put  them  in  his  pasture,  through  which 
the  St.  Louis,  Arkansas,  and  Texas  Railway  Company  in  Texas 
operated  its  railroad.  Three  days  thereafter  the  railway  com- 
pany negligently  set  fire  to  the  pasture  fence,  and  destroyed 
it,  and  the  horses  escaped.  After  several  months'  diligent 
search,  through  Hopkins  and  adjacent  counties,  McKinsey 
failed  to  find  his  horses,  and  brought  this  suit  against  the 
railway  company  to  recover  their  value. 

The  trial  without  a  jury  resulted  in  judgment  for  plaintiff 
for  $150,  the  alleged  value  of  the  horses,  and  the  railway  com- 
pany appealed. 

By  the  first  assignment  of  error,  the  appellant  complains 
that  the  court  erred  in  its  conclusion  of  law  that  the  destruo- 
tion  of  the  pasture  fence  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  loss 
of  the  horses. 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  fence  was  destroyed  by  the  negli- 
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gence  of  the  defendant,  nor  that  the  horses  thereby  escaped^ 
bnt  it  is  contended  that  the  court  having  failed  to  find  that 
appellant  *^  had  any  notice  of  the  character  or  kind  of  horses 
in  the  pasture,"  it  would  not  be  liable  for  damages  resulting: 
from  the  loss  of  the  horses  in  consequence  of  their  haying 
been  recently  driven  from  a  remote  part  of  the  state. 

The  general  rule  is:   *^When  a  defendant  has  violated  a 
duty,  he  should  be  held  liable  to  every  person  injured,  whose 
injury  is  the  natural  and  probable  consequence  of  the  miscon* 
duct,  and  that  the  liability  extends  to  such  injuries  as  might. 
reasonably  have  been   anticipated,  under  ordinary  drcum- 
itances,  as  the  natural  and  probable  result  of  the  wrongful 
act":  Seale  ▼.  Gulf  eU.  Ry  Co.,  65  Tex.  278;  57  Am.  Rep.  602. 
As  to  what  character  of  intervening  act  will  break  th& 
casual  connection  between  the  original  wrongful    act  and 
the  injury^  and  thereby  relieve  the  wrong-doer  of  liability  for 
the  injury,  it  is  said:  **If  the  intervening  cause  and  its  prob- 
able or  reasonable  consequences  be  such  as  could  reasonably 
have  been  anticipated  by  the  original  wrong-doer,  the  current 
of  authority  seems  to  be  that  the  connection  is  not  broken  "r 
Seale  y.  Gvlfeic.  Ry  Co.,  65  Tex.  278;  57  Am.  Rep.  602. 

We  think  it  should  be  conclusively  presumed  that  the  de* 
fendant  had  notice  that  the  plaintiff  would  use  the  pasture 
for  all  purposes  to  which  such  property  is  adapted,  and  we 
think  that  it  might  have  been  reasonably  anticipated  that  he 
would  put  into'  it  stock  that  would  be  likely  to  stray  off  but 
for  the  fence.  Such  was  the  use  that  plaintiff  was  making  of 
the  pasture  in  putting  the  horses  into  it.  Having  purchased 
the  horses,  the  natural  and  ordinary  disposition  of  them  was 
to  put  them  in  the  pasture.  The  fact  that  they  had  been 
driven  from  a  remote  quarter  may  or  may  not  have  been  instru* 
mental  in  their  loss;  but  certain  it  is  that  if  the  fence  had  not 
been  destroyed  they  would  not  have  had  opportunity  to  indulge 
their  propensity  to  wander  off.  We  do  not  think  that  the 
court  erred  in  the  conclusion  that  the  destruction  of  the  fence 
was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  loss  of  the  horses. 

The  second  and  only  other  assignment  of  error  presented  is: 
"The  court  erred  in  rendering  judgment  for  the  full  value 
of  the  horses  without  retaining  title  to  them,  or  by  some  other 
proper  order  protecting  the  appellant  in  the  event  the  horses 

are  found,'*  etc.  .  i    *    ^u 

When  the  appellant  pays  the  judgment,  the  title  to  tne 
horses  passes  to  it  by  operation  of  law,  independent  of  any 
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such  provision  in  the  judgment,  and  relates  back  to  the  date 
of  the  judgment,  since  which  time  the  horses  have,  in  con- 
templation of  law,  belonged  to  the  defendant:  Freeman  on 
Judgments,  sec.  237. 

We  find  no  error,  and  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below  should  be  affirmed. 


KiGLioiNCB  —  Proximatb  Caubi.  —  Upon  the  qoeition  of  proximate 
oaoBO,  with  reference  to  fires  atarted  by  a  railroad  company,  see  HcoKrig  ▼• 
BiaU  Line  eU.  R,  R,  Co.,  135  Pa.  St.  50;  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  848^  and  note. 

JUDGMKNT.  —  EfVBOT  OV  ▲  JUDGMSNT  TO  TrASMMR  TiTUI:  Bm    WooOtlf 

T.  Charter,  7  N.  J.  L.  88;  11  Am.  Dec  521,  and  partiolarly  note  523-528; 
Acbeiomr.  JKUfer,  8  Ohio  St.  203;  59  Am.  Dea  663^  and  note. 
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Railway  amd  RioiiyiB.  — To  Suppobt  a  Judqmxnt  against  a  Railboas 
CoMPANT,  in  an  action  commenced  against  ite  reoeiTer,  and  continned 
against  the  company  after  hii  discharge,  the  facts  which  make  the  com* 
pany  liable  for  losses  while  its  road  was  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver  mnst 
be  Uleged  and  proved. 

OOMIfOlf  CaRKIUU  —  RULB  RbQUIRIIVG  NoTICBOF  LoflS  —  RSASOlfABLKNiaa 

or  QussTioif  lOB  JuBT.  —  Whether  or  not  a  stipnlation  in  a  bill  of  lading, 
that  **  claims  for  loss  or  damages  most  be  presented  to  the  delirerxng 
line  within  thirty-six  honrt  after  the  arriyal  of  the  freight,"  is  reasonable 
iM  a  question  for  the  jnry,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

CoMMon  Cabribbb  —  Powbr  to  Limit  Liability  por  Loas.  —  A  stipula- 
tion in  the  contract  of  carriage  limiting  the  liability  to  the  carrier  by 
whom  the  damage  ii  occasioned  is  valid  and  binding  ••  to  connecting 
carriers,  and  proof  by  a  carrier  that  damage  did  not  occur  while  the 
goods  were  in  its  charge  exonerates  it  from  liability. 

GoMifOii  Gabbibbb  — Connbotino  Linbs  —  Prisumftion  ab  to  whbrb  Loss 
OooVBRBD.  —  Where  goods  have  been  transported  by  successive  carriers, 
and  damaged  subsequently  to  shipment,  it  is  presumed,  in  the  absence 
of  evidence,  that  the  damage  was  caused  by  the  last  carrier;  but  he  may 
overcome  this  presumption  by  evidence  to  the  contrary. 

Oeorge  F,  Burdett,  for  the  appellant 

Hbnby,  A«  J.  This  suit  was  brought  by  the  appellee  to 
recover  damage  to  her  wearing  apparel  and  household  goods. 

The  suit  was  originally  brought  against  John  C.  Brown,  as 
receiver  of  the  Texas  and  Pacific  Railway  Company,  and  the 
petition  charged  that  the  damage  to  the  property  occurred 
while  he  was  in  possession  of  and  operating  said  road  as  such 
receiver. 

By  an  amended  petition,  plaintiff  charged  that  subsequent 
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to  the  wrong  done  her,  the  defendant  Brown  was  discharged 
from  the  receivership,  and  that  all  property  and  funds  in  his 
hands  at  the  date  of  his  discharge  were  tnrned  over  to  said 
corporation. 

The  railroad  company  was  by  amendment  made  a  party 
defendant,  and  appeared  and  answered. 

The  cause  was  discontinued  as  to  the  defendant  Brown. 

A  jadgment  was  rendered  against  the  railroad  company. 

The  petition  showed  that  Brown  was  receiver  under  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  court  that  had  jurisdiction  to  make  it 

If  facts  existed  making  the  railroad  company  liable  for  the 
payment  of  losses  that  occurred  while  it  was  being  operated 
by  the  receiver,  they  were  neither  alleged  nor  proved. 

For  this  cause,  the  judgment  must  be  reversed. 

The  bill  of  lading  contained  a  stipulation  to  the  effect  that 
''claims  for  loss  or  damages  must  be  presented  to  the  deliver- 
ing line  within  thirty-six  hours  after  the  arrival  of  the  freight'' 
The  testimony  shoiyed  that  plaintiff's  residence  was  within  a 
few  hundred  yards  of  the  depot  at  which  the  freight  was  re- 
ceived; that  she  received  it  on  Saturday  afternoon,  and  did 
not  open  the  trunk  and  box  in  which  the  goods  were  packed 
until  the  following  Monday  morning;  and  that  she  was  sick 
during  the  interval. 

The  court,  we  think,  fairly  and  correctly  submitted  to  the 
jury  the  question  whether  the  stipulation  with  regard  to  the 
time  within  which  the  claim  was  required  to  be  made  was  a 
reasonable  one. 

It  was  proper  to  submit  that  issue  to  the  jury  instead  of  its 
being  decided  as  a  question  of  law  by  the  court,  as  appellant 
contends  it  should  have  been. 

The  goods  were  shipped  at  Bowling  Green,  Kentucky,  upon 
the  Louisville  and  Nashville  railroad,  and  a  through  bill  of 
lading  was  given  by  that  railroad  to  the  point  of  destination 
on  the  Texas  and  Pacific  railroad. 

Another  assignment  of  error  reads  as  follows:  **Tbe  court 
erred  in  failing  to  charge  the  law  upon  all  of  the  issues,  in  this: 
Under  the  contract  of  shipment  or  bill  of  lading  it  is  provided, 
among  other  things,  as  follows,  to  wit:  *  That  in  case  of  dam- 
age or  delay,  that  company  alone  shall  be  held  answerable 
therefor  in  whose  actual  custody  the  freight  may  be  at  the 
time  of  the  happening  of  such  delay  or  damage';  and  there 
was  no  proof  showing  that  any  damage  or  delay  accrued 
whilst  appellee's  goods  were  in  the  possession  of  John  C 
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Brown,  who  was  operating  and  controlling  the  line  of  the 
Texas  and  Pacific  Railway  Company  at  the  time  appellee 
claims  the  injury  occurred,  and  the  court  gare  no  charge  to 
the  jury  upon  this  portion  of  said  contract" 

There  was  no  evidence  introduced  showing  on  what  road 
the  alleged  damage  was  done.  We  think  that  the  stipulation 
in  the  contract  limiting  the  liability  to  the  carrier  by  whom 
the  damage  was  occasioned  was  a  binding  one,  under  the  cir* 
cumstances  of  this  case,  and  if  the  defendant  railroad  com- 
pany shows  that  the  damage  did  not  occur  while  the  goods 
were  in  its  charge,  it  should  have  the  benefit  of  a  charge  to 
that  effect 

When  it  is  made  to  appear  that  freight  transported  by 
successive  carriers  has  been  damaged  subsequecit  to  its  ship- 
ment, and  the  evidence  fails  to  show  on  what  particular  line 
the  injury  occurred,  there  exists  a  presumption  that  it  was 
through  the  fault  of  the  last  carrier:  Schouler  on  Bailments, 
526. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  is  remanded. 

Carbubs  ov  GooDa  —A  oarrkr  may  by  ooniraoi  limit  iti  liability  for 
loss  by  stipulating  that  the  shipper  shall  not  maintain  an  aotioa  against  it 
after  forty  days  shall  have  elapsed  from  the  time  when  the  canse  of  action 
arose,  though  such  time  is  shorter  than  the  statute  of  limitations:  CMftic^ 
R'y  Co.  ▼.  Tranrick,  68  Tex.  814;  2  Am.  St  Rep.  494,  «&<!  note.  A  oarrior 
may  by  oootraot  limit  its  common-law  liability  as  insurer  of  goods  shippod 
over  its  road«  bat  cannot  by  contract  free  itself  from  responsibility  for  any 
loss  or  damage  occasioned  by  its  own  negligence:  WUUng  r,  8L  Louii  etc  i2'y 
Co.,  101  Mo.  631;  20  Am.  St  Rep.  636,  and  note;  Rkkm<md  de.  JSL  R.  Co.  v. 
Payne,  86  Va.  481;  Bailway  Co.  v.  Manchetter  liUU,  88  Tenn.  6S3.  Words 
in  the  contract  of  a  carrier  limiting  its  liability  will  not  be  interpreted  so 
as  to  exempt  it  from  liability  for  negligence,  when  they  can  be  given  any 
other  construction:  Keimey  v.  New  York  etc  R,  R.  Co*,  126  N.  Y,  422.  As 
to  the  burden  of  proof  in  actions  for  losses,  when  there  exists  a  confcraot 
limiting  the  carrier's  liability,  see  WitUng  ▼.  SL  Louii  etc  i2>  Cc,  101  Mo. 
681;  20  Am.  St  Rep.  636,  and  note. 

CONNSOriNQ  CaRRIXBS  —  PRBSUMPTION  AS  TO  WHSBS  L0S3  OOOITRRBD.  — 

The  presumption  arises  that  perishable  goods  shipped  in  good  order  continue 
in  that  condition  when  in  the  hands  of  the  connecting  carrier,  and  the  bur- 
den is  upon  him  to  show  that  they  were  damaged  when  received  by  him:  Beard 
V.  lUinoig  a  R'y  Co,,  79  Iowa,  518;  18  Am.  St  Rep.  381.  The  action  for  loss 
or  damage  will  lie  against  the  carrier  in  whose  custody  the  goods  were  when 
damaged  or  lost:  IfUematiomU  etc  J^y  Co,  v.  Tiedale,  74  Tex.  9. 

ConNBOTiNO  Carriers.  —  Contracts  made  by  the  first  carrier,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  its  authority  to  bind  connecting  carriers,  are  not  binding  npon  the 
latter:  Fort  Worth  etc  R*y  Co.  r,  WUUams,  77  Tex.  121;  ML  Pleamnt  etc  Co. 
V.  Cape  Fear  etc  R.  R.  Co.,  106  N.  C.  207;  Georgia  R,  R.  it  B.  Co.  r. 
Murrah,  86  Ga.  344. 
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FlMATfOKom — Vabianob.  —A  complaint  alleging  that  a  Tandor  obligated 
hima^lf  to  oonrey  land  "  in  fee-«imple  by  warranty  deed  "  may  be  rap- 
ported  by  title  bonds  recitiug  that  he  would  convey  the  land  "  by  good 
Tmlid  deed  or  deeds  in  common  form.'*  Thia  doee  not  conttitnte  a 
aa  a  good  and  valid  deed  in  commoa  form  is,  in  legal  eifect,  a 
wmmnij  deed. 

▼■nK>a  AMD  VbN DKB  —  BrKACH  07  COMTRAOT  TO  CONYXT   LaND — MeAS* 

mui  OF  Damages.  —  Where  a  vendor,  under  a  contract  to  convey  land, 
baa  Tfdimtsrily  coareyed  it  to  an  innocent  third  person  before  the  ex- 
pirmtacn  of  the  ocntraet,  the  measnre  of  damages  against  the  Tendor  and 
in  f»Tor  of  the  vendee  under  the  contract  upon  payment  of  the  purchase 
piicM  18  the  Talue  of  the  land  at  the  time  it  was  conv^ed  to  such  third 


▼■9D01L  AVD  VaiTDBB—  MiNOBS  —  ADMISSIBILrTT  OV  DSCLABATIOHB  AOAIIfflrr. 

'—  In  aa  aetifln  by  the  guardian  of  minor  orphan  children  of  a  rendee 

agminst  the  veadcur  under  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  declaratfons 

made  by  the  grand-parents  of  such  minors  after  the  death  of  the  parent^ 

and  without  any  authority  to  bind  their  interests,  are  inadmissible  aa 

against  them. 

TBrDOB  a2n>  Ybvdvi — Contbaot  iob  Salb  ob  Lahd  —  Rbscibsiov. — 

Where  the  vendor  under  a  eontract  for  the  sale  of  land  has  received  part 

of  the  purchase-money  from  the  Teadee^  who  has  taken  possession  under 

the  oontraot»  the  vendor  cannot  rescind  without  notice  to  the  vendee  of 

bis  intentioa  to  do  so. 

yXinK>m    AHD    VbHDBB  —  COBTBAOT     BOB    SaXA    OB    LaKD  —  WaTVXE    OB 

RiOBT  OB  KssoiflSiON. «-  Where  a  vendor  under  an  executory  contract 
for  the  sale  of  land  has  received  payments  from  the  Tendee  after  default 
in  failing  to  pay  the  purchase-money  notes  at  maturity,  he  thereby  wairee 
his  right  of  rescission. 
Fatm xirts  —  Apfucatioii  ob.  — In  respect  to  the  appropriation  of  payments 
made  by  a  debtar  to  a  creditor  who  holds  more  than  one  debt  against 
him,  the  debt<«  may  generally  appropriate  payments;  and  if  he  does  not, 
the  creditor  may;  and  if  neither  appropriates  them,  the  law  will  make 
the  application  according  to  the  justice  of  the  case.  The  creditor  can- 
not, however,  make  such  application  as  would,  under  the  circumstanods, 
be  inequitable  and  unjust  to  the  debtor. 

White  and  Edwards^  for  the  appellant. 

Oeorge  H.  Oould  and  W.  8,  Hemdimj  for  the  appellees. 

AcKSB,  P.  J.  On  the  fifteenth  day  of  September,  1875, 
W.  8.  Herndon  sold  to  James  Moseley  five  acres  of  land  for  the 
eonsideration  of  one  hundred  dollars  in  gold,  for  which  Mose- 
ley executed  hi«  promissory  note  bearing  interest  from  that 
data  at  ton  per  cent  per  annum  and  payable  on  the  first  day 
of  January,  1876,  and  also  paid  to  Herndon  thirty  dollars  in 
earrency,  for  which  Herndon  executed  his  receipt,  to  be 
erediied  on  Moseley's  note  at  its  value  in   gold.    Herndon 
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executed  and  delivered  to  Moseley  a  bond  for  title  in  the 
usual  form,  and  Moseley  went  into  possession,  built  a  houae 
upon  the  land,  and  resided  there  with  his  family  until  hia 
death,  in  November,  1881. 

In  addition  to  the  thirty  dollars  currency  paid  by  Moseley 
at  the  time  of  his  purchase,  he  made  the  following  payments 
to  Herndon:  On  the  twenty-first  day  of  November,  1877, 
Hemdon  receipted  him  for  '*  twenty  dollars,  to  be  credited  on 
his  land  note."  On  the  first  day  of  December,  1877,  thirty 
dollars  in  currency,  which  was  receipted  for,  to  be  credited  on 
the  note.  December  17,  1878,  Herndon  made  a  statement 
showing  balance  of  $46.90  due  him  by  Moseley,  and  on  that 
day  he  credited  the  statement  with  the  sum  of  $80  then  paid 
by  Moseley,  reducing  the  balance  due  to  116.90. 

On  the  fourteenth  day  of  January,  1879,  Hemdon  sold  to 
Moseley  another  tract  of  five  and  eight  tenths  acres  of  land 
for  the  consideration  of  one  hundred  dollars  in  gold,  for  which 
Moseley  executed  his  promissory  note,  due  at  one  day  after 
date,  with  interest  from  date  at  ten  per  cent  per  annum,  and 
Herndon  executed  and  delivered  his  bond  for  title  to  Moseley, 
and  Moseley  took  possession  of  this  tract  also.  On  the  fourth 
day  of  October,  1881,  Moseley  paid  Hemdon  eighteen  dollars, 
and  on  the  first  day  of  December,  1882,  Hemdon  collected 
thirty-five  dollars  due  to  Moseley  for  a  pony  he  had  sold  in 
1881. 

When  Moseley  died,  in  November,  1881,  he  left  a  wife  and 
four  minor  children  living  on  the  land.  His  wife  died  in 
June.  1882,  and  her  parents,  Perry  and  Polly  Phillips,  took 
charge  of  the  children  and  removed  them  from  the  land  to 
their  home  to  care  for  them,  and  took  possession  of  the  land. 

On  October  16, 1883,  Herndon  made  a  statement  to  Phillips 
and  wife  showing  balance  of  $178.75  due  him  on  the  two  sales 
made  to  Moseley,  and  on  that  day  Hemdon  indorsed  on  each 
of  the  bonds  for  title  that  the  sales  made  to  Moseley  were  can- 
celed, and  that  he  had  that  day  sold  the  lands  to  Perry  Phil- 
lips for  the  consideration  of  $178.76,  upon  which  Phillips  then 
paid  him  $8.75. 

On  the  tenth  day  of  December,  1887,  Hemdon  sold  the 
lands  to  F.  R.  Allen,  who  took  possession  thereof. 

Perry  Phillips  qualified  as  guardian  of  the  minor  children 
of  James  Moseley,  and,  as  such,  brought  this  suit  on  the 
twenty-seventh  day  of  April,  1888,  against  Herndon  and 
Allen  for  specific  performance  of  the  contracts  made  by  Hem- 
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doQ  with  Hoeeley,  alleging  payment  of  the  parehaee  mopey 
hj  Mo0eley»  or  to  recover  the  vfldue  of  the  land  from  Hemdon 
if  it  was  found  that  Allen  was  a  good*faith  porchaser  from 
Herndon,  and  alleged  that  the  value  of  the  land  was  $160  per 
sere  at  the  time  Hemdon  sold  to  Allen.  Plaintiff  also  prayed 
fcr  general  reliel 

The  defendants  answered  general  denial,  limitation,  and 
ideaded  cancellation  of  the  sales  to  Moseley  for  foilore  to  pay 
purchase-money.  Allen  pleaded  that  he  was  an  innocent  por- 
ehaser. 

The  trial,  without  a  jury,  resulted  in  judgment  for  the  defend- 
ants, and  plaintiff  appealed. 

The  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  the  bonds  for  title,  to  which 
the  defendants  objected,  ^  for  the  reason  that  the  same  varied 
from  and  did  not  correspond  with  the  allegations  of  the  peti* 
tion.'* 

The  ob]eetions  were  sustained,  and  the  first  and  second 
usignments  of  error  relate  to  these  rulings. 

The  allegations  of  the  petition  descriptive  of  the  bonds  are 
•8  follows:  **  That  oti  said  fifteenth  day  of  September,  1875, 
said  W.  8.  Hemdon,  being  desirous  of  disposing  of  said  above- 
described  land,  entered  into  an  agreement  with  James  Moseley, 
the  ancestor  of  plaintiff 's  said  wards,  for  the  sale  of  said  lands 
to  him,  the  said  James  Moseley,  which  agreement  was  reduced 
to  writing,  and  signed  by  said  W.  8.  Hemdon,  and  delivered 
CD  the  day  it  bears  date,  to  wit,  on  September  15, 1875,  wherein 
said  Hemdon  stipulated  and  agreed  with  said  Moseley  to 
convey  to  him  said  above-described  tract  of  land  in  fee-simple 
^y  warranty  deed,  upon  payment  of  a  promissory  note  exe- 
cuted on  said  September  15,  1875,  by  said  James  Moseley  for 
one  hundred  gold  dollars,  with  ten  per  cent  interest  from  date, 
due  at  Tyler,  Texas,  on  January  1,  1876." 

The  bond  of  date  January  14,  1879,  was  described  in  snl^ 
Btantially  the  same  way.  The  objection  does  not  designate 
in  what  the  alleged  variance  consists,  and  we  are  unable  to 
discover  it 

It  is  alleged  that  Hemdon  obligated  himself  to  oonvey  the 
Isnd  ''in  fee-simple  by  warranty  deed,''  while  the  bonds  offered 
in  evidence  recite  that  he  would  oonvey  the  lands  ^  by  a  good 
and  valid  deed  or  deeds  in  common  form,''  but  this  constitutes 
no  variance,  for  an  obligation  to  make  ^  a  good  and  valid  deed 
in  common  form  "  binds  the  obligor  to  execute  a  warranty 
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deed,  and  the  petition  correctly  declared  the  legal  effect  of 
Hemdon's  obligations:  Vardeman  v.  Law$on^  17  Tex.  11. 

It  is  true  that  it  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions  that  the 
bond  of  September  15,  1875,  described  the  note  given  by 
Moseley  of  that  date  as  maturing  January  1,  1879,  instead  of 
January  1,  1876,  as  alleged  in  the  petition,  but  the  receipt 
given  by  Herndon  for  the  thirty  dollars  paid  by  Moseley  on  the 
day  of  the  date  of  both  the  bond  and  note  recites  that  the 
note  matured  on  the  first  day  of  January,  1876.  Herndon 
testified  that  it  became  due  on  that  date,  and  indeed  all  of  the 
evidence  upon  that  point  went  to  show  that  the  note  of  Sep- 
tember 15, 1875,  matured  January  1,  1876,  as  alleged  in  the 
petition.  We  therefore  conclude  that  "  1879,"  written  in  the 
bill  of  exceptions,  is  a  clerical  error,  and  that  there  is  no  vari* 
ance  between  the  allegations  and  evidence  offered. 

We  think  the  first  and  second  assignments  of  error  are  well 
taken,  and  that  the  court  erred  in  excluding  the  bonds. 

The  third  assignment  of  error  is:  '*  The  court  erred  in  ex- 
cluding the  evidence  offered  by  plaintiff  to  prove  the  value  of 
the  land  at  the  time  defendant  Allen  took  possession  of  it, 
said  evidence  being  pertinent,  and  plaintiff  having  alleged  the 
value  of  said  land  and  prayed  for  judgment  for  said  value  in 
case  he  should  fail  to  recover  the  specific  land  itself." 

There  were  two  separate  and  entirely  distinct  contracts  en- 
tered into  between  Herndon  and  Moseley,  either  of  which 
Moseley  had  the  right  to  enforce  specific  performance  of  as 
against  Herndon  upon  proof  of  performance  by  Moseley  of  his 
part  of  the  contract.  If  after  performance  by  Moseley,  Hern- 
don, by  his  voluntary  act,  placed  it  beyond  his  power  to  make 
title  to  the  land  as  stipulated  in  his  bond,  he  thereby  became 
liable  to  Moseley  for  such  damages  as  were  the  direct  and 
natural  result  of  his  failure  to  comply  with  his  obligations. 
There  has  been  much  contrariety  in  the  decisions  of  the  courts 
as  to  the  correct  measure  of  damages  in  such  cases,  but  we 
believe  that  equity  and  the  weight  of  authority  sustains  the 
view  that  in  executory  contracts  of  the  character  involved  in 
this  case  adequate  cotupensation  for  the  injury  done  should 
be  recoverable,  where  the  vendor  by  his  voluntary  act  deprives 
himself  of  the  ability  to  perform  his  contract. 

We  are  aware  that  the  case  of  Hall  v.  ForJfc,  22  Tex.  648, 
following  Sutton  v.  Page^  4  Tex.  142,  seems  to  hold  the  con- 
trary doctrine]  for  it  is  there  said  '*  that  where  the  vendor  of 
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Iftod  ia  not  able  to  make  title,  the  vendee's  meaaoie  of  dam- 
ages  ia  the  porchaee-money  and  intereet,  and  nothing  more." 
But  thai  case,  like  the  case  of  SuUon  y.  Page,  4  Tex.  142,  was 
not  a  suit  for  specific  performance  or  to  recover  damages 
for  breach  of  trust  by  the  vendor.  HaU  v.  York,  22  Tex. 
643,  was  a  soit  to  recover  the  penalty  fixed  by  the  bond  for 
titlei,  which  was  a  mnch  larger  sum  than  the  money  paid,  and, 
like  the  case  of  Sutton  v.  Page,  4  Tex.  142,  was  simply  an 
action  on  the  personal  covenant  in  the  bond.  In  both  of  those 
caaeF  it  was  held  that  the  measure  of  damages  was  the  money 
paid,  with  interest,  unless  other  damages  are  specially  alleged 
aad  proved.  We  do  not  think  those  cases  are  analogous  to 
this. 

In  the  case  of  Hopkins  v.  Lee,  6  Wheat  109,  the  court  said: 
**  The  rule  is  settled  in  this  court  that  in  an  action  by  the 
veodee  tar  a  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of  the  vendor  for 
DOi  delivezing  the  article,  the  measure  of  damages  is  its  price 
at  the  time  of  the  breach.  The  price  being  settled  by  the 
contract,  which  is  generally  the  case,  makes  no  difference,  nor 
ooght  it  to  make  any;  otherwise  the  vendor,  if  the  article  has 
risen  in  value,  would  always  have  it  in  bis  power  to  discharge 
himself  from  his  contract,  and  put  the  enhanced  value  in  his 
own  pocket;  nor  can  it  make  any  difference  in  principle 
whether  the  contract  be  for  real  or  personal  property,  if  the 
lands,  as  is  the  case  here,  have  not  been  improved  nor  built 
on.  In  both  cases  the  vendee  is  entitled  to  have  the  thing 
agreed  for  at  the  contract  price,  and  to  sell  it  himself  at  its 
increased  value."  See  also  Kirkpatriek  v.  Downing,  58  Mo.  82; 
17  Am.  Rep.  678. 

In  this  case,  plaintiff  did  not  seek  to  recover  anything 
Cur  improvements  put  upon  the  land,  but  only  the  value  of  it 
at  the  time  of  its  appropriation  by  Herndon,  in  the  event 
specific  performance  could  not  be  had.  The  land  was  sold  by 
Herndon  to  Moseley  at  twenty  dollars  per  acre,  and  the  peti- 
tion alleged  it  to  be  of  the  value  of  $160  per  acre  at  the  time 
it  was  sold  by  Herndon  to  Allen. 

If  Moseley  fully  performed  his  part  of  either  of  the  contracts 
by  paying  the  purchase-money,  the  superior  equitable  title 
vested  in  him,  and  Herndon  held  the  legal  title  in  trust  for 
him,  and  upon  breach  of  that  trust  by  voluntary  conveyance 
of  the  legal  title  to  another,  Herndon  became  liable  to  Mose- 
ley for  each  damages  as  resulted  directly  therefrom,  we  think 
certainly  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  it 
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was  so  appropriated;  and  we  think  the  court  erred  In  exclude 
ing  the  evidence  offered  to  prove  Buch  value. 

The  fourth  assignment  of  error  is:  "The  court  erred  in 
admitting,  over  objection  of  plaintiff,  the  evidence  offered  by 
defendants  as  to  transactions  and  conversations  had  by  de* 
fendanrt  Herndon  with  Perry  Phillips  and  Polly  Phillips,  in 
the  year  1883,  as  shown  by  plaintiff's  bill  of  exceptions  Na  4.*' 

The  objection  to  this  evidence  was  upon  the  ground  that  'Mt 
was  immaterial,  and  could  not  affect  the  rights  of  plaintiff's 
wards." 

We  think  the  objection  was  good,  and  should  have  been  saa- 
tained.  When  Moseley  died,  whatever  rights  and  interest  he 
had  in  the  land  descended  to  and  vested  absolutely  in  his 
widow  and  minor  children.  At  the  time  of  the  transactions 
between  Herndon  and  Perry  Phillips  and  his  wife,  in  1883, 
Moseley's  widow  was  also  dead,  and  the  minor  children  alone 
owned  whatever  interest  their  parents  had  acquired  in  the  land. 
There  was  no  one  authorized  to  bind  them,  or  affeot  their  in- 
terest by  any  agreement,  and  their  rights  were  not  affected  by 
the  transactions  between  Herndon  and  their  grand-parents. 
Perry  and  Polly  Phillips. 

The  fifth  assignment  of  error  is:  ''  The  court  erred  in  ren- 
dering judgment  for  defendants,  and  in  not  rendering  judg* 
ment  for  plaintiff,  it  being  shown  that  at  least  the  five  aores 
of  land  bargained  for  by  James  Moseley  on  September  16, 
1875,  had  been  fully  paid  for,  and  that  F.  R.  Allen  was  not  a 
purchaser  in  good  faith." 

The  court  found,  as  a  conclusion  of  law,  that  **  the  plaintiff 
has  mistaken  his  remedy;  the  land  having  been  sold  to  Allen 
by  Herndon  without  notice,  plaintiff  cannot  recover  the  land 
or  its  value,  but  his  recovery  would  be  the  penalty  on  the 
bond,  to  wit,  one  hundred  dollars,  with  interest." 

From  what  we  have  already  said  it  will  be  seen  that  we  un- 
derstand this  suit  to  be  on  the  bonds  for  specific  performance 
only  in  the  first  instance,  and  secondarily  against  Herndon  to 
recover  damages  for  breach  of  trust  in  voluntarily  transferring 
the  legal  title  to  Allen,  and  thus  placing  it  beyond  bis  power 
to  perform  his  contract  after  the  superior  equitable  title  had 
vested  in  Moseley  by  payment  of  the  purchase-money.  We 
see  no  reason  why  the  plaintiff  cannot  maintain  the  suit  in 
this  way.  If  Allen  was  an  innocent  purchaser,  then  specific 
performance  could  not  be  decreed  against  Herndon;  and  if  the 
superior  title  had  vested  in  Moseley,  the  plaintiff  could  either 
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iqion  the  bond  for  purchaee-money  paid  and  interest,  or 
bis  soity  as  we  understand  him  to  have  done,  to  recover 
damages  against  Hemdon  for  breacfa  of  trust. 

Hemdon  having  received  from  Moseley  at  least  a  part  or 
the  purchase-money  for  the  lands,  and  Moseley  having  taken 
possession  under  his  contracts  of  purchase,  Herndon  could  not 
rescind  the  sales  to  him  without  notice  of  his  intention  to  do- 
so;  and  Herndon  having  received  payments  on  the  purchase^ 
money  after  default  by  Moseley  in  &iling  to  pay  the  purchase^ 
money  notes  at  maturity,  he  thereby  waived  his  right  of 
rescission;  Kennedy  v.  Embryo  72  Tex.  890;  Moore  t.  Oieeeeley 
76  Tex.  648;  Tom  v.  WoUhoefer,  61  Tex.  281. 

At  the  time  Hemdon  attempted  to  rescind  the  sales  to- 
Moseley,  after  the  death  of  both  Moseley  and  his  wife,  there 
was  no  one  to  whom  notice  of  his  intention  to  rescind  could 
be  given,  and  there  was  therefore  no  rescipsion  effected. 

Hemdon  testified,  without  objection,  that  ^'  about  July  28,. 
1881,  Moseley  and  myself  had  a  settlement  of  all  matters  be- 
tween  us;  he  had*  done  work  for  me,  and  I  had  advanced  oon> 
siderable  money  to  pay  his  hands  and  for  supplies,  and  he  fell* 
in  my  debt  $183.  This  was  then  treated  by  Moseley  and  my- 
self as  balance  due  me.'' 

In  regard  to  the  eighteen  dollars  paid  by  Moseley  to  Hem* 
don  on  October  4,  1881,  Herndon  testified  ^  that  in  the  fall  of 
1881, 1  think,  I  let  him  have  some  money,  but  how  much  I 
cannot  say.  He  was  to  settle  it  out  of  his  service  upon  the 
railroad,  but  died,  and  failed  to  pay  anything,  except  the 
eighteen  dollars,  October  4,  1881;  this  may  or  may  not  have 
settled  the  small  amounts  I  let  him  have  after  July  23, 1881^ 
but  I  cannot  say." 

Hemdon  also  testified  that  '*  some  time  before  Moseley  died 
be  sent  me  a  note  that  he  had  sold  the  pony  to  Schoof  for 
thirty-five  dollars,  and  to  please  collect  the  amount,  and  give 
him  credit  on  the  debts  he  owed  me." 

There  was  no  other  evidence  bearing  upon  the  question  of 
appropriation  of  the  money  received  by  Herndon  from  Mose- 
ley after  the  second  bond  for  title  was  executed,  at  which  time^ 
.  according  to  the  statement  made  by  Herndon  on  the  17th  of 
December,  1878,  Moseley  owed  him  a  balance  of  $16.90  on  the 
first  purchase,  after  having  paid  him  $110,  $80  of  which  was 
paid  at  the  time  of  the  purchase. 

In  respect  to  the  appropriation  of  payments  made  by  a 
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•debtor  to  a  creditor  who  holds  more  than  one  debt  against 
him,  the  general  rale  is,  that  a  debtor  has  the  right  to  appro- 
priate payments;  and  if  he  does  not,  the  creditor  may  do  so; 
«nd  when  neither  appropriates  them,  the  law  will  make  the 
application  according  to  the  justice  of  the  case:  Maiossy  y» 
Fro9h,  9  Tex.  6i2. 

In  Stanley  y.  Weetrop,  16  Tex.  206,  it  is  said:  ''It  is  ad- 
mitted on  all  hands  that  the  debtor  has  the  absolute  right  to 
make  the  application,  if  he  sees  proper  to  exercise  it  If  he 
omits  to  do  so,  and  it  is  left  to  the  law  to  make  it  for  him,  it 
ought,  it  would  seem,  to  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  pre- 
sumed intention  of  the  debtor."  And  we  think  it  must  be 
j>resumed  that  the  debtor  intended  to  apply  it  to  the  debt  that 
would  be  most  beneficial  to  him. 

In  Tayhr  v.  Coleman,  20  Tex.  772,  it  is  said:  ''The  debtor 
laving  at  the  time  of  the  sales  made  no  specific  designation 
of  the  proceeds,  the  plaintiffs  were  left  to  their  election  to  ap- 
ply the  payment.  But  this  did  not  vest  them  with  the  power 
to  act  capriciously,  or  to  make  such  designation  as  would  un- 
reasonably operate  to  the  prejudice  of  the  defendant  At  the 
oivil  law  the  creditor  must  regard  himself  as  standing  in  the 
fihoes  of  the  debtor,  and  apply  the  payments  to  such  debts  aa 
the  debtor  himself  would  have  first  discharged.  But  without 
affirming  the  principle  to  this  extent,  it  is  the  rule  of  the  com- 
mon law  that  the  creditor  cannot  make  such  application  as 
would,  under  the  circumstances,  be  inequitable  and  unjust  to 
ihe  debtor."    See  also  Bray  v.  Crain,  69  Tex.  649. 

Applying  the  rules  and  principles  announced  in  the  forego- 
ing decisions  to  this  case,  we  think  the  $18  paid  by  Moseley 
on  the  fourth  day  of  October,  1881,  should  have  been  applied 
to  the  payment  of  the  balance  of  $16.90  claimed  by  Herndon 
to  be  due  on  the  first  contract  (especially  so  as  it  does  not  ap- 
j)ear  from  the  evidence  what  application  Herndon  made  of  it), 
.and  thereby  perfect  Moseley's  title  to  the  five  acres  first  pur- 
chased. If  the  $18  was  insufficient  to  pay  the  balance  of 
$16.90,  then  so  much  of  the  $35  received  by  Herndon  after 
Moseley's  death  as  was  necessary  to  pay  off  the  balance  of  the 
$16.90  should  be  so  applied.  At  the  time  Herndon  received 
the  $35,  Moseley  was  dead,  and  could  not  direct  its  application* 
The  law  applied  it  for  him  to  the  liquidation  of  any  balance 
that  might  be  due  on  the  purchase-money  for  the  five  acres 
.first  purchased,  and  upon  which  he  had  established  the  home 
ibr  himself  and  family. 
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We  mre  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  eomt  below 
aboold  be  reversed  and  the  cauee  remanded. 


AMD  Vaimxi^GoBTKAon  vok  Sals  op  Lava. — As  t»  tii« 
ci  damagM  for  a  breaeh  of  a  contract  to  eoawtj  raattf  ^  am  mou  !• 
Anpel^  ▼.  PA€^  100  Am.  Dee.  467,  46&  Tho  iMMon  d  dMnge*  for  a 
troeb  oi  a  eontraat  to  oonvoj  realty  on  the  part  of  tiio  Toader  m  tho  fur 
merkotTalne  of  tho  land  at  the  data  of  tha  hroidi.  DOBemm  ▼.  Armtid,  71 
MiclweST. 

VanDom  AVB  Vsima — Cohtbaots  of  Saul  ^  Whore  tiio  yaoilflr  deeds 
tiio  land  to  a  third  party  prior  to  the  tiino  far  tiie  final  eoaaanunatioo  of  tho 
oontraet  of  aalob  tho  Tondeo  may  treat  tho  oootnct  aareeeiadod,  and  ai^ 
reooTor  any  parchieo  money  paid  by  him  and  tntoreat  thoreen:  Weamer  t« 
AUekeaon^  66  Midh.  285.  In  eooh  an  action,  hoverer,  defend int  may  thaw 
that  his  grantee  orally  promieed  to  maka  a  reeooTeyaaea  of  tiw  property: 
DomoM  ▼•  We$t€nf  Tl  Iowa»  2S9. 

PATxaarrs,  AmJCAnov  ov.  — Tho  debtor  wmj  deeignata  tile  debt  to 
which  ho  wiehea  tho  payment  applied;  if  ha  doeo  not  ao  iJioignefeb  tiw  cradi' 
tor  may  make  the  tppUoatimi;  bat  if  nostber  mekee  it^  tiw  ^plieatioa  vill 
be  made  by  the  law  in  an  eqoitable  manner:  Mwrdodt  ▼.  Clarity  88  OiL  884; 
Oneea  ▼.  Ford,  79  Ga.  130;  Peterborfmgh  eU,  Bank  ▼.  Hcdadem,  flS  K.  H.  80^ 
Bortel  ▼.  MaOdoB,  19  Or.  483.  The  harden  ie  vpoa  the  debtor  to  prore  that 
he  directed  tho  ^plication  of  a  payment:  TkaUker  ▼.  Mame$^  28  &  CL  laSi 
The  debtor  may  1^  aoqnieeoence  eetop  himtelf  to  deny  the  application  of  a 
payment  made  by  him:  Flar$knm  v.  BreHntp,  43  Minn.  298.  Compare  #V«- 
T.  LoMAam,  71  Md.  181;  17  Am.  8t  Bepi  616^  and  notiu 
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—  AoxBT  OF  OouKT,  AHi>  voT  OP  Owna.  — A  reeeiver  k 
ertlly  only  the  agent  of  the  ooort  appointing  him,  with  aatfaority  to 
take  pooeeesion  and  oontnA  of  the  pfupetty  in  litigatioB,  and  ia  not  the 
repreeentatJTe  of  its  owner  for  the  f olfillment  of  the  letter's  eontract% 
except  in  oaaee  in  whieh  he  has  made  the  contract  his  own  by  eome  act 
of  adoption. 
BaoBivaa  ov  Railboab  —  Hot  Boitvd  bt  Comp Ayr's  Costbaoc. — A  re. 
oetTer  placed  in  chafge  of  a  railway  to  htAA  and  operate  it  ia  not  boond 
to  carry  ont  the  oontraet  of  the  oompany  with  a  third  perMa  to  main- 
tsin  a  Bwitoh  on  the  latter'e  land;  and  if  the  reoeiTer  diaoontiniies  the 
switch,  the  only  remedy  is  against  the  company  for  a  hreioh  of  tiw 


WhUaker  and  Bannerj  for  the  plainti£b  in  error* 

J7.  Chilion^  for  the  defendant  in  err(V. 

Gaihes,  a.  J.  The  appellee  brought  this  soit  against  the 
appellants  as  recelTers  of  the  Texas  and  Pacific  Railway  Com- 
pany, alleging  in  his  petition  that  in  1874  he  made  a  contract 
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witb  that  company  to  the  effect  that  in  consideration  of  tiia 
agreement  to  grade  and  famish  ties  for  a  switch  on  the  coin- 
pany's  railroad  at  a   point  known  as  Warner's  Station,    i^ 
would  furnish  the  iron,  and  complete  and  permanently  main- 
tain such  switch  at  that  point  for  his  benefit  for  shipping  par- 
poses;  that  the  switch  was  constructed  in  accordance  with  tbio 
contract,  and  maintained  until  the  year  1887;   but  that  io 
December,  1885,  the  defendants  were  appointed  receivers  of 
the  company's  railroad   by  the  United   States  circuit  court 
for  the  northern  district  of  Texas,  and  thereafter  went  into 
possession  of  the  property,  and  continued  to  operate  the  same^ 
and  that  on  the  nineteenth  day  of  May,  1887,  they  removed 
the  switch,  over  his  protest,  and  thereby  damaged  him  greatly 
by  the  consequent  depreciation  of  his  property.    The  property 
was  specifically  described,  and  consisted  in  timber-lands,  tim- 
ber privileges,  saw-mills,  storehouses,  a  stock  of  goods,  etc., 
—  all  of  which,  as  alleged,  had  been  acquired  at  the  time  of 
the  removal  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  business  of 
sawing  lumber  for  market,  and  was  rendered  greatly  less 
valuable  for  want  of  any  practicable  means  of  placing  the 
lumber  upon  the  railroad  at  a  point  where  it  could  be  trans- 
ported to  market.     The  damages  were  specifically  alleged, 
and,  according  to  the  allegations,  amounted  in  the  aggregate 
to  the  sum  of  $63,425. 

A  general  demurrer  to  the  petition  was  overruled,  and  that 
ruling  is  assigned  as  error. 

The  case  made  by  the  petition  is  an  action  against  the  re- 
ceivers to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  the  company's 
contract.  Neither  the  nature  of  the  suit  in  which  the  receivers 
were  appointed,  the  grounds  for  that  appointment,  nor  the 
powers  conferred  upon  them  are  disclosed  by  the  petition. 
We  may  assume  that  the  receivership  has  been  ordered, 
and  the  appointment  made  in  some  equitable  proceeding  in 
which  it  has  been  deemed  necessary  for  the  court  to  take 
charge  of  the  property  in  order  to  prevent  its  waste  and  the 
diversion  of  its  income  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit  A 
receiver,  as  a  general  rule,  is  but  the  agent  of  the  court  that 
appoints  him,  with  authority  to  take  the  possession  and  control 
of  property  the  subject-matter  of  litigation,  and  is  not  the  rep- 
resentative of  its  owner  for  the  fulfillment  of  the  latter's  con- 
tracts, except  in  cases  in  which  he  has  made  the  contract  his 
own  by  some  act  of  adoption:  Commonwealth  v.  Franklin  In$. 
Co,y  115  Mass.  278. 
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The  lift  of  a  raflioad  depends  upon  its  active  operation  as  a 
**  going  oonoernf"  and  a  receiver  over  it  muet  neceflsarily  ex- 
ercise many  of  the  powers  of  a  proprietor  in  its  management, 
and  be  subjected  to  a  similar  liability  for  his  own  official  acts 
and  those  of  his  servants  and  agents.  He  is  liable  as  receiver 
fer  his  contracts  made  in  his  official  capacity  and  for  the  torts 
committed  by  his  servants  and  agents  in  the  operation  of  the 
road.  By  reason  of  the  liability  incurred  by  the  operation  of 
so  mnch  machinery  and  the  employment  of  so  many  men,  it 
may  seem  upon  first  blush  that  their  liability  is  defined  by  a 
different  rule  from  that  which  prescribes  the  liability  of  re- 
ceivers in  ordinary  cases.  But  the  rule  is  the  same.  The 
receiver  of  the  property  of  a  railroad  is  no  more  the  represent- 
ative of  the  company  than  the  receiver  of  the  property  of  a 
natural  person  is  the  representative  of  such  person.  Let  us 
suppose,  then,  that  the  proprietor  of  a  cotton-gin  has  contracted 
to  gin  the  cotton  of  his  neighbor  at  a  certain  rate,  and  that 
before  he  has  performed  his  contract  the  property  is  placed  in 
the  hands  of  a  receiver,  who  is  directed  to  operate  it;  can  it 
be  said  that  he  is  liable  in  damages  should  he  refuse  to  comply 
with  the  contract?  Clearly  not  He  is  appointed,  not  to  carry 
oat  the  proprietor's  contracts,  but  to  manage  and  preserve  the 
property.  So  the  receiver  of  a  railroad  company  is  no  more 
bound  to  do  a  particular  thing  which  the  company  has  con- 
tracted to  do,  than  he  is  liable  to  pay  a  debt  which  the  com- 
pany has  contracted  to  pay. 

Let  us  then  apply  these  principles  to  the  case  made  by  the 
plaintiff's  petition.  When  the  appellants  were  appointed  re- 
ceivers and  placed  in  charge  of  the  railway  there  was  a  con- 
tract existing  between  the  railway  company  and  the  plaintiff 
for  the  maintenance  of  a  switch  at  Warner's  Station.  That 
was  purely  a  personal  contract.  The  duty  of  the  receivers  was 
to  hold  and  operate  the  railroad,  and  they  were  no  more  bound 
to  carry  out  the  company's  contract  to  maintain  the  switch, 
than  they  were  to  discharge  its  obligations  to  pay  money. 

When  in  the  management  of  the  road  they  deemed  it  proper 
to  remove  the  switch,  and  did  remove  it,  the  contract  of  the 
company  was  broken,  and  it  was  liable  in  damages  for  its 
breach.  That  the  appointment  and  acts  of  the  receivers  do  not 
absolve  it  from  its  liability  to  carry  out  its  contract  was  de- 
cided in  effect  by  this  court  in  Hunt  v.  ReiUy,  60  Tex.  99.  If 
appellee  was  unable  to  recover  damages  of  the  company  for 
its  breach  of  the  contract  by  reason  of  its  insolvency,  it  is  a 
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misfortane  he  has  Buffered  doubtless  in  company  with  nntnep- 
GOB  other  simple  contract  creditors.  For  the  failure  to  perfornc^ 
the  contract  his  cause  of  action  was  against  the  company,  and 
it  was  not  of  that  character  which  could  be  brought  against 
the  receivers  without  leave  of  the  court:  U.  8.  Stats.  1886-87, 
p.  564,  sec.  3. 

The  authorities  bearing  directly  upon  the  question  und^ 
consideration  are  not  numerous,  but  they  are  all,  so  far  as 
have  been  able  to  find,  in  accordance  with  the  views  we  have 
expressed.     The  case  of  Southern  ExpreM  Co.  v.  Weftem  etc^ 
R.  R.  Co.j  99  U.  S.  199,  was  a  bill  in  equity  by  the  express 
company  against  the  receiver  of  the  railway  company  to  com- 
pel the  specific  performance  of  a  contract,  made  before  the  re- 
ceiver's appointment,  to  carry  freight  for  the  complainant.    In 
the  opinion  the  court  say:  ''The  road  is  in  the  hands  of  a  re- 
ceiver in  a  suit  brought  by  the  bond-holders  to  foreclose  their 
mortgage.    The  appellant  has  no  lien.    The  contract  neither 
expressly  nor  by  implication  touches  that  subject.    It  is  not  a 
license,  as  insisted  by  counsel.     It  is  simply  a  contract  for  the 
transportation  of  persons  and  property  over  the  road.     A  spe- 
cific performance  by  the  receiver  would  be  a  form  of  satisfac- 
tion or  payment  which  he  cannot  be  required  to  make.     As 
well  might  he  be  decreed  to  satisfy  appellee's  demand  by  money 
as  by  the  service  sought  to  be  enforced." 

The  same  principle  was  recognized  in  Commonwealth  v. 
Franklin  Ins,  Co.,  115  Mass.  278,  and  in  In  re  Brawny  3  Edw. 
Ch.  384,  and  in  Ellis  v.  Boston  etc.  R.  R.  Co.^  107  Mass.  1.  In 
the  case  last  cited  the  court  say:  "The  receivers  are  officers 
of  the  court  for  this  purpose  [that  of  preserving  the  property], 
and  act  under  its  direction  and  control.  They  continue  the 
operation  of  the  road  and  conduct  its  business,  because  this  is 
essential  to  its  proper  preservation.  They  may  fulfill  the  con- 
tracts of  the  corporation  so  far  as  beneficial.  They  may  not 
pay  its  debts  or  fulfill  contracts  which  are  burdensome  or  tend 
to  diminish  the  value  of  property  under  their  control,  unless 
such  contracts  are  charged  as  encumbrances  on  the  property 
or  are  necessary  to  its  proper  preservation  and  security." 

In  the  case  of  Howe  v.  Harding^  76  Tex.  17,  18  Am.  St  Rep. 
17,  the  owner  of  land  granted  the  railway  company  a  right 
of  way  over  his  land  in  consideration  of  the  company  agreeing 
to  take  water  from  a  spring  belonging  to  him  at  a  certain  stip- 
ulated price.  A  receiver  appointed  over  the  property  of  the 
company  continued  to  use  the  right  of  way,  but  refused  to  carry 


Dm.  189a]  Huffman  v.  Mulkkt.  71 

out  tbe  ooDtnet  to  take  and  pay  for  the  water.  It  was  held 
that  there  was  bat  one  contract,  and  that  since  the  receiver 
adopted  it  as  to  the  right  of  way,  he  became  bound  for  its  ful- 
iDlment  as  to  the  water.  It  was  held  also  that  a  lien  existed 
upon  the  right  of  way  for  securing  the  payments  for  the  waten 
that  being  deemed  the  real  consideration  for  the  grant  of  the 
casement.  The  court  declined  to  decide  whether  or  not  the 
receiver  was  bound  to  carry  out  the  contract  to  take  and  pay 
fcr  the  water  bad  so  much  of  the  agreement  stood  as  an  inde* 
pendent  contract 

We  conclnde  that  the  court  erred  in  overruling  the  demur-^ 
rer,  and  tbeiefixrs  the  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause  t^ 
manded* 


BvxiTaas — Aanras  ov  Coubt.  — Baomvcn  art  omt*  agSDte  of  the  courlp 
i^poinling  them,  and  nnisl  obey  the  orders  siren  them  by  each  eourti:  Her* 
fiefc  T.  JftOer,  12S  Ind.  304;  ^paUin^  T.  Cbmmoittoea2«A,  8S  Ky.  135;  Bummgh» 
▼.  Auuwfl,  70  Md.  IS;  JWf  NaL  Bank  ▼.  Iron  Work*,  60  Mich.  487.  Bat 
a  leotbrer  empowedted  to  take  poeeesaioii  of  and  operate  a  railroad  it  in  ioni» 
MBae  the  agent  or  lepieeentatiYe  of  the  raQway  company:  BturUeU  t.  Kdm^ 
SO  N.  J.  K  200;  and  its  oontraete  may  be  oontinned  in  force  against  hims 
Bowe  T.  Hardmgt  76  Tex.  17;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  and  note.  Compare  TVaaoa 
^-  Br$  Oa  ▼.  Johuom,  76  Tex.  421;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  60^  and  note. 
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pSTaxAS,  808.] 
▼■UMm    AVD    VXHDSB — BZSCUTOBT    COMTRAOr    lOS    SaLB    OP    LaHD«» 

Bvoosxov — RioBT  OF  VizvDKB.  —  The  right  of  a  Vendor  to  rescind,  wh» 
baa  oonveyed  land  by  a  deed  on  ita  face  reserving  a  lien  for  the  par* 
•haae-money,  doeo  not  exist  until  the  vendee  is  in  default  of  payment 
under  the  eootract;  and  prior  to  such  time  one  to  whom  the  vendee  haa 
conveyed  ia  entitled  to  all  the  rights  of  his  vendor,  which  cannot  ba^ 
affected  by  any  transaction  between  the  original  vendor  and  hie  vendea^ 
after  the  latter  has  parted  with  his  interest  in  the  land. 

TBRKxa  AMD  VxirDax — Exboutobt  Ck>NTBACT  TOR  Sals  ov  Lahd  — R» 
aoBBnov— BvaDEir  ov  Paoov.— Under  an  execatory  contract  for  the 
■Je  of  land,  the  right  of  the  vendor  to  reecind  does  not  exist  until  tha 
vendee  Is  in  defauilt  in  payment  of  the  purchase- money;  and  the  bnrd«i 
of  proof  is  on  the  vendor  to  show  the  fikct  giving  a  right  to  rescind,  in  a 
contest  with  a  third  person  claiming  to  be  a  purchaser  from  the  vendeo 
before  default. 

Dnoo — RinviaATiov  ov.  —  A  party  who  recogniaes  the  validity  of  a  deed 
Bade  without  hia  knowledge  or  consent  thereby  beoomee  a  party  to  aaA 
is  bound  by  it. 

DvBoa  ~  JoiMT  OwifKBS—  IirrsBBST  ov,  HOW  DaTBRMiiriD.  —  The  interests 
d  Joint  owners  of  land,  in  the  absence  of  some  other  controlling  fact,  is  t^ 
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be  determined  bj  the  proportion  which  the  amount  of  pnrehiie  monejr 
pud  by  each  bears  to  the  entire  turn  which  was  the  oonaidecation  for 
the  deed. 

Templetan  and  Carter,  and  Wallace  Hendricks^  for  the  ap- 
pellant 

M.  D,  Priesty  for  the  appellees. 

Statton,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  of  trespass  to  try  title^ 
brought  by  W.  A.  Huffman  against  Sam  Evans  and  the  other 
defendants  to  recover  an  undivided  half-interest  in  block  29« 
in  the  city  of  Fort  Worth.  The  other  defendants  claim 
through  conveyances  from  Sam  Evans. 

About  August  28, 1871,  Evans  conveyed  the  block  to  Giles 
F.  Parman,  reserving  in  the  face  of  the  deed  a  lien  for  the 
purchase-money,  which  was  wholly  unpaid  at  the  time  deed 
was  executed. 

About  June  19,  1876,  Parman  conveyed  the  block  to  Sam 
Evans  and  W.  A.  Huffman,  who  are  parties  plaintiff  and  de* 
fendant  in  this  action,  and  this  is  the  basis  of  Huffman's 
•claim. 

At  the  time  conveyance  last  mentioned  was  made,  Evans 
and  Huffman  were  partners  in  mercantile  business,  and  the 
deeds  made  by  Evans  to  the  other  defendants  were  all  sub- 
sequent to  the  conveyance  from  Parman  to  Evans  and  Huff- 
man as  well  as  to  a  deed  made  as  a  substitute  for  that  deed, 
^hich,  with  its  record,  seems  to  have  been  destroyed  in  the 
burning  of  the  court-house  of  Tarrant  County.  The  substi- 
tuted deed  was  recorded  February  1,  1877,  two  days  after  its 
execution,  which  was  before  any  of  the  conveyances  were  made 
•by  Evans  to  the  other  defendants. 

The  theory  of  the  defense  was,  that  Parman  and  Evans  by 
parol  agreement  canceled  the  trade  between  them,  and  in  sup- 
port of  that  counsel  for  appellant  thus  states  the  evidence  of 
Evans:  — 

'^  The  purchase-money  due  me  from  Parman  was  never  paid. 
I  never  had  any  settlement  with  him  about  it,  except  he  went 
off  and  vacated  the  premises,  and  turned  them  over  to  me  for 
the  purchase-money  and  moved  out  west.  He  first  moved  out 
to  Tandy's  place.  I  knew  nothing  about  the  conveyance  to  Sam 
Evans  and  W.  A.  Huffman  dated  June  19,  1875,  nor  did  I 
know  anything  about  the  conveyance  made  by  him  January 
29,  1877.  I  don't  remember  when  Parman  vacated  the  land. 
It  was  some  time  between  the  years  1873  and  1877.    Parman 
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boilt  <m  the  land.  I  famished  the  lumber.  In  regard  to  the 
Tendor's  lien  notes  on  this  land,  I  don't  know  what  became 
of  them.  I  suppose  they  were  burned  up  with  the  building  and 
other  books.  Mr.  Huffman  had  charge  of  all  the  books  and 
bosineBa  and  was  winding  it  up,  paying  off  the  debts  of  the 
boainefls.  By  the  papers  of  the  house  I  mean  the  mercantile 
papers.  I  say  I  don't  know  where  the  notes  were.  I  never 
delivered  ihem  np  to  Parman." 

While  this  was  not  the  exact  language  of  the  witness,  it 
coat&iriB  the  substance  of  Evans's  testimony  so  far  as  it  goes, 
hut  lie  further  stated  that  he  never  authorized  any  one  to  pro- 
cure a  deed  from  Parman  to  himself  and  Huffman. 

fioffman  contended  that  the  block  was  bought  for  Parman 
by  Svane  and  himself  or  for  the  firm;  and  after  stating  that 
he   knew  all  about  the  transaction,  and  that  he  and  Evans 
were  partners,  testified  that  '*  the  consideration  (for  the  con- 
▼eyance)  was  in   part  a  merchandise  account  and  the  re- 
mainder balance  due  by  Parman  as  purchase-money  on  said 
lot  of  ground.  •  •  .  •  I  had  authority  to  settle  all  store  ac- 
counts.    Captain  Bvans  and  I  talked  the  matter  over  and 
decided  that  it  was  best  to  take  the  property,  as  Mr.  Parman 
had  nothing  else  to  pay  with.    I  think  the  store  account  was 
seven  hundred  dollars,  and  balance  due  on  the  purchase- 
money  about  eight  hundred  dollars,  but  can't  be  positive  as  to 
amount.    I  was  acting  as  partner  and  on  account  of  the  firm; 
Evans  knew  of  the  transaction;  the  firm  name  was  Evans  and 
Huffman.    I  did  not  put  any  money  into  the  said  purchase 
from  Parman;  it  was  paid   for  with  partnership  assets,  as 
stated  above.'' 

The  evidence  of  the  witness  was  taken  by  deposition. 
There  was  some  other  evidence  tending  to  show  that  Evans 
recognized  the  fact  that  Huffman  had  some  interest  in  the 
block. 

On  the  question  of  title  the  court  instructed  the  jury  as  fol- 
lows: ''  It  is  agreed  in  this  case  that  the  land  in  controversy 
was  patented  to  M.  T.  Johnson,  and  by  said  Johnson's  ad- 
ministrators conveyed  to  defendant  Evans;  that  said  Evans 
conveved  the  same  to  O.  F.  Parman  on  credit,  and  that  he 
reserved  a  lien  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money;  and 
yoQ  are  instructed  that  under  the  facts  so  agreed  the  superior 
title  remained  in  said  Evans  until  the  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase-money; and  unless  you  further  believe  from  the  evi- 
dence that  the  deed  subsequently  make  by  the  said  Parman 
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• 

to  said  BvanB  and  plaintiff  was  made  with  the  consent  of  said 
Evans,  and  if  you  believe  from  the  evidence  that  upon  failure 
to  pay  the  same  said  Parman  surrendered  the  possession  of 
said  land  to  the  said  Evans,  you  should  find  for  the  defendant. 
If,  however,  you  believe  from  the  evidence  that  said  deed  from 
Parman  was  made  to  said  Evans  and  plaintiff  Huffman  with 
the  knowledge  and  consent  of  said  Evans,  then  the  said  deed 
would  vest  in  the  plaintiff  title  to  one  half  of  said  land,  and  in 
that  event  you  should  find  for  him,  the  plaintiff,  as  against  all 
the  defendants,  except  the  defendant  Swartz,  one  half  the 
land  claimed  by  them  respectively." 

The  right  of  a  vendor  who  has  conveyed  land  through  a 
deed  on  its  face  reserving  a  lien  for  purchase-money  to  rescind 
is  not  an  absolute  right,  even  in  cases  in  which  the  purchase- 
money  has  become  due  and  remains  unpaid,  as  may  be  seen 
by  an  examination  of  the  many  cases  decided  by  this  court. 

The  right  of  the  vendor  to  rescind  in  such  cases  does  not 
exist  at  all  until  the  vendee  has  failed  to  pay  purchase-money 
in  accordance  with  the  contract;  and  one  to  whom  a  vendee 
has  conveyed  is  entitled  to  all  the  rights  of  his  vendor,  which 
cannot  be  affected  by  any  transaction  between  the  original 
vendor  and  his  vendee  after  the  latter  has  parted  with  his  in- 
terest in  the  land. 

The  evidence  does  not  show  when  the  transaction  between 
Evans  and  Parman  occurred,  which  it  is  claimed  operated  a 
rescission  of  the  contract  between  them,  and  is  consistent  with 
the  fact  that  this  may  have  occurred  after  Parman  had  con- 
veyed to  Evans  and  Huffman. 

The  evidence  further  fails  to  show  when  the  notes  executed 
by  Parman  matured,  and  under  this  state  of  facts  in  this  ac- 
tion we  think  the  charge  was  misleading,  in  that  the  jury 
must  have  understood  from  it  that  Huffman  could  not  recover 
unless  he  showed  that  the  purchase-money  had  been  paid  or 
that  the  conveyance  to  Evans  and  himself  was  made  with 
consent  of  the  former. 

If  he  bought  without  consent  of  Evans,  and  before  Evans 
bad  right  to  rescind,  or  had  in  some  lawful  manner  actually 
rescinded,  no  agreement  subsequently  made  between  Parman 
and  Evans  could  defeat  any  right  acquired  by  him  through 
the  deed  from  Parman  to  Evans  and  himself;  and  before  Evans 
could  hold  the  land  by  any  superior  right  as  a  vendor,  it  would 
be  incumbent  on  him   to  show  a  right  to  rescind,  which,  in 
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ench  a  case,  could  not  be  proved,  unless  it  was  shown  that  the 
porchase-monej  was  due  and  unpaid. 

In  Kennedy  v.  Embry,  72  Tex.  389,  it  was  held  that  a  yen. 
dor  of  land  who  had  executed  a  deed  to  the  purchaser  and 
taken  a  mortgage  to  secure  the  purchase-money  might  sell  to 
another  and  pass  title  to  the  land  after  all  the  purchase- 
money  became  due  and  remained  unpaid.  In  that  case  no 
part  of  the  contract  had  been  performed  by  the  purchaser;  he 
had  never  been  in  possession,  all  the  purchase-money  was  past 
due  and  unpaid,  and  the  purchaser  had  abandoned  the  state. 
A  similar  ruling  was  made  in  Thompson  ▼.  Westbrooh^  5ft 
Tex.  265. 

In  these  cases  the  facts  existed  which  entitled  the  vendors 
to  rescind,  but  the  cases  push  the  application  of  the  rules 
growing  out  of  the  holding  that  such  contracts  are  executory 
in  character  to  the  utmost  verge  of  propriety  or  reason;  and 
the  writer  doubts  the  correctness  of  the  holding,  even  in  such 
cases,  that  rescission  can,  in  any  case  in  which  a  deed  has 
passed,  be  made  otherwise  than  by  a  writing  or  some  decree 
of  proper  tribunal,  if  for  no  other  reason,  because  it  makes 
title  to  land  to  rest  largely  in  parol,  when  the  purpose  of  the 
statutes  of  fraud  was  to  require  such  right  to  be  evidenced  in 
a  different  manner. 

In  Dial  v.  Cmin,  10  Tex.  463,  a  parol  rescission  of  an  ex* 
ecutory  contract  to  convey  land  was  set  up,  and  in  disposing 
of  the  case  it  was  said:  '^This  was  a  good  and  valid  contract 
under  the  statute  of  fauds,  and  was  proof  that  the  land  was 
sold  by  Vaughan  to  Grain.  If  so,  then,  Grain  being  the  owner 
of  the  land,  any  contract  for  rescission  would  be  as  much  ob- 
noxious to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  would 
require  the  same  evidence  under  the  statute  to  set  it  up  as 
was  required  for  the  sale  between  Vaughan  and  Grain.  The 
charge  asked  treated  the  contract  between  Vaughan  and  Grain 
evidenced  by  the  writing  signed  by  Vaughan  as  a  mere  verbal 
contract,  and  such  as  could  be  rescinded  verbally,  without  any 
reference  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  as  if 
for  that  purpose  inferior  evidence  could  be  received.'' 

However  this  may  be,  all  the  cases  deny  to  the  vendor  the 
right  to  rescind  so  long  as  the  vendee  is  not  in  default 

In  Burgesa  v.  JftUican,  50  Tex.  401,  quoting  from  Dunlap  v. 
Wright,  11  Tex.  697,  62  Am.  Dec.  506,  it  was  said:  "When  a 
mortgage  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money  for  land  is 
executed   simultaneously  with  the  deed  by  which  it  is  con- 
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veyed,  fha  Tondor  has,  nntil  the  purchase-money  10  paid  or 
the  mortgage  foreclosed,  the  superior  right,  and  if  the  vendor 
go  into  possession  after  the  vendee  has  made  default,  he  can« 
not  be  turned  out  by  process  of  ejectment  or  trespass  to  try 
title,  notwithstanding  the  claim  for  the  purchase-money  may 

be  barred  by  the  general  law  of  limitations The  effect 

of  the  principles  in  these  cases  is,  that  the  vendor's  deed  majr 
be  absolute,  yet  if  a  mortgage  for  the  purchase-money  be 
given  back  at  the  same  time,  the  fee  will  absolutely  remain 
in  the  vendor.    The  sale  will  be  conditional,  the  ultimate 
right  to  the  fee  depending  on  the  performance  or  non-perform- 
ance of  the  conditions.     If  the  purchase-money  be.  paid,  if 
the  mortgage  be  satisfied,  the  seizure  will  be  regarded  as  hav* 
ing  been  in  the  vendee  ab  initio^  or  from  the  date  of  purchase. 
If  not  paid,  the  vendor  will,  in  the  language  of  Stow  v.  Tifft^ 
15  Johns.  458,  8  Am.  Dec.  266,  be  reseised  free  of  the  mort- 
gage." 

Under  this  the  right  to  rescind  does  not  exist  until  the  vendee 
is  in  default,  and  to  prove  the  fact  giving  this  right  rests  on 
the  vendor  in  a  contest  with  a  third  person.  If  the  notes  exe- 
cuted by  Parman  were  overdue,  and  he  surrendered  possession 
of  the  land  to  Evans  before  the  conveyance  from  him  to 
Evans  and  Huffman,  then  Huffman  cannot  maintain  this  ac- 
tion, unless  on  grounds  hereafter  to  be  stated,  or  unless  facts 
are  shown  not  suggested  by  the  record  before  us:  Burgess  v. 
Millican,  50  Tex.  397. 

The  charge  of  the  court  was  further  calculated  to  mislead 
the  jury,  in  that  it  made  consent  of  Evuis  to  the  making  of 
the  deed  to  himself  and  Huffman  essential  to  its  validity  or 
effect  for  the  purpose  of  passing  title. 

If  Evans  did  not  know  of  or  consent  to  the  conveyance  to 
himself  and  Huffman  before  the  deed  was  made,  but  did  sub- 
sequently have  knowledge  of  it  and  of  the  transaction  which 
brought  it  about,  he  would  be  bound  by  it  as  fully  as  would 
he  by  prior  consent,  if  he  recognized  its  validity  and  thus  in- 
duced Huffman  to  rely  upon  title  under  it,  while  limitation 
would  bar  the  claim  due  to  the  firm  from  Parman. 

There  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  Evans  knew  of 
and  recognized  the  validity  of  the  deed  to  himself  and  Huff- 
man. 

If  Evans  knew  of  the  facts  stated  by  Huffman,  and  autho^ 
ized  the  taking  of  the  deed  to  himself  and  Huffman,  then  he 
cannot  resist  the  right  of  Huffman  to  recover  any  interest  in 
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the  block  which  the  facts  may  entitle  him  to,  even  though  the 
notes  of  Parman  were  past  due  when  that  deed  was  made  and 
Ev&QB  in  possession  of  the  land;  but  the  interest  of  Huffman 
in  the  block,  in  the  absence  of  some  other  controlling  fact, 
OQght  to  be  measured  by  the  proportion  which  his  share  of  the 
porchase-money  bears  to  the  entire  sum  which  was  the  con- 
■ideration  for  the  deed. 

For  the  matters  noticed,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed  and 
fhe  oauae  remanded.  

Vmwft  AKi>  VBn>n — Right  ov  thb  VxiiDOii  to  Rvsoiki).  —  A  TwidM^ 
vifaiisg  to  go  on  with  ih«  oontraot  after  paying  a  part  of  the  porchaee  money» 
foKfeiti  the  amount  already  paid,  and  the  vendor  may  consider  the  oontraet  at 
aa  end,  and  sao  in  ejectment  to  recover  the  poeseasion  of  the  land:  XtU»  t. 
BwvwHimg^  11  Tex.  2287;  60  Am.  Dec.  238,  and  note. 

XJHAUTHOKIZID   ExSCOTIOir    OF  WbTITXV   lH8TRUmin%    BOW  RATDiaDt 

Noli  to  MeDaweU  r.  Simpmn,  27  Am.  Deo.  348;  344. 
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FBAUDULMirr  OomriTAKon  —  Bona  Fids  Pubchasxb  vrom  Fsaudulbht 
Vktdxs.  —  A  pnrchaaer  from  an  iniolvent  debtor  who  sella  in  frand  of 
hia  creditor*  mnst  prore  that,  withoat  notice  of  the  frand,  he  paid  the 
pnrchaae- money,  or  gare  his  negotiable  note  therefor;  otherwise  ho  ao> 
qnirea  no  title,  and  will  not  be  protected. 

WtLAWUhMJFr  OoMYZTAKon— Bona  Fids  Purohasis  —  Pabt  PATnHT— 
BuBSSii  ov  P&ooT.  —  An  innocent  purchaser  from  an  insolvent  debtor 
aeUing  in  frand  of  his  creditors,  who  only  pays  part  of  the  consideration 
in  cash,  and  gives  his  noto  for  the  balance,  will  be  protected  only  to  the 
extent  of  the  payment  actually  made,  unless  the  noto  is  negotiable;  and 
the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  him  to  show  its  negotiability. 

WmAWULEKT  CONTSTANOIS  —  L«TKNT  —  BoNA  FlOB  PUSOBASEB  —  BUBDBA 

ov  Feoov,  wheh  Shifts.  — Under  a  statute  making  conveyances  in  fraud 
of  creditors  void  aa  to  them,  and  providing  that  "  this  article  shall  not 
affect  the  title  of  a  purchaser  for  a  Taluable  consideration,  unless  it  ap» 
paar  that  he  had  notice,"  the  creditor,  in  order  to  defeat  the  oonv^anee^ 
&i  bound,  firsts  to  show  the  fraudulent  intent;  the  purchaser  moat  then, 
in  order  to  sustain  his  purchase,  show  that  he  has  paid  value;  this  being 
■faown,  tiie  burden  again  shifts,  and  the  creditor,  in  ordor  to  prevail, 
Bmst  show  that  at  tike  time  of  the  payment  the  purchaser  had  notico  of 
tbt  frand. 

Attachheivt.  On  October  10, 1887,  E.  M.  Tillman  eansed 
an  attachment  to  be  levied  on  certain  personal  property  aa 
belonging  to  W.  C.  McDavid  4  Co.  On  October  11,  1887,  A. 
W.  Heller  executed  a  claimant's  bond,  claiming  the  property 
aa  his  own.    Upon  a  trial  of  the  issues,  judgment  was  ran- 
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dered  in  fkror  of  the  claimant  The  findings  of  the  court 
were  as  follows:  "  1.  That  on  the  sixth  day  of  October,  1887, 
defendant  purchased  the  property  levied  on  from  Parker  and 
McDavid,  and  at  the  time  he  did  not  know  that  they,  or  either 
of  them,  were  selling  for  the  purpose  of  hindering,  delaying,  or 
defrauding  their  creditors,  if  such  was  their  purpose,  neither 
were  any  facts  known  to  him  to  lead  him  to  suspect  any  such 
purpose;  2.  He  bad  no  knowledge  that  either  of  the  firm 
owed  debts  amounting  to  any  sum  that  should  have  excited 
his  inquiry  into  that  matter;  3.  Heller  purchased  in  good 
faith  for  a  valuable  consideration,  giving  his  notes  in  payment 
of  the  purchase-money,  and  paying  four  hundred  dollars  la 
cash  on  one  of  the  notes  on  the  same  day;  4.  There  was  noth- 
ing in  the  trade  or  manner  of  sale  to  excite  Heller's  suspicions 
that  the  firm  were  in  debt,  as  the  evidence  shows  they  lived 
in  the  same  small  town,  and  no  complaint  had  been  heard  as 
to  the  solvency  of  the  firm;  5.  The  firm  was  insolvent  at  the 
time  of  the  sale,  also  each  member  of  the  firm;  6.  We  believe 
the  law  to  be  that  as  Heller  was  a  purchaser  in  good  faith 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  without  any  knowledge  of 
the  firm's  indebtedness,  it  was  not  his  business  to  see  what 
disposition  was  made  of  his  notes,  or  how  the  firm  disposed 
of  the  money  arising  therefrom,  and  that  under  the  facts  he 
is  entitled  to  judgment."    Tillman  api)eals. 

Poindezter  and  Padelford^  for  the  appellant. 

Smith  and  Davis^  and  W.  H.  SkeUon^  for  the  appellee. 

Gaines,  A.  J.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  motion  for  a 
rehearing  in  this  case  should  be  granted.  We  still  ooncur  in 
all  the  rulings  of  the  former  opinion,  except  as  to  the  question 
whether  or  not  the  trial  judge  was  correct  in  his  oonclusion 
that  the  appellee  is  to  be  deemed  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for 
value.  Under  the  facts  of  this  case,  the  correctness  of  that 
conclusion  depends  upon  the  determination  of  two  questions: 
1.  It  being  determined  that  the  sale  to  appellee  was  fraudu- 
lent as  to  the  creditors  of  the  sellers,  W.  C.  McDavid  A  Co., 
and  that  appellee  had  no  notice  of  that  intent,  was  it  neces- 
sary that  he  should  have  paid  or  given  his  negotiable  prom- 
issory notes  for  the  consideration,  in  order  to  protect  him 
against  a  recovery?  2.  If  that  proposition  be  answered  in  the 
affirmative,  upon  whom  did  the  burden  rest  to  show  whether 
or  not  the  consideration  was  so  paid  or  so  promised? 

The  appellee  testified  that  he  gave  two  notes,  each  for  I65Q| 
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and  paid  $400  before  he  had  any  notice  of  the  sellers*  intent 
to  defraad  their  creditors.  He  did  not  testify  whether  the 
notes  were  negotiable  or  not.  The  rule  we  think  universal 
tbat  a  grantee  under  a  junior  deed,  in  order  to  hold  land  as  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  for  value,  must  show  that  the  considera- 
tion has  been  actually  paid,  or  that  he  has  given  a  negotiable 
note  therefor,  which,  in  this  court  at  least,  is  deemed  equiva- 
lent to  the  same  thing. 

We  have  had  some  difficulty  in  determining  whether  or  not 
a  different  rule  should  prevail  as  to  one  setting  up  the  defense 
of  an  innocent  purchaser  as  against  a  creditor  seeking  to  set 
aside  a  firaudulent  conveyance.     But  after  a  careful  examina- 
tion of  the  authorities,  we  have  found  none  that  recognize  the 
distinction.     On  the  contrary,  there  are  quite  a  number  of 
cases  in  which  it  has  been  pointedly  held  that  in  order  for  the 
purchaser  to  make  the  defense,  it  must  appear  that  the  con- 
sideration has  actually  passed:  Dougherty  v.  Cooper,  77  Mo. 
M2;  Amholt  v.  Hartwig,  73  Mo.  485;  Dixon  v.  HiU,  5  Mich. 
404;  Bush  v.  CoUinSj  35  Kan.  535.    Such  is  the  doctrine  recog- 
nized by  this  court  in  Belt  v.  Raguet^  27  Tex.  471,  and  in  King 
▼•  Ru99eU^  40  Tex.  124.  although  neither  called  for  a  decision 
npon  the  point. 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  appellee  can  only  be  pro- 
tected to  the  extent  of  the  money  actually  paid  at  the  time  he 
received  notice  of  the  fraudulent  intent  of  his  vendors  in  mak- 
ing the  sale,  unless  the  notes  given  by  him  were  negotiable  by 
the  law  merchant. 

This  brings  us  to  the  second  question:  Did  appellee  have 
the  burden  of  showing  that  the  notes  were  negotiable? 

In  MeAlpine  v.  Burnett,  23  Tex.  649,  it  is  held  that  the  bur- 
den is  upon  the  holder  of  a  note  claiming  a  vendor's  lien 
against  a  purchaser  from  his  vendee  to  show  that  the  latter 
either  had  notice  of  the  lien  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  or 
that  he  had  not  paid  value.  This  is  put  upon  the  ground  that 
he  is  seeking  to  enforce  an  equity  against  the  legal  title.  But 
in  the  same  case  it  is  said  that  as  to  a  party  claiming  to  be 
an  innocent  purchaser  upon  the  ground  that  he  bought  with- 
out notice  of  the  prior  conveyance,  a  different  rule  prevails, 
and  the  burden  is  upon  him  to  show,  not  only  that  he  had  no 
notice,  but  that  he  has  paid  value.  This  is  because  he  is 
seeking  to  set  up  an  equity  against  the  legal  title.  Neither  of 
these  rules  enables  us  to  decide  the  present  question. 
Article  2465  of  the  Revised  Statutes  declares,  in  effect,  that 
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a  conyeyance  intended  to  defrand  creditors  is  void  as  to  theniy 
and  in  a  distinct  sentence  adds  the  following  provisions: 
*'  This  article  shall  not  affect  the  title  of  a  purchaser  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  unless  it  appear  that  he  had  notice/' 
etc. 

The  order  of  these  several  provisions  seems  to  indicate  how 
it  was  intended  the  burden  of  proof  should  shift  during  the 
progress  of  the  trial:  1.  The  creditor,  in  order  to  defeat  the 
conyeyance,  is  bound  to  show  the  fraudulent  intent;  2.  When 
such  intent  is  shown,  the  purchaser,  in  order  to  sustain  the 
transaction,  must  show  that  he  has  paid  value;  3.  This  being 
shown,  the  burden  again  shifts,  and  the  creditor,  in  order  to 
prevail  in  the  action,  must  prove  that  at  the  time  of  the  pay- 
ment the  purchaser  had  notice  of  the  fraud.  This  seems  to 
us  the  most  reasonable  and  satisfactory  rule.  Another  argu- 
ment in  its  favor  is,  that  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money 
is  a  fact  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge  of  the  purchaser:  1 
Starkie  on  Evidence,  421.  This  reason  is  especially  appli- 
cable to  the  present  case.  The  appellee  testified  in  his  own 
behalf  that  he  gave  two  notes  for  the  agreed  price  of  the  goods, 
but  did  not  say  whether  they  were  negotiable  or  not.  The 
appellant  did  not  know  the  truth  of  the  matter.  Under  such 
circumstances,  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  place  the  burden 
of  proof  upon  the  creditor,  and  compel  him  to  go  to  his  adver- 
sary for  his  evidence. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  retain  the  case  for  further  considera- 
tion. The  judgment  is  therefore  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded.   

FBAUDULmr  Conwtanois — Rights  ot  a  Puborasbr  from  a  Fsav]>- 
VLSNT  Gbantor. — To  proteot  himaelf  from  attacks  of  orediton  of  his 
fraudulent  grantor,  a  grantee  must  show  that  he  parted  with  a  raluabU  con- 
sideration in  good  faith:  Pocheht  ▼.  CcUotmet,  40  La.  Ann.  327;  NiekoU  ▼.  Ban- 
erq/t,  74  Mich.  191;  Black  ▼.  Vaughan,  70  Tex.  47;  Paul  ▼.  Btrngk,  86  Va. 
955;  and  showing  good  faith  without  proving  a  valuable  consideration  is  in^ 
sufficient:  Oove  r,  Campbeli,  62  N.  H.  401;  Preston  ▼.  CuUer,  64  K.  H.  461 1 
Taylor  v.  Afilei,  19  Or.  661;  Brasher  ▼.  Jamison,  76  Tez.  139;  Wagener  ▼. 
Mars,  27  S.  0.  97.  The  hnrden  it  on  the  grantee  to  show  good  faith  on  his 
part,  and  that  be  paid  a  Talnable  consideration,  where  actual  or  oonstractiTe 
fraud  is  shown  on  the  part  af  the  grantee:  Tkoringion  ▼.  MorUgomerp,  88  Ala. 
648;  Kip  v.  LamoreauoBt  81  Mich.  800;  Hodges  v.  ffiehep,  67  Miaik  716.  A 
deed  appearing  on  its  face  to  have  been  voluntary  may  be  shown  by  parol 
evidence  to  have  been  based  upon  a  valuable  consideration:  Jadtmm  v.  Lewis, 
29  S.  a  193;  Feaikersiom  v.  Dagnsll,  29  S.  a  46;  compare  Vans  BaaUs  v.  Har^ 
rnigUm,  101  Ma  602;  20  Am.  St.  Bep.  626,  and  note  632,  633. 
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Nblsoh    v.   Galveston,   Harrisburg,   and    San 

Antonio  Railway  Company. 

[78  TmxAi,  621.  J 

PuuHUHUiTB  Child — Right  to  Rboovsr  tor  Injury  to  Parxht.  — Under 
a  ttetnta  giTing  a  right  of  action  for  damages  for  injuries  cansing  tha 
daalh  ol  a  penon,  and  providing  that  "  the  aotion  shall  be  for  the  sole 
■ad  axdariv^e  benefit  of  the  surviving  children  of  the  person  whose  death 
■hall  have  been  so  oaused,**  the  word  "  children "  indndes  a  posthn. 
■MNiB  ehildy  who  is  eqoally  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  such  aotion  with  tha 
■ttier  ehildreii. 

BotTHUMooi  Child— Right  to  Rsoovxb  iob  Ivjuxt  lo  Pabkh^  —A 
posthttmoQS  diild  is  entitled  to  recover  danuiges  for  the  death  of  hit 
fsihar,  resolting  from  injuries  inflicted  by  the  negligence  of  a  railroad 
company,  under  a  statute  giving  to  the  *'  snnriving  children  "  of  the  de* 
ee>sed  a  right  to  maintain  an  action  in  snoh  esse. 

FotrmuMom  Child— Right  to  Rbcvyxe  ior  Isjubt  to  Parxmt — Stat- 
un  OF  Limitatiohs.  —  Where  a  posthnmoos  child  is  entitled  to  recover 
damagee  for  the  death  of  his  father,  resulting  from  injuries  inflioted  by 
the  negligence  of  a  railroad  company,  the  statute  of  limitationa  does  not 
begin  to  run  against  him  from  the  time  when  the  esuse  of  aotion  ao- 
cmed,  merely  because  his  mother  was  capable  of  coomienoing  suit  at  that 
time. 

fioaTHUMO0s  Child — Right  to  Rcootkr  ior  Ivjubt  to  Parsht — Jvdo- 
MRifT  AA  BsTOFFXL.  —  The  right  of  a  posthumous  child  to  maintain  suit 
to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of  his  father,  resulting  from  injuries 
inflieted  by  the  negligence  of  a  railroad  company,  ii  not  concluded  by  a 
judgment  in  a  suit  brought  by  his  mother  sad  another  benefidaiy  against 
tho  company,  in  which  the  amount  of  oompensation  diM  meh  didld  is  not 
included,  nor  his  rights  considered. 

MeLeary  and  King^  and  H,  E,  Barnard^  for  the  appellant. 
C  Upsanj  for  the  appellee. 

HoBBT,  J.  The  questions  raised  in  this  case  are:  1.  Whether 
a  poBthumous  child  is  entitled  to  recover  damages  for  the 
death  of  his  father,  resulting  from  injuries  inflicted  by  the 
alleged  negligence  of  the  appellee  company;  2.  If  the  mother 
kl  such  child  be  capable  of  suing  for  such  damages  when  the 
cause  of  action  accrues,  does  the  statute  of  limitation  run 
against  the  child?  8.  Is  said  child  concluded  by  a  suit 
brought  by  its  mother  and  another  beneficiary  against  the 
company  under  our  statute? 

In  the  case  of  Missouri  Pac.  Ry  Co,  y.  Lehmberg^  75  Tex.  61, 
It  is  stated,  in  the  opinion  by  Associate  Justice  Henry,  that 
"one  of  the  children  was  bom  a  month  after  the  death"  of 
his  father,  and  a  recovery  was  had  by  such  child  in  that  case; 
but  the  question  before  us  was  not  discussed  in  the  opinion,  nor 
raised  by  the  assignments. 

AM.  St.  Kbp.,  Vol.  XXU.— ■ 
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Th«  tnit  was  brought  by  the  mother  of  the  appellant,  Gustavo 
ITelson,  as  his  next  friend,  to  recover  dkma'ges  for  the  death 
ot  his  father,  resulting  from  injuries  negligtotly  inflicted  on 
his  father  by  the  appellee  company. 

The  petition  was  filed  on  the  eighteenth  day  of  Aagost,  1885. 
The  averments  in  it  necessary  to  a  proper  understanding  of 
the  questions  involved  show  that  the  plaintiff 's  father,  Gus- 
tavo A.  Ncdson,  was  killed  instantly  in  a  collision  occarring 
•on  defendtotV  road  on  the  tWenty-fifth  day  of  April,  1882, 
which  was  caused  by  the  alleged  ''gross  caxelessiiess  and 
criminal  and  outrageous  negligence  of  the  defdodant's  officers,'' 
etc.;  thai  the  plaintiff  was  bom  on  NovesEibeF  7, 1883,  and  is 
the  legitinsate  son  of  said  Gustavo  Nelson  atid  Margaret  Nel- 
son, his  next  friend,  now  a  feme  sole.  The  deceased  left  no 
^surviving  father  or  motheri  but  only  his  widow,  the  said 
3iaigaret  Nelson,  and  a  daughter,  Kate  Barbara  Nelson,  and 
plaintiff,  al  the  time  of  said  collirion  "  unborn  and  in  his 
mother's  #omb." 

It  is  further  alleged  that  said  Margaret  and  said  Eato  Bar- 
bara "compromised  and  settled  their  claims  against  said  com« 
pany  arising  out  of  the  death  of  said  Gustavo  Nelson,  but  that 
none  has  been  made  of  plaintiff's  claim,  and  he  is  entitled 
to  compensation,"  etc.  Actual  damages  are  laid  at  twenty- 
five  thousand  dollars,  and  exemplary  damages  at  ten  thousand 
dollars. 

Exceptions  to  the  petition  were  filed  by  the  company  on 
September  8,  1885,  on  the  ground  that  it  showed  that  plain- 
tiff's cause  of  action  accrued  more  than  one  year  before  its 
filing,  and  that'  if  any  cause  of  action  ever  existed  it  appeared 
to  have  been  fully  paid  and  discharged.  These  exceptions 
were  overruled  by  the  court  on  September  19,  1886. 

On  September  24,  1888,  an  amended  answer  was  filed  by 
the  company,  containing  a  general  denial,  and  specially  al- 
leging that  for  the  injuries  from  which  it  is  alleged  Gustave 
Ifelson  died,  a  judgment  was  recovered  against  the  company 
on  June  14,  1882,  in  the  sum  of  $5,088,  in  a  suit  brought  by 
plaintiff's  mother  in  the  district  court  of  Bexar  County,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  children  of  Gustavo  Nelson  and  herself; 
that  this  amount  was  paid  to  the  parties  entitled  thetoto,  and 
that  it  discharged  all  claims*  against  defendant 

The  answer  also  averred  that  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
«aid  Gustavo  Nelson,  the  plaintiff  was  an  unknown  quantity, 
tmborn,  had  not  then  and  does  not  now  have  any  right  of 
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•ction  against  the  company  by  reason  of  said  deatll.    The 
Btatateof  limitation  of  one  year  is  pleaded  by  the  company. 

In  bar  of  plaintiff's  right  to  recover,  it  is  also  pleaded  that 
"•from  the  date  of  plaintiff's  birth,  November  7,  1882,  until 
the  institution  of  this  suit,  on  August  18, 1885.  his  mother, 
natural  guardian  and  next  friend,  was  able  and  had  the  right 
to  sue  for  his  benefit,  if  he  had  any  right;  that  she  failed  to 
bring  suit  within  one  year  after  plaintiff's  birth,  and  that  he 
is  therefore  barred." 

On  Sej^tember  26, 1888,  the  pluntiff  excepted  specially  to 
the  last  plea  of  the  company  alleging  that  plaintiff  was  un- 
born at  the  time  of  his  father's  death  and  had  no  right  of 
action;  and  excepting  also  to  the  plea  of  limitation  set  up  by 
the  company. 

These  exceptions  to  the  answer  were  by  the  court  overruled 
on  September  27,  1888,  and  it  was  further  ordered  that  the  prcf- 
vious  ruling  of  the  court  overruling  defendant's  exceptions  to 
the  petition  be  revoked  and  set  aside,  and  that  the  general 
and  special  exceptions  filed  by  the  company  on  September  8, 
188.S,  to  the  petition  be  sustained. 

Plaintiff  declining  to  amend,  the  cause  was  dimnissed.  The 
judgment  of  the  lower  court  is  before  us  on  appeal  by  the 
plaintiff,  the  appellant  here. 

We  6annot  determine  whether  this  suit  was  dismissed  be- 
eaase  it  was  believed  that  no  right  of  action  accrued  to  plain- 
tiff nnder  our  statute  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  the  death 
of  his  father  from  the  causes  alleged,  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  he  was  bom  after  the  death  of  his  father,  or  because  the 
plaintiff  wa«  thought  to  be  concluded  by  a  suit  previously 
brought  by  his  mother  for  herself  and  another  child,  upon  the 
theory  that  only  one  suit  was  maintainable,  or  because  he 
was  barred  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  his  mother  was  capable 
of  suing  for  him  at  the  time  of  his  father's  death,  and  this 
niii  Was  not  brought  within  one  year  thereafter.  Whether 
one  or  more  of  the  foregoing  reasons  influenced  the  judgment 
of  the  CouH  beloii^  we  are  not  apprised.  Therefore,  as  we 
codsider  the  two  last-mentioned  questions  settled  in  this  state 
advereely  to  the  deeieion  below,  we  will  consider  the  ground 
first  mentioned  as  principally  affording  the  basis  of  the  judg- 
ment of  the  lower"  court. 

It  is,  irf  effect,  ddimed  by  the  appellee  that  at  the  time  of  the 
ieath  of  the  plaintiff's  father,  on  the  26th  of  April,  1882,  the 
plaintiff  was  not  in  being,  was  unborn  and  unknown,  and  an 
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unheard  of  quantity,  having  no  legal  existence,  and  no  right 
of  action  for  the  injuries  complained  of.  This  is  unquestion- 
ably true,  unless  it  is  given  by  a  fair  and  reasonable  construe- 
tion  of  the  statute. 

The  right  of  action  in  a  case  of  this  character  is  wholly  stat- 
utory. It  did  not  exist  at  common  law,  as  it  died  with  the 
person.  Such  seems  to  have  been  the  law  until  the  passage, 
in  1846,  of  Lord  Campbell's  Act  by  the  British  Parliament. 
This  act  authorized  a  recovery  for  injuries  resulting  in  death 
by  the  personal  representative  of  the  deceased.  It  is  said  to 
be  substantially  in  force  in  nearly  all  of  the  states:  Louisville 
etc.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  SanderSj  86  Ky.  259.  In  our  state  this  right 
of  action  is  wisely  recognized  by  the  organic  law,  supple- 
mented by  guarded  legislative  provisions  enacted  for  the  pur- 
pose of  securing  to  the  beneficiaries  just  compensation  in  a 
case  meriting  it,  and  protecting  the  defendant  from  excessive 
recoveries. 

After  giving  the  right  to  sue  for  actual  damages  on  ac- 
count of  injuries  causing  the  death  of  a  person,  our  statute 
(Rev.  Stats.,  art.  2903)  provides:  "The  action  shall  be  for 
the  sole  and  exclusive  benefit  of  the  surviving  ....  chil- 
dren ....  of  the  person  whose  death  shall  have  been  so 
caused,"  etc. 

The  question,  then,  is,  whether  the  term  "  children,"  as  used 
in  the  statute,  includes  a  posthumous  child  of  "  the  person 
whose  death  shall  have  been  so  caused,"  etc.  Was  it  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  that  such  child  should,  equally  with 
other  children  of  the  deceased,  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
this  article?  and  if  so,  is  that  made  manifest  by  the  language 
used? 

Whether  and  to  what  extent  a  posthumous  child  can  take 
and  hold  property  by  inheritance  and  purchase,  and  what  are 
his  rights,  generally,  under  carefully  framed  statutes  and  wills, 
is  a  question  which  has  been  illuminated  by  the  learning  of 
many  of  the  sages  of  the  English  law. 

Perhaps  no  case,  when  it  was  decided,  in  1798,  involved 
more  important  rights  than  that  of  Thellusson  v.  Woodfordj  2 
Ves.  Jr.  819.  Counsel  and  judges  of  high  authority  engaged 
in  its  discussion  and  decision.  Replying  to  the  contention 
that  an  unborn  child  was  a  nonentity,  and  in  that  case  the 
limitation  was  therefore  void,  Mr.  Justice  BuUer  said:  ''  Let  us 
see  what  this  nonentity  can  do.  He  may  be  vouched  in  a 
recovery,  though  it  is  for  the  purpose  of  making  him  answer 
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over  in  value;  he  may  be  an  executor;  he  may  take  under 
the  statute  of  distributions;  he  may  have  an  injunction,  a 
guardian." 

Lord  Hardwicke,  discussing  the  same  question,  held  that  a 
child  in  the  mother's  womb  is  a  person  in  rerum  natura^  and 
that  by  the  rules  of  the  civil  and  common  laws  ^'she  [the 
child]  was,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  a  child  as  if  born  in 
her  father's  lifetime." 

Speaking  of  the  civil  law,  which  limits  the  operation  of 
this  rule  to  cases  where  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  child  to  be 
considered  as  born,  he  says  it  is  to  be  considered  as  living,  for 
ail  purposes. 

Many  old  English  cases  are  cited  in  the  case  referred  to, 
deciding  that  such  a  child  was  held  to  be  living  at  the  death 
of  the  testator,  and  that  an  unborn  child  was  entitled,  under 
the  '*  description  of  children  bom,  as  being  within  the  reason 
and  motive  of  a  gift." 

In  Doe  V.  Clark  it  was  held  ''that  wherever  such  con- 
sideration would  be  for  his  benefit,  a  child  in  venter  sa  mere 
shall  be  considered  as  absolutely  bom."  Ooodtitle  v.  Woody  7 
Term  Rep.,  is  to  the  efiect  that  there  is  no  difierence  between 
a  child  actually  born  and  a  child  in  venter  sa  mere.  Again, 
in  Lancashire  v.  Lancaehirey  it  is  said:  ''No  argument 
founded  on  law  and  natural  justice  is  in  favor  of  the  child 
born  during  the  father*s  life  that  does  not  equally  extend  to  a 
posthumous  child."  The  law  must  make  the  same  presump* 
Uon  in  the  favor  of  one  that  it  does  in  favor  of  the  other. 

This  case  concludes  with  the  declaration  of  the  principle 
that  '*a  posthumous  child  must  be  considered  in  the  same 
situation  and  entitled  to  the  same  benefits  as  one  born  during 
the  life  of  its  father."  Such  is  the  doctrine  of  cases  decided 
in  1798,  almost  a  century  since,  establishing  the  rights  of 
such  children  to  that  character  of  property  —  real  estate  — 
which  has  been  generally  regarded  as  the  most  attractive  and 
valuable  over  which  the  dominion  of  man  has  been  asserted, 
and  the  ownership  of  which  then  carried  with  it  privileges 
and  rights  frequently  coveted  more  than  the  property  itself. 

If,  then,  the  construction  of  wills,  devises,  and  statutes  was 
such  as  operated  to  enable  a  posthumous  child  to  inherit  and 
hold  property  of  the  character  described,  and  considered  him  in 
all  respects  as  entitled  to  the  rights  of  a  child  born  before  the 
death  of  the  father,  can  there  be  any  reasonable  doubt  that 
the  proper  construction  of  our  statute  giving  the  right  of  ac« 
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tion  to  the  '*  surviviiig  ohildren  "  of  the  person  .whose  deatb 
was  caused,  etc.,  includes  the'  plaintiff  in  this  ease  aa  one  oi£ 
such  children? 

Had  the  expression  "  surviving  children ''  been  used  in  et. 
will  in  the  same  connection  as  in  the  statute,  and  had  it  beeo 
for  the  benefit  of  the  posthumous  child  to  take  under  the  au* 
thorities  cited,  it  would  be  held  to  apply  to  him.    Had  tho 
ohildren  born  before  the  father's  death  been  provided  for  by- 
will,  and  it  was  silent  as  to  the  posthumous  child,  neverthe- 
less he  would  not  be  excluded  under  the  will  because  not 
named.    The  principle  underlying  this  is,  that  it  would  not 
be  presumed  that  the  testator  intended  to  exclude  such  a 
child  from  the  benefits  of  the  will  merely  because  he  had  not 
expressly  mentioned  him  as  such,  and  had  expressly  referred 
to  the  children  born  prior  to  his  death.    There  can  be  no 
stronger  reason  for  presuming  that  the  legislature  intended  to 
exclude  a  posthumous  child  from  the  benefit  of  article  2903 
than  there  would  be  for  supposing  a  testator,  by  the  use  of 
similar  language,  intended  to  exclude  him. 

We  conclude,  therefore,  that  it  was  manifestly  the  purpose 
of  the  legislature  to  give  the  right  of  action,  in  a  case  like  the 
present,. to  all  of  the  surviving  children  of  the  deceased.  We 
think,  also,  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  although  unborn  at 
the  time  of  his  father's  death,  was  in  being,  and  one  of  his 
surviving  children. 

The  remaining  questions  affecting  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
sue,  and  which  are  raised  on  this  appeal,  require,  we  thipk* 
but  a  brief  consideration. 

It  is  claimed  by  appellee  that  there  is  but  one  cause  of 
action,  which  accrues  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  party 
injured;  that  the  action  shall  be  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the 
surviving  wife  and  children  in  being,  and  there  can  be  but  one 
recovery;  and  that  if,  at  the  time  of  the  accrual  of  the  cause 
of  action,  there  is  any  person  entitled  to  sue,  laboring  under 
no  disability,  and  the  action  is  not  brought  within  one  year 
after  its  accrual,  there  can  be  no  recovery. 

In  support  of  this  doctrine,  we  are  cited  to  the  oase  of  the 
Loui9V%Ue  etc.  R,  R.  Co.  v.  Sanders,  86  Ky.  258.  Although  the 
opinion  emanates  from  a  court  of  recognized  ability  and 
high  authority,  the  principles  there  announced  are  certainly 
not  in  accord  with  those  well  established  in  our  state.  The 
Kentucky  statute,  in  a  case  like  the  one  under  consideration, 
provides  that  *'  the  widow,  heir,  or  other  personal  representa- 
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ti?8  qf  tbe  49cea6ed  ....  shall  have  Ihe  right  to  sue  •  •  •  » 
and  *i8<^Fer  panitive  damages  for  the  loas,"  etc.  It  requir«s^ 
as  does  oar  geiieral  law  of  limitation,  that  the  rait  shall  be^ 
brought  within  one  year  next  after  the  oause  of  action  shall 
aocroe.  There  is  f^lso  a  provision  in  the  statutes  of  4hat  state 
giving  infants,  etc.,  the  same  length  of  time  after  the  removal 
of  th^ir  disability  to  bring  ^uit.  These  atatutes  w^e  cited  in 
the  case  naentioned,  and  it  was  held  that,  ^'as  theatatute  giv» 
ing  the  right  of  action  was  punitive,  there  could  be  but  one^ 
recovery.  And  as  ^here  is  but  one  oause  of  aoticxi,  and  the- 
right  to  sue  upon  it  is  given  to  either  of  three  persons,  and 
there  is  one  in  €$$e  who  can  sue,  and  fails  to  do  so  within  one 
year  from  the  i^^orual  of  the  cause  of  actuMi,  all  ave  barred^ 
although  the  others  may  be  under  the  disability  of  minority.'* 
In  the  case  cited,  the  doctrine  that  the  infant  was  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitation  of  one  year  seems  to  l)e  pr^^c^t^d 
upon  the  rule  that  there  can  be  but  one  recovery.  As  this  rule 
does  not  obtain  in  our  state,  the  doctrine  of  the  case  cited  doea 
not  apply. 

It  is  true,  as  claimed  by  the  appellee,  that  the  statute  only 
contemplated  that  one  suit  should  be  brought;  but  this  means 
one  suit  bro^ght  by  all  the  beneficiaries,  or  one  to  whiqb  they 
are  made  parties:  G<Uv€sion  etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  Kutae^  72  Tex.  647. 
The  purpose  of  that  statute  in  this  respect  is  to  prevent  the 
defendant  (the  company)  from  being  subjected  to  a  double 
payment  to  any  one  beneficiary. 

If  the  mother  and  one  child  sue  and  recover  only  the  com* 
penaation  awarded  them  by  a  verdict,  and,  as  in  this  case^ 
another  child  sues,  it  cannot  be  precluded  on  the  ground  thai 
one  acjbion  has  been  brought  by  all  the  bepeficiaries,  or  that 
one  benefici(ury  b^s  brought  the  ac^on  for  all,  because  no.sucb 
action  has  been  brought.  If  it  had,  it  would  be  the  one  suit 
contemplated  by  the  stfitute.  The  amount  to  wh^ch  all  the 
beneficiaries  would  be  entitled,  if  at  all,  would  be  included  in 
tiiat  suit,  and  another  could  not  be  properly  brought  and  a 
•econd  judgment,  in  whole  or  in  part,  recovered  against  the 
same  defendant  But  if  the  amount  of  compensation  of  any 
one  of  the  beneficiaries  had  not  been  included  in  such  suit,  and 
he  is  eqtitl9d  to  it,  upon  no  principle  of  reason  should  he  be 
concluded  by  a  judgment  in  which  his  rights  were  not  consid* 
«ed. 

If  the  defendant  is  liable  to  three  beneficiaries  under  the 
•tatate,  the  aggregate  compensation  to  which  they  are  justly 
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entitled  sbould  be  no  greater,  whether  it  be  recovered  in  three 
enits  brought  by  each  of  them,  or  one  suit  brought  by  all. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  questions  presented  by 
the  fourth,  fifth,  and  tenth  assignments  of  error,  as  it  is  not 
probable  that  they  will  be  raised  upon  another  trial  of  this 
oause. 

Because  the  court  erred  in  overruling  plaintiff's  special 
exceptions  filed  on  September  26,  1888,  to  the  defendant's  an- 
swer filed  on  the  24th  of  September,  1884,  and  because  of  the 
error  in  sustaining  the  defendant's  general  and  special  excep- 
tions filed  September  8,  1885,  to  plaintiff's  original  petition, 
and  in  dismissing  plaintiff's  suit,  we  think  the  judgment 
should  be  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded. 

PARnnr  ahb  Child.  —  At  to  when  a  child  in  venter  ea  mere  will  be  re- 
garded M  in  esee,  aee  Barper  t.  Archer^  4  Smedee  4  M.  99;  48  Am.  Deo 
479^  and  partionlarlj  note  474|  476. 


Eddt  v.  Habbis. 

[78  TaZAS,  661.] 

<?iitf»TWF  Of  Passenokbs — LuBiLFTT  OK  CJoNTRAOT  ow  AoiKT.  — Where  the 
agent  of  the  receiver  of  a  raihroad  eeUt  a  ticket  to  an  applicant^  which 
ia  good  only  on  a  special  excursion  train  in  charge  of  a  third  person, 
whose  name  ia  attached  to  the  ticket  purchased,  but  of  whose  contract 
with  the  carrier  the  purchaser  is  ignorant,  a  binding  contract  for  trans- 
portation according  to  the  terms  of  the  ticket  exists  between  the  carrier 
and  such  purchaser. 
ABxasa,  OF  pAitsBNGSRs  —  Damaoxs  FOB  Brbaoh  OF  Ck>ifTBAor  OF  Car* 
BXAOB.  —  Where  the  failure  of  the  carrier  to  transport  a  passenger  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  as  shown  by  the  ticket  purchased, 
only  results  in  the  loss  of  one  day's  time,  the  passenger  can  only  reooyar 
for  BQcfa  loss  of  time,  together  with  the  amount  paid  for  the  ticket  and 
interest  thereon. 

Peteei  and  Crosby,  for  the  appellant. 

B.  W.  Foiter  and  H.  E.  Henderson^  for  the  appellee. 

Statton,  C.  J.  Appellants,  as  receivers,  made  a  contract 
with  one  Sparks,  whereby  the  latter  was  to  have  the  use  of 
cars  on  road  controlled  by  appellants,  for  the  purpose  of  trans- 
porting excursionists  on  June  19,  1889,  from  Sulphur  Springs 
and  Greenville  to  Dallas  and  return. 

For  the  cars,  Sparks  agreed  to  pay  1395,  of  which  1100  was 
paid  in  advance,  and  the  balance  was  to  be  paid  before  the 
4)ars  should  leave  the  two  places  named. 
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The  .time  for  leaving  the  several  points,  both  in  going  and 
iBtnmingy  was  fixed  by  the  contract  with  Sparks,  bat  of  that 
contract,  or  that  Sparks  had  control  of  the  excarsion  train, 
appellee,  on  the  morning  of  the  19th  of  June,  was  ignorant, 
bat  she  did  know  that  an  excursion  train  was  to  ran  on  that 
day  from  the  places  named  to  Dallas  and  return. 

The  sum  to  be  paid  for  train  between  Sulphur  Springs  and 
Greenville  and  return,  and  between  the  latter  place  and  Dal- 
las  and  return,  seems  to  have  been  fixed,  and  the  sum  paid 
by  Sparks  in  advance,  with  such  sum  as  was  received  on  sale 
of  tickets  by  the  agent  of  receivers  at  Sulphur  Springs,  ex- 
ceeded the  sum  to  be  paid  for  train  between  that  place  and 
Greenville. 

Sparks  had  tickets  printed,  which  were  as  follows:  — 

**  Round  trip.  June  19,  1889.  Good  only  on  special  train 
to-day  on  M.,  E.,  &  T.  R.  R.  Sulphur  Springs  to  Dallas  and 
return.  J.  Sparks,  Manager/' 

These  tickets  were  placed  by  Sparks  in  the  hands  of  the 
receivers'  ticket  agent  for  sale,  and  on  the  morning  of  June 
19,  1889,  appellee,  desiring  to  go  to  and  return  from  Dallas  on 
the  excursion  train,  which  she  understood  would  go  on  that 
day,  applied  to  that  agent,  who  was  selling  tickets  at  the  office 
and  usual  place  for  selling  tickets,  for  a  ticket  from  Sulphur 
Springs  to  Greenville,  probably  thinking,  as  there  was  a  change 
in  the  gauge  at  Greenville,  that  she  would  have  to  buy  tickets 
at  each  place. 

The  agent  informed  her  that  he  could  not  sell  her  a  ticket 
for  the  excursion  train  then  standing  at  the  depot  to  Green- 
ville, but  that  he  could  sell  her  a  ticket  to  Dallas  and  return; 
whereupon  she  paid  to  him  $2  40  and  received  a  ticket  in  the 
form  above  set  uut,  she  being  ignorant  that  Sparks  had  any 
connection  with  or  control  of  the  train.  The  sum  paid  was 
the  excursion  rate  from  Sulphur  Springs  to  Dallas  and  re- 
turn. 

After  purchasing  the  ticket,  appellee  entered  a  car  and  the 
train  proceeded  to  Greenville,  there  being  many  other  persons 
on  board  situated  as  was  appellee.  When  the  train  reached 
Greenville,  Sparks  having  failed  to  pay  the  sum  he  had  agreed 
to  pay  before  the  train  should  leave  that  place,  the  officers  of 
the  road  refused  to  send  the  excursion  train  through;  but  on 
payment  of  $1.55  appellee  was  carried  to  Dallas  and  returned 
to  Sulphur  Springs,  which  she  reached  on  the  same  train  and 
at  the  same  time  she  would  have  reached  that  place  had  the 
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excursion  train  gone  froip  Greenville  to  Dallas  ^e  at  ifirst  con. 
templated  in  the  agreement  betwe^  Sparks  and  appellanta. 
There  was,  however,  some  delay  at  Greenville,  and  the  train 
on  which  appellee  went  to  Dallas  did  not  reach  tha^t  place  by 
about  three  hours  as  early  as  it  would  had  the  excursion 
train  gone  through  aB  contemplated  by  the  ^greepc^ent  with 
Sparks. 

It  further  appears  that  the  train  on  which  appellee  returned 
from  Dallas  left  that  place  about  5  o'clock,  p.  ^.,  op  June  19thy 
when  it  was  not  contemplated  that  the  train  which  Sparks 
had  contracted  for  would  leave  Dallas  before  midn^ht. 

The  purpose  of  those  going  on  the  excursion  was  to  attend  the 
anniversary  of  emancipation,  and  appellee,  on  account  of  the 
delay  at  Greenville,  may  pot  have  witnessed  the  oesemonies 
attending  the  celebration,  and  further,  did  not  arrive  in  time 
to  partake  of  a  free  dinner  which  she  paight  have  received 
had  she  arrived  at  the  time  the  excursion  train  would  had  it 
gone  through  as  contemplated  in  the  agreement  with  Sparks. 

Judgment  on  this  state  of  facts  was  rendered  in  f&woT  of 
appellee  for  fifty  dollars. 

It  is  urged  that  the  court  below  erred  in  holding  that  under 
the  facts  the  receivers  were  bound,  under  the  act  qf  their  agent, 
to  transport  appellee  to  Dallas  and  return  for  the  supi  paid  to 
that  agent. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  error  in  this  respect,  and 
that  when  appellee  paid  to  the  agent  of  the  receivers,  at  their 
office,  where  he  in  the  usual  place  and  course  of  business  sold 
tickets,  the  sum  which  he  demanded  for  transportation  to  and 
from  Dallas,  that  a  contract  binding  on  appellants  was  made, 
and  that  for  their  violation  of  it,  appellee  has  cause  of  action. 

Appellee  was  ignorant  of  the  agreement  between  appellants 
and  Sparks,  and  the  fact  that  the  ticket  given  to  her  was  signed 
^  J.  Sparks,  Manager,"  was  not  sufficient  to  charge  her  with 
notice  of  it. 

When  the  agent  of  a  railway  company,  or  of  receivers  in 
charge  of  a  railway,  receives  the  money  of  one  desirin|;  to  be- 
come a  passenger  from  one  point  to  another,  then  a  contract 
binding  on  the  company  or  receiver  exists;  and  it  may  well 
be  doubted  if  knowledge  of  appellee  that  Sparks  had  con- 
tracted for  the  train  on  that  day  would  affect  the  question,  for 
if  his  right  to  the  train  was  not  fixed,  such  an  agent  ought  not, 
in  the  usual  course  of  business,  to  receive  the  money  of  one  de- 
siring to  become  a  passenger. 
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If  Sparks  had  complied  with  his  contract,  its  breach  by  ap- 
pellantB  woald  have  given  to  one  who  had  purchased  tickets 
fiur  that  day  a  cause  of  action;  and  if  appellee  had  known  of 
Sparks's  contract,  the  act  of  appellant's  agent  would  be  equiva- 
lent to  a  declaration  th(ij;.he  b^d  Qpmplied  with  it. 

It  is  urged  that  the  judgment  is  excessive,  and  we  are  of 
opinion  that  there  are  no  facts  stated  in  the  court's  conclu- 
sionsof  (aat^uffipiaut^to  suat(iin  tbejudgmerH. 

Appellee  ia^^  titled  to  reooner  tbe^iam  paid  .by  her  at  Green- 
Tille,  with  interest  thereon,  as  damages,  and,  as  the  purpose 
of  her  visit  to  Dallas  was  practically  defeated  by  the  delay  at 
Greenville,  to  compeneeition  for  Ices  of  time,  which  may  em- 
braco  the  entire  period  from  time  of  her  leaving  Sulphur 
Springs  till  her  return;  but  this  is  the  extent  of  her  rights, 
under  the  facts  shown. 

Because  the  judgment  -is  excessive  it  will  be  reversed;  and 
am  there  is  no  finding  of  fact  on  which  judgment  can  be  here 
rendered,  the  case  will  be  reminded. 
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TmAoram,  ~  Whbbi  Ohaboi  h  ▲  Whoia  n  Oomamm  Iht  {ndgBMiit 
nol  Im  r«¥«rMd»  although  tm  tztnol  from  lh«  «hargi^  tik«B  by  itielf,  ui 
erroneoufl. 

Pjiznoipal  akd  Aobmt  —  Arpiam  Amnumirr  ov  Aoniv.  — Whert  aa  agents 
with  azpreia  authority  to  eofl— 1^  aad  appartnt  authority  to  manage  the 
manntr  of  ooUeotbi^  rootiTei  money  in  paymont  in  ttoa  of  a  royalty 
payable  in  pvlp^  hla  prinoipal  ia  boond  by  tho  paymenti 

BvxDiMOB — DmoLABATtovs  ov  AoBNT.  —  A  witneas  who  baa  teitifM  to  cer- 
tain deolarationa  made  by  an  agent  during  the  term  of  hia  agency  cannot 
be  permitted,  oa  eroaa-examinatioo,  to  teatify  to  eontrary  dedarationa 
made  by  anoh  agent  after  the  expiration  of  hia  agency. 

CovxNAifT.    Jadgmeni  for  defendanti  and  plaintiff  appealed. 
Ide  and  Stafford^  for  the  appellant 
Bate$  and  May^  for  the  respondent. 

Taft,  J.  The  defendant  was  under  contract  to  pay  the 
plaintiff,  as  royaly  for  a  wood-pulp  grinder,  two  tons  of  dry 
pulp  monthly.  He  claimed  that  (}eorge  Cushman,  the  plain- 
tiff's brother,  acting  for  the  plaintiff,  had  agreed  to  take 
money  in  lieu  of  pulp.  Whether  such  an  agreement  had 
been  made,  and  if  so,  whether  Oeorge  had  authority  to  make 
it,  were  the  important  questions  raised  upon  the  trial. 

1.  The  only  exception  to  the  charge  insisted  upon  in  argu- 
ment is  the  one  taken  to  the  statement  in  it,  "  that  if  (}eorg« 
had  authority  to  collect  the  royalty,  and  so  acted  in  the  col- 
lection of  it  as  to  lead  the  defendant  to  understand  that  he 
need  not  pay  in  pulp,  then  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover."  This 
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tUtament  of  ihe  law,  taken  by  itself^  naked  and  alone,  may 
be  erroneouBy  for  it  may  well  be  claimed  that  mere  aathority 
to  oolleot  gives  no  power  to  vary,  in  any  way,  the  terms  of 
payment;  so  that  if  the  extract  above  quoted  was  all  there 
was  of  the  charge,  and  there  were  no  facts  in  the  case  except 
sach  as  required  that  charge,  and  that  alone,  there  would  un* 
doubted  ly  be  solid  ground  for  the  plaintiff's  claim  that  it  was 
error.  But  we  are  not  called  upon  to  say  that  it  was  error, 
for  the  whole  charge  is  before  us,  and  it  must  be  construed  as 
a  whole:  Fcuaett  v.  Raxbury,  65  Vt.  552;  Stevens  v.  Dudley^ 
56  Vt.  169.  And  it  must  be  construed  in  connection  with  the 
testimony  in  the  case,  and  as  applicable  to  it;  and  if  the  charge 
as  a  whole  was  correct,  the  judgment  should  not  be  reversed, 
although  the  extract,  taken  by  itself^  was  erroneous.  There 
was  evidence  in  the  case  tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff 
held  out  George  Cushman  as  having  authority  to  oollect  the 
royalty  in  the  manner  that  the  defendant  claimed  that  he 
agreed  to  do  it.  The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  he  sanc- 
tioned a  settlement  made  by  Qeorge  with  the  defendant,  under 
the  change  in  the  mode  of  payment  as  claimed  by  the  defend- 
ant; and  if  he  had  no  authority  in  &ct  to  collect  it  in  any 
way  save  in  pulp,  if  the  plaintiff  had  invested  him  with  ap- 
parent authority  to  collect  it  in  some  other  way,  and  he  led 
the  defendant  to  believe  that  he  might  pay  in  a  different  way, 
and  agreed  that  he  might,  the  plaintiff  would  be  bound  by  it. 
The  apparent  authority  with  which  the  plaintiff  had  invested 
George,  or  rather  the  rule  that  governed  George's  acts  done 
under  such  authority,  was  as  applicable  to  the  acts  of  George 
done  in  connection  with  the  collection  of  the  royalty  as  it  was 
to  his  acts  in  regard  to  a  substitution  of  one  mode  of  pay- 
ment for  the  other;  it  was  in  reality  the  same  rule.  There 
was  nothing  for  George  to  do  except  to  collect  the  royalty,  and 
the  question  in  dispute  was,  whether  he  had  agreed  to  oollect 
it  in  any  other  way  than  as  originally  provided;  and  the  court 
told  the  jury  if  he  had  no  direct  authority  from  his  brother 
to  change  the  mode  of  payment,  yet  if  he  had  *'  apparent  au- 
thority "  to  do  it,  if  he  was  *'  held  out  to  the  world ''  by  his 
brother  as  having  it.  if  he  '*  was  held  out  in  such  a  way  to 
Somers  tbai  bomers  naa  reasoaable  cause  to  believe  he  wan 
the  agent  of  his  brother,  then  he  (the  defendant")  would  be 
justified  in  treating  with  him  and  acting  upon  hia  proposi- 
tions, even  though  he  was  not  in  fact  the  agent  of  his  Druth^r-'' 
and  "  that  a  man  might  not  be  an  agent  in  fact,  still  the  pe> 
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MO  wliofii  he  profSdseed  to  represent  might  so  hold  him  otit  to 
the  world  that  he  would  be  boand  by  his  adti/,  althoagh  he 
was  not  bis  agent."  We  think  the  extract  from  tiie  chai^d, 
''  that  if  Qeorge  had  authority  to  colieot  the  royalty,  and  so 
acted  in  the  coUeotion  of  it  as  to  lead  the  deftodant  t6  iitider-' 
stand  that  he  need  not  pay  in  pulp,  then  the  plaintiff  Miinot' 
recover,"  must  be  taken  in  conneotion  with  what  goes  both  be^ 
fore  and  after  the  sentence  quoted  from  the  oharge.  T^e  onljr 
matter  in  controversy  was  the  collection  of  the  rbyalty,  add 
the  court  says,  in  the  first  part  of  the  charge:  ^  And  the  conrt 
instnicts  you  in  this  matter  of  agency, ....  tbilt  if  the  plain* 
tiff  gave  George  apparent  authority  to  manaige  the  matter 
of  the  royalty,  and  George  agreed  that  ihe  defendant  might 
pay  in  money  one  half  the  amount  p&id  by  the  plaintiff  to 
settle  with'  Russell,  and-  the  defbndakit  agreed  to  pay  in  money 
in  that'  way,  then  the  plaintiff  oanilot  maintain  an  action  of 
oovenant."  To  ''  itanage  the  matter  of  the  royalty  "  relates 
as  muoh'to  the  coUectfon  of  ii  as  to  any  other  question  con- 
nected with  it  and  the  letter  as  Well  as  the  whole  spirit  of  the 
oharge  is^  that  if  the  plaintiff  gave  George  apparent  author- 
ity to  mana^  it^  in  its  collectioii,  he  would  be  bouiid  by  his 
aots,  even  if  he  had  given  hiiii  no  real  authority.  The  charge 
as  given  was  correct  upon  the  factb  in  the  case,  and  this  is  the 
only  question  in  respeot  of  the  charge  before  us. 

2.  One  Bancroft,  a  witness  oalled  by  the  defendant,  testi« 
fied  thsit  on  or  before  the  28d  of  July,  1881,  George  Cushman 
told  him-  that  the  royalty  was  to  be  paid  in  money.  On  oross- 
examination,  the  plaintiff  offered  to  show  that  George,  several 
years  afterwards,  and  after  the  lease  had  expired,  claimed 
otherwise.  This  offered  testimony  was  excluded.  It  does 
not  appear  upon  what  ground.  It  was  the  declaration  of  an 
agent  after  the  expiration  of  the  business  in  question,  in 
favor  of  his  principal,  and  if  admissible,  if  offered  by  the 
plaintiff  when  putting  in  his  side  of  the  case,  it  certainly  was 
no-  part  of  the  cross-examination,  and  inadmissible  for  that 
reason*  It  does  not  appear  that  there  was  error  in  its  exclu- 
sion, and  we  cannot  presume  it. 

Judgment  affirmed.  ___^ 

AoK!fOT— Ltabilitt  OF  Pbthcipal  roB  Acm  or  AoBirr— Appianrr  Avs- 

THORiTT.  —  Aa  to  third  persona,  the  principal  is  bound  by  the  acta  of  his 
agent  doue  within  the  apparent  scope  of  his  anthority;  and  his  actual  in* 
structions  do  not  gorern,  unless  the  person  dealing  v^ith  him  had  notice  of 
real  aathority:   Wadder  ▼.  Phoettix  A^gwr,  C^,  132  Pa.  St  428;  10  Am. 
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MBffLOlO^  aadaotow  The  rtile  €h«t  •' principal  fa  bound  1)^  lib  scWof 
it'wHlia  tiw  mppmmA  scope  of  hleantfaority  li  appUoftUe  only  when 
hanro  been,  proTMnie  tnunactions  of  a  rimilar  eharaeteri  in  which  the 
•feot  ezeeeded  bit  powen,  and  which  were  ratified  by  the  principal,  and 
vilhont  kno^rladge  on  the  part  of  the  third  party  of  a  limitation  of  the 
%eBlV  authority,  and  an  ezceee  in  the  particular  ease,  whereby  snch  party 
w  led  to  bftli0Te  that  the  ajj^ent  had  all  the  powers  aMmmed  by  him:  Kane 
▼.  BonCov,  4A  Kan.  466;  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  490,  and  note  493,  494,  npon  the 
^peatifoa  of  tbo  agent*!  power  to  bind  hia  principal  by  acta  not  authorized,  but 
done  in  tho  apparent  scope  of  his  authority.  One  clothing  an  agent  with  ap- 
parent aniliority  is  eetbpped  to  deny  stich  anthority  with  respect  to  persons 
teling  with  tho  agent  on  the  faith  thereof:  Ifuhbard  r.  Tenhrook,  124  Pa.  St. 
91;  10  Ana.  8k  Rep.  586,  and  note;  Barry  ▼.  BoHon  etc  Iru.  Co.,  62  Mich. 
«M;  HowbU  ▼.  Orair,  25  Keb.  130;  Milne  r.  Kleb,  44  N.  J.  £q.  878;  Stovall 
V.  Commo/nweaUh,  84  Va.  246.  But  outside  his  apparent  authority,  the  agent 
esDAot  bind  his  principal:  Fort  r.  Campbell,  92  Va.  808;  Covington  T.  ifeuh 
Ittyor,  W  K.  a  528;  Betb€W.  E^^uHabk  He.  Am\  76  Iow^  120, 


Bates  v.  Eutland. 

(63  Vkbmoiit,  178.] 

MuBicxPAX.  Ck>RPOBATiONS — LiABiLiTT  voR  DErECTS  IN  Stkibts.  —  Where 
the  ehartor  impoeee  no  liability  on  a  municipal  corporation  for  damages 
•oatained  by  individuals  upon  its  streets  and  highways  in  consequence 
of  defects  therein,  such  defects  are  not  actionable. 

MimiaiPAL  OoBPORaTiovs— Liability  von  Kbouobncb  or  OFnoERs. — 
The  tmstees  and  street  commissioner  of  a  municipal  oorporation,  which 
is  bound  by  law  to  maintain  the  streets  and  highways  within  its  limits, 
are  public  officers,  and  act  as  such  in  locating  and  using  a  stone-crusher 
in  the  highway  ontside  the  city  limits  for  the  purpose*  of  crashing  stone 
for  the  construction  and  repair  of  its  streets.  In  sach  ease,  tiie  oorpora- 
tioD  in  not  liable  for  the  negligence  of  each  officers. 

MuKiciPAi.  Corporations — Liability  tor  Niouoinor  ov  OmoiBa.— 
The  officers  of  a  municipal  corporation  engaged  in  the  pnblio  work  of  re« 
pairing  its  streets  are  public  officers,  and  an  action  will  not  lie  against 
the  city  for  tiieir  negligent  aetB  in  performing  such  work. 

CasIs  for  negligence  against  the  village  of  Rutland.  A 
Btone-crusher  was  located  outside  the  village  limits  in  the 
highway,  with  the  consent  of  a  majority  of  the  selectmen  of 
the  village,  by  the  trustees  thereof,  and  was  used  by  their 
direction  in  crushing  stone  for  the  construction  and  repair  of 
the  village  streets.  Plaintiff's  horse  became  frightened  at  the 
crasher,  whereby  plaintiff's  wife  was  thrown  from  her  carriage, 
and  injured.    Judgment  for  plaintiff",  and  defendant  appealed. 

BuUer  and  MoUyney^  for  the  appellant. 

La/wrenct  and  Meldon^  and  J.  C,  Baker^  for  the  respondent. 
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Ttlsb,  J.    The  defendant  is  a  municipal  corporation  or- 
ganised nnder  a  charter  granted  by  the  legislature  in  Novem- 
ber, 1882.    Section  1  of  its  charter  defines  its  boundaries.    Its 
corporate  relation  to  and  control  of  the  streets  and  highways 
within  its  limits  are  set  forth  in  section  46,  which  is  as  fol- 
lows: *'A11  the  territory  embraced  within  the  limits  of  said 
village  is  hereby  constituted  a  highway  district  of  the  town  of 
Rutland,  and  all  the  highway  taxes  assessed  upon  the  polls 
and  ratable  estate  thereof  shall  be  paid  in  money,  and  the 
selectmen  of  the  town  of  Rutland  shall  make  out  a  tax-bill 
thereof,  and  deliver  the  same  seasonably,  as  required  by  law» 
with  a  warrant  for  its  collection,  to  the  collector  of  said  vil- 
lage, who  shall  collect  the  same  as  other  taxes  of  said  village 
are  collected,  and  pay  the  same  over  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
village,  which  money  shall  be  drawn  from  said  treasury  by 
said  trustees,  and  shall  be  expended  by  them  in  building,  con- 
structing, maintaining,  and  repairing  the  streets,  highways, 
walks,  alleys,  sewers,  and  lanes  of  said  village,  and  no  sur- 
veyors of  the  said  highway  district  shall  be  required  or  chosen 
by  said  town.^ 

It  is  provided  that  its  trustees  may  appoint  and  remove  at 
pleasure,  among  other  officers,  a  street  commissioner,  who 
shall  superintend  the  construction  and  repair  of  streets,  walks, 
culverts,  sewers,  and  drains,  subject  to  the  authority  and  dis- 
cretion of  the  trustees. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  charter  imposes  no  liability  on 
the  village  corporation  for  damages  sustained  by  individuals 
upon  its  streets  and  highways  in  consequence  of  defects  therein, 
and  it  has  long  been  settled  law  that,  in  the  absence  of  express 
statutes  declaring  liability,  such  defects  are  not  actionable. 
In  Hill  V.  Boston,  122  Mass.  344,  23  Am.  Rep.  332,  Mr.  Justice 
Gray  makes  a  very  thorough  examination  of  the  authorities 
on  the  subject,  and  says:  '*  The  result  of  this  review  of  the 
American  cases  may  be  summed  up  as  follows:  There  is  no 
case  in  which  the  neglect  of  a  duty  imposed  by  general  law 
on  all  cities  and  towns  alike  has  been  held  to  sustain  an  action 
by  a  person  injured  thereby  against  a  city  when  it  would  not 
against  a  town In  the  absence  of  such  binding  decis- 
ions, we  find  it  difficult  to  reconcile  the  view  that  the  mere 
acceptance  of  a  municipal  charter  is  to  be  considered  as  con- 
ferring such  a  benefit  upon  the  corporation  as  will  render  it 
liable  to  private  action  for  neglect  of  the  duties  thereby  im- 
posed upon  it^  with  the  doctrine  that  the  purpose  of  the  crea- 
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tioQ  of  manidpal  corporations  by  the  state  is  to  exercise  » 
pari  of  its  powers  of  government."  See  also  Parker  v.  ViUage^ 
of  RiUland^  56  Vt.  224;  WeUer  v.  City  of  Burlington,  60  Vt.  28. 
The  town  of  Rutland  was  bound  by  law  to  maintain  all  tho 
streets  and  hii^hways  within  its  boundaries.  It  maintained 
those  within  the  Tillage  of  Rutland,  through  the  instrument 
tality  of  the  village  corporation,  which  was  a  mere  highway 
district  of  the  town. 

It  is  needless  to  decide  or  discuss  the  question  whether  the 
defendant  had  a  legal  right  to  purchase  a  stone-crusher.  Pur- 
suant to  the  provisions  of  the  charter,  all  the  highway  taxes 
assessed  upon  the  polls  and  ratable  estate  of  the  village  were 
collected  and  paid  into  the  village  treasury,  and  were  drawn 
oat  by  the  trustees  and  expended  by  them  in  maintaining 
walks,  streets,  etc.  The  question  is,  whether  the  trustees  and 
street  commissioner,  while  engaged  in  work  upon  the  streets, 
were  public  officers,  or  servants  and  agents  of  the  village.  If 
the  former,  the  defendant  is  not  liable;  if  the  latter,  it  is  lia- 
ble for  their  acts  of  negligence. 

It  must  be  conceded  that  the  defendant  corporation  is  a 
political  subdivision  of  the  state,  chartered  and  organized 
mainly  for  governmental  purposes.     Then,  were  the  trustees 
and  street  commissioner,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  engaged 
in  a  public  service,  or  in  a  work  that  was  for  the  peculiar 
benefit  of  the  defendant  in  its  local  or  special  interests?    The 
character  of  the  employment  is  determinative  of  the  defend* 
ant's  liability  for  the  acts  of  these  officers.    This  subject  is 
elaborately  discussed  in  Bailey  v.  Mayor  etc.  of  New  York^  8 
Hill,  681;  88  Am.  Dec.  669;  and  in  Scoti  v.  Mayor  etc.  of  Man- 
ehesier,  2  Hurl.  &  N.  204;  Hill  v.  BoeOm,  122  Mass.  844;  28 
Am.  Rep*  832.    In  the  case  last  cited,  Justice  Qray  says: 
^  The  result  of  the  English  authorities  is,  that  when  a  duty  is 
imposed  upon  a  municipal  corporation  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public,  without  any  consideration  or  emolument  received  by 
the  corporation,  it  is  only  where  the  duty  is  a  new  one,  and  is 
such  as  is  ordinarily  performed  by  trading  corporations,  that 
an  intention  to  give  a  private  action  for  a  neglect  in  its  per- 
formance is  to  be  presumed  ":  2  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions, sees.  974  et  seq.;   Weller  v.  City  of  Burlington^  60  Vt.  28. 
By  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  Massachusetts,  the  selectmen 
of   towns  were  authorized  to  establish  and  maintain  such 
drinking-troughs  within  public  highways  as  in  their  judg- 
ment public  necessity  and  convenience  required,  and  towns 
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"were  authorized  to  raise  and  appropriate  money  to  pay  tb^ 
^expense  of  the  same.  In  a  case  where  troughs,  painted  ix^ 
«uch  a  manner  as  to  frighten  horses,  were  put  up  by  selects* 
men,  it  was  held  that  the  selectmen  were  public  officers;  th&^ 
the  town  was  not  liable;  that  it  had  no  corporate  interest 
the  work. 

The  line  of  distinction  between  corporate  duties  that  ai 
governmental  and  performed  in  behalf  of  the  public,  and 
those  that  inure  to  the  special  advantage  of  municipalities,  is 
defined  in  Welsh  v.  Village  of  Rutland,  56  Vt.  228,  and  Weller 
V.  City  of  Burlington^  60  Vt  28.     The  reasoning  of  the  chief 
justice  in  the  former  case  is  applicable  to  the  facts  in  the  one 
at  bar.    The  defendant  was  engaged  in  the  public  work  of  re- 
pairing its  streets.    The  officers  by  whom  the  work  was  beinj^ 
performed  were,  for  this  purpose,  public  officers,  and  for  their 
negligent  acts  an  action  does  not  lie  against  the  defendant. 
This  view  is  in  accordance  with  the  decision  in  WUkins  v.  Vil- 
lage of  Rutland,  61  Vt.  836. 

We  think  the  court  should  have  directed  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant  as  requested;  therefore  the  judgment  is  reversed, 
and  judgment  for  the  defendant. 


MuKioiPAL  Corporations  abb  not  Liabli  Toa  Daxaqb  Sustainrd  bt 
PsRSONS  apon  their  streets  occasioned  by  defects  therein,  when  their  char- 
ters do  Bol  impose  snch  liability:  Arhadelphia  ▼.  Windham,  49  Ark.  139;  4 
Am.  St.  Rep.  32,  and  note.  But  when  charged  with  the  duty  of  keeping 
their  streets  in  repair  by  their  charters,  they  are  liable  for  neglect  to  per^ 
form  snch  duty:  Mcuu  ▼.  SpHnafidd,  101  Mo.  613;  20  Am.  St  Rep.  634,  and 
note.  • 

Municipal  Oobporations— Liabilitt  fob  NBouaBNoa  or  Oiviobbs.  — 
Municipal  officers  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  are  pnbUe  agent%  and 
do  not  ordinarily  render  the  municipality  responsible  for  their  negligenoei 
Coaporr  T.  C%  qf  ParOand,  19  Or.  496;  20  Am.  8t  Rep.  848;  and  aotat 
Kies  ▼.  Srk^  136  Pa.  St.  144;  20  Am.  St.  Rep7  867,  and  note;  unlsM  moh 
liability  is  fixed  by  statute:  O'Leary  ▼.  Bocurd  ^f  Oommisekmert,  79  Mich. 
S81;  19  Am.  St  Rep.  169,  and  note;  WeUer  r.  8L  Pat^  40  Mian.  460|  IS 
Am.  St  Rs^  762;  and  note. 
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Parkeb  t;.  Ghasb. 

(tt  Vkbmomt,  »6.] 

—  SumonuroT  of  DBSCRimoir.  —  A  ehattal  mortgag* 

'  or  €f  **fkr9  oowa,"  the  mortgagor  having  at  laaat  aiz 

wM  Iha  tiaa  thai  tfao  mortgage  was  giTtn,  or  of  "  two  oows  daliTorad 

I  bj*  a  eartain  person,  the  mortgagor  having  at  that  time  five 

d^Tored  to  him  by  the  tame  person,  ia  void  for  indeflnitenati  of 


MoBTOAOB  —  SjTWwicuaicr  OF  Description.  —  While  the  detorip* 
i  of  property  ennraerated  in  a  chattel  mortgage  need  not  be  inffl« 
itly  definite  to  enable  one  to  find  the  property  without  inquiry,  ia 
to  make  the  mortgage  valid  it  must  be  such  aa  to  indicate  the 
of  inqniry  and  furnish  the  basis  of  identification.  The  instrument 
ooQtaan  some  designation  which,  when  aided  by  further  informa* 
will  determine  what  property  is  mortgaged.  The  number  of  arti* 
may  be  sufficient  if  the  mortgagor  owns  no  more  than  the  number 
giveia;  bat  the  mere  statement  of  a  number,  when  the  mortgagor  owns  a 
larger  nomber,  in  no  way  designates  the  property,  and  renders  the  mort* 
gage  Toid  for  indefiniteness. 
Chatibl  Mobtoaob  —  SuFFioiBNOT  OF  DiscBiPTiov.  —  A  chattel  mortgage 
whidi  leaves  the  designation  of  the  specific  property  mentioned  therein 
sesiing  exolnaively  in  the  minds  of  the  parties  fails  to  meet  the  pur- 
and  requirements  of  the  law,  and  ia  void  for  indefiniteness. 


Tboyeb.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendants 
appealed. 

/.  N.  Chase  and  Willard  Farrington^  for  the  appellanti. 

Croet  and  Startj  for  the  respondent 

MuNBON,  J.  This  suit  is  to  recover  damages  for  the  taking 
of  six  cows.  The  plaintiff  claims  title  as  purchaser  at  an  ex- 
ecution sale.  The  defendants  justify  the  taking  under  three 
chattel  mortgages,  given  by  the  execution  debtor  before  the 
attachment  The  plaintiff  contests  the  validity  of  the  mort- 
gages as  regards  the  property  in  dispute.  The  question  is  as 
to  the  sufBciency  of  the  description. 

One  mortgage  is  of  ^  three  cows,^  and  another  of  *'five 
cows,"  neither  containing  any  further  designation.  When 
these  mortgages  were  given,  the  mortgagor  had  at  least  six 
oows.  The  remaining  mortgage  covers  **  two  cows,  being  the 
same  cows  delivered  to  me  by  Edwin  Straif  At  the  time 
this  was  given,  the  mortgagor  had  five  cows  received  from 
Strait    All  the  mortgages  were  duly  recorded. 

On  the  hearing  before  the  referee,  an  attempt  was  made  to 
apply  these  mortgages  to  the  cows  in  question.  Evidence 
was  taken,  under  objection,  to  ascertain  upon  which  of  the 
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mortgagor's  cows  the  mortgages  were  placed.  "With  this  evi- 
dence before  him,  the  referee  is  unable  to  connect  four  of  tho 
cows  in  suit  with  the  mortgages.  The  remaining  two  co^v^s 
are  found,  upon  the  testimony  of  parties  to  the  mortgages,  to 
have  been  encumbered.  But  the  referee  finds  no  connecting 
link  between  the  two  cows  and  the  mortgages  except  the  as- 
sertions of  the  witnesses. 

These  mortgages  cannot  be  made  effective  against  the  plain- 
tiff. The  descriptions  are  not  sufficient  to  give  notice  of  an 
encumbrance.  While  a  description  need  not  be  enough  to 
enable  one  to  find  the  property  without  inquiry,  it  must  be 
such  as  to  indicate  the  line  of  inquiry  and  furnish  the  basis  of 
identification.  The  instrument  must  contain  some  designa- 
tion which,  when  aided  by  further  information,  will  determine 
what  property  is  mortgaged.  The  number  of  the  articles  may 
be  sufficient  if  the  mortgagor  owns  no  more  than  the  number 
given.  But  the  mere  statement  of  a  number,  when  the  mort- 
gagor owns  a  larger  number,  in  no  way  designates  the  prop- 
erty. 

It  is  suggested  that  such  a  mortgage  is  notice  that  a  given 
number  are  encumbered,  and  that  the  parties  may  be  called 
upon  to  complete  the  designation.  A  mortgage  which  leaves 
the  designation  of  the  specific  property  resting  exclusively  in 
the  minds  of  the  parties  fails  to  meet  the  fundamental  pur- 
poses and  requirements  of  the  law.  The  designation  made 
here  by  the  referee  has  no  foundation  except  the  assertions  of 
the  parties.  The  result  is  not  arrived  at  by  applying  their 
testimony  to  any  descriptive  matter  in  the  deeds.  The  evi- 
dence is  introduced,  not  in  aid  of  something  which  requires 
explanation,  but  to  supply  something  which  is  entirely  want- 
ing. It  cannot  be  made  use  of  for  that  purpose.  The  mort- 
gages are  not  sufficiently  specific  in  description  to  be  sustained: 
Jones  on  Chattel  MortgageS|  sec.  66;  CroswM  y.  AUiSj  25 
Conn.  801;  Newell  v.  Warner,  44  Barb.  258;  S<md§r$  y.  Voar^ 
hee$,  36  Kan.  188. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Ghattil  Mortoaobs,  Sunranvor  of  DnoBimom  or.  — Ai  to  the 
•afficienoy  of  the  description  of  the  property  covered  by  a  ehattel  mortgage^ 
•ee  extended  note  to  BarrtU  t.  Fiach,  14  Am.  St.  B^  238-M7. 
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SOWLES  V.  HaLU 

(62  VIRKOMT,  217.] 

lAois — TovKSUSsuBM.  —  A  third  mortgagee,  who  if  made  a  defandAQt 
■Its  to  {aradooo  tho  prior  mortgages,  and  who^  after  foreoloeare  and 
«zpizmtioa  of  the  equity  of  redemptioDt  aoqoiree  an  equitable  inter* 
in  the  property  by  agreement  with  the  owner  of  the  title,  doea  not 
thereby  reinstate  his  mortgage  as  a  lien  upon  the  property  for  the  benefit 
of  a  holder  of  the  notes  secured  thereby,  which  he  has  transferred. 

OoVTKACra  TO  COKTST,  TOH  AM  BSSKKOB  OF — 8PBOmO  PlBFOBXAVCI.  — 

Wbero  one  holding  the  equity  of  redemption  to  oertaui  land  proouret 
another  to  furnish  money  to  redeem,  and  deeds  the  premises  to  him, 
obtaining  from  him  in  return  an  agreement  to  sell  and  convey  tbf  land  to 
a  third  party  upon  the  tender  by  the  latter  of  a  certain  turn  at  any  time 
prior  to  a  certain  date,  and  unices  such  tender  is  made  on  or  before  such 
date  tho  agreemoat  is  to  become  absolutely  null  and  void,  time  is  of 
tho  esaenoe  of  the  agreement,  and  unless  thf  tender  is  made  according  to 
its  terms,  and  before  tho  date  mentioned  therein*  such  third  party  ac* 
quires  no  equitable  title  in  tho  land. 

Bill  to  compel  specific  performance  of  a  written  contract 
for  the  sale  of  certain  land,  or  to  foreclose  defendant's  equity 
of  redemption  therein,  as  might  be  equitable*    The  plaintiff 
was  the  daughter  of  E.  A.  Sowles,  who  acted  as  her  agent  in 
all  the  transactions  hereinafter  referred  to.     The  defendant 
Ida  A.  Hall  was  the  wife  of  defendant  B.  C.  Hall,  who  acted 
as  her  agent  in  all  such  transactions.    At  such  times  both 
Sowles  and  Hall  occupied  the  same  office,  Hall  acting  as  at- 
torney and  agent  for  Sowles  in  many  matters.    In  1876 
Catherine  Mann  owned  certain  land  in  St.  Albans,  under 
mortgage  to  the  Ottauquechee  Savings  Bank.    On  November 
15,  1876,  she  and  her  husband  executed  a  second  mortgage 
of  said   land  to  J.  C.  Babbett,  and  on  December  11,  1876, 
E.  A.  Sowles  took  a  third  mortgage  on  the  same  land.    Mrs. 
Mann  had  built  three  houses  on  (he  land,  and  on  December 
26,  1876,  she  conveyed  one  of  these,  together  with  the  lot  on 
which  it  stood,  to  M.  McGiff  by  warranty  deed.    The  mort- 
gage held  by  Babbett  was  subsequently  assigned  to  A.  P. 
Croes,  and  foreclosed  in  his  name.    E.  A.  Sowles  was  made  a 
party  defendant,  and  the  decree  wi^  to  become    absolute 
April  26,  1881.    For  the  purpose  of  protecting  himself,  said 
Sowles  procured  an   assignment  of  the  Cross  decree  to  A. 
Sowles,  cashier  of  the  First  National  Bank,  and  on  April  27, 
1881,  said  bank  conveyed  the  premises  to  E.  A.  Sowles,  who 
on  the  same  day  conveyed,  by  quitclaim  deed,  to  McGiff 
that  portion  of  the  land  already  held  by  him.     Sowles  then 
went  into  possession  of  the  remainder  of  the  land,  and  held 
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it  until  September  1,  1881,  when  he  oonveyed  by  warranty 
deed  to  M.  P.,  C.  H.,  and  Lucia  Walker  one  of  the  remaining 
housee,  together  with  the  lot  on  which  it  stood.  Said  Walkers 
at  once  took  and  are  still  in  possession.  In  September,  1885, 
the  savings  bank  began  a  proceeding  to  foreclose  its  mort- 
gage against  the  entire  premises.  Sowles  by  this  time  had 
become  financially  embarrassed,  and  his  interest  had  been 
attached.  The  owners  of  the  several  parcels  of  the  land  and 
such  attaching  creditors  were  made  parties  to  the  foreclosure 
suit,  in  which  a  decree  was  obtained  which  was  to  become 
absolute  October  18,  1886.  Previous  to  the  commencement  of 
the  foreclosure  proceeding,  Hall  and  wife  occupied  the  re- 
maining house,  erected  by  Catherine  Mann,  and  the  lot  on 
which  it  stood.  The  Walkers  applied  to  Sowles  and  to  Hall 
and  wife  to  save  their  house  and  lot  for  them,  and  it  was 
finally  agreed  that  if  one  Rich  would  loan  three  thousand 
dollars  on  the  house  and  lot  occupied  by  Hall  and  wife, 
Sowles  would  raise  the  remainder  of  the  savings-bank  decree. 
Subsequently,  with  the  knowledge  of  Hall,  the  following  ar- 
rangement was  substituted  and  carried  out:  Rich  advanced 
$2,000,  Mrs.  Hall  $1,000,  and  Sowles  the  remainder,  to  satisfy 
the  bank's  claim  of  $4,250.  The  bank  then  deeded  the  whole 
property  to  A.  P.  Cross,  who  quitclaimed  to  McGiff  the  land 
held  by  him,  to  the  Walkers  the  land  held  by  them,  and  the 
balance  to  Mrs.  Hall.  She  mortgaged  to  Rich  for  two  thou- 
sand dollars.  The  money  furnished  by  E.  A.  Sowles  belonged 
to  the  plaintiff,  S.  B.  Sowles,  and  was  held  by  him  as  her 
trustee.  The  plaintiff's  right  of  redemption  was  fixed  by  an 
agreement  executed  October  18, 1886,  as  follows:  — 

*^In  consideration  of  one  dollar  to  us  paid  by  Susan  B. 
Sowles  of  St.  Albans,  we  hereby  agree  to  sell  and  convey  to 
said  Susan,  or  her  assigns,  certain  premises  described  in  a 
deed  from  Albert  P.  Cross  to  Ida  A.  Hall,  dated  October  11, 
1886,  at  any  time  prior  to  the  first  day  of  January,  1888,  upon 
tender  to  said  Ida  A.,  on  or  before  said  date,  of  the  sum  of 
three  thousand  dollars  in  money,  and  unless  such  tender  be 
made  on  or  before  said  first  day  of  January,  1888,  this  agree- 
ment shall  be  absolutely  null  and  void. 

''  Ida  a.  Hall.  [l.  s.] 

**  Bbnnett  C.  Hall.    [l.  b.] 

«St.  Albans,  Vt.,  October  18,  1886." 

Before  January  1,  1888,  Sowles  applied  to  Hall  for  an  ex- 
tension of  time  on  the  contract,  but  was  unsuccessfuL     On 
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Decembtf  81,  1887,  the  plaintiff  tendefed  to  Mn.  Hall  one 

thooBand  dollars  in  cash  and  a  good  indemnity  bond  in  the 

ram  off  three  thoosand  dollars.    The  tender  was  not  accepted.. 

Defendants  had  at  that  time  paid  $414  on  the  Rich  mortgage^ 

of  which  tad  the  plaintiff  was  ignorant.    Catherine  Ifann'e 

mortgage  to  E.  A.  Bowles  bad  never  been  assigned,  bnt  two  of 

the  notes  secured  thereby  bad  been  indorsed  in  blank  in  1S>I 

by  Sowles,  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  who  still  held  them. 

This  was  nnknown  to  defendants  when  they  receiTed  their 

deed  from  Cross,  when  they  rappoeed  they  weie  acgniring  a 

perfect  title.    The  bill  was  dismissed  pro  Jiirma^  and  plaintiff 

appealed. 

B.  A.  8owt€$f  for  the  appellant 

Cron  and  Start,  for  the  defendants. 

RoTcs,  C.  J.  This  cause  was  heard  on  the  pleadings  and 
master's  report,  from  which  it  appears  that  the  mortgages  given 
to  Babbett  and  to  the  Ottauqoechee  Bavings  Bank  were  fore- 
closed, and  Edward  A.  Sowles,  who  held  a  snbseqnent  mort- 
gage upon  the  same  premises,  was  made  a  defendant  in  the 
foreclosure  proceedings.  Decrees  were  entered  in  both  of  the 
suits,  and  the  equity  of  redemption  was  aUowed  to  expire. 
Bowles's  equitable  interest  in  the  agreements  subsequently  made 
with  the  owner  of  the  titie  by  which  Bowles  acquired  the  titie 
did  not  have  the  effect  to  reinstate  his  mortgage  as  a  lien  upon 
the  property.  If  Bowles  had  an  equitable  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty, the  report  shows  that  he  had  parted  with  his  interest  in 
all  of  it  except  that  portion  that  was  deeded  to  the  defend- 
ant  Ida  A. 

The  oratrix  cannot  stand  upon  her  ownership  of  the  notes 
described  in  the  mortgage  to  Bowles,  for  the  reasons  above 
stated;  and  if  she  has  any  right  under  the  bill  to  the  relief 
prayed  for,  it  must  be  upon  the  ground  that  she  has  paid  in 
a  part  of  the  amount  decreed  to  be  paid  to  the  Ottauquechee 
Savings  Bank,  or  that  she  is  entitied  to  a  specific  performance 
of  the  agreement  executed  October  18, 1886. 

Whatever  right  the  oratrix  had  by  virtue  of  tiie  payment 
made  by  her  was  merged  in  and  settled  by  the  contract  of 
October  18, 1886.  Whether  that  contract  is  construed  as  recc^- 
nizing  the  right  of  the  oratrix  to  redeem,  or  as  giving  her  a 
right  to  purchase,  the  duty  which  it  was  made  incumbent  on 
her  to  perform  in  order  to  make  the  contract  available  was 
expressed   in  clear   and   unambiguous   language.     By   that 
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eontraet  the  defendants  agreed  to  sell  and  convey  to  the  ora- 
trix  or  her  assigns  the  premises  described  at  any  time  prior  to 
January  1, 1888,  upon  tender  to  said  Ida  A.,  on  or  before  that 
date,  of  the  sum  of  three  thousand  dollars  in  money;  and  un- 
less such  a  tender  should  be  made  on  or  before  said  January 
ly  1888,  the  agreement  was  to  be  absolutely  null  and  void. 

The  oratrix  undertook  to  make  the  tender  required  in  the 
manner  reported  by  the  master,  but  it  is  not  seriously  claimed 
that  the  tender  was  a  legal  one;  and  no  such  tender  as  the 
contract  called  for  has  ever  been  made.  The  only  importance 
to  be  attached  to  the  facts  found  in  relation  to  the  tender  that 
was  made  is  as  tending  to  show  a  recognition  by  the  oratrix 
4>f  the  necessity  for  making  one. 

The  right  of  the  oratrix  to  relief  depends  upon  the  construc- 
tion to  be  given  to  the  contract  executed  October  18, 1886,  and 
the  acts  of  the  parties  under  it.  The  oratrix  had  no  equitable 
lien  by  virtue  of  the  assignment  of  the  notes  described  in  the 
bill;  and  so  the  only  right  she  had  was  the  one  secured  to  her 
by  the  contract  The  contribution  made  by  her  to  the  pay- 
ment that  was  made  tc  the  Ottauquechee  Savings  Bank,  upon 
the  decree  in  its  favor,  did  not  give  her  any  equitable  right  to 
the  premises  described  in  the  decree,  and  the  contract  of 
October  18th  was  evidently  made  to  give  her  an  opportunity 
to  reimburse  herself  for  the  payment  so  made  by  a  purchase 
of  the  property;  and  the  terms  upon  which  she  was  to  be 
allowed  to  make  the  purchase  were  clearly  and  definitely 
^stated.  No  such  tender  having  been  made  as  was  required 
'by  the  contract,  is  the  oratrix  entitled  to  have  a  specific  per- 
formance of  it  decreed  upon  the  offer  made  to  perform  on  her 
part  at  this  time?  That  depends  upon  the  question  whether 
the  time  fixed  by  the  parties  for  the  making  of  the  tender  is 
to  be  regarded  as  conclusive. 

It  was  held  in  Taylor  v.  Longworth,  14  Pet.  172,  that  time 
may  be  of  the  essence  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  property, 
and  that  it  may  be  made  so  by  the  express  stipulation  of  the 
parties;  and  a  large  number  of  cases  are  cited  in  the  notes  to 
Sston  V.  Slade^  in  White  and  Tudor's  Leading  Cases  in  Equity, 
•showing  that  to  be  the  general  rule  in  equity  in  England  and 
this  country.  The  distinction  is  noted  that  has  been  made  on 
the  point  of  the  materiality  of  time  between  cases  of  proposed 
eale,  and  of  pledge  of  property,  like  a  mortgage. 

It  was  competent  for  the  parties  to  make  time  of  the  essence 
of  the  contract,  and  they  could  not  have  done  so  in  language 
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more  pertinent  to  express  such  intention  than  that  used. 
The  ai^reement  was  to  be  absolutely  null  and  void  unless  the 
tender  was  made  as  agreed.    The  cases  referred  to  by  fhe 
counsel  for  the  oratrix  have  generally  been  determined  upon 
their  peculiar  circumstances,  and  in  most  of  them  the  courts 
have  found  that  there  was  an  express  waiver  of  the  require- 
ment as   to  time,  or  that  there  was  evidence  upon  which  a 
waiter  should  be  presumed.    There  is  no  finding  here  that  there 
was  any  express  waiver,  and  although  the  master  has  found 
thai  B.  A.  Bowles  understood,  a  short  time  previous  to  Janu* 
arj  1,  1888,  that  the  time  for  performance  on  the  part  of  the 
oratrix  would  be  extended,  the  fact  is  not  found  that  it  was 
extended;  and  the  fact  that  E.  A.  Sowles,  as  counsel  for  the 
oratiix,  within  the  time  named  for  the  performance  of  the 
contract  made  the  tender  which  it  is  found  that  he  did  make, 
tends  strongly  to  show  that  he  did  not  then  understand  that 
the  time  had  been  extended. 

In  Benedict  v.  Lynch,  1  Johns.  Gh.  870, 7  Am.  Dec.  484,  the 
contract  contained  an  express  stipulation  that  if  the  purchaser 
Called  in  either  of  his  payments  the  contract  should  be  void; 
and  it  was  held  that  the  parties  had  made  time  of  the  essence 
of  the  contract,  and  that  it  might  be  laid  down  as  a  general 
mle  that  where  the  party  who  applies  for  a  specific  perform- 
ance  has  omitted  to  execute  his  part  of  the  contract  by  the 
time  appointed  for  that  purpose,  without  being  able  to  assign 
any  sufficient  excuse  for  his  delay,  the  court  will  not  decree  a 
specific  performance;  3  Pomeroy's  Eq.  Jur.,  sec.  457. 

No  such  excuse  has  been  found  by  the  master  in  this  case, 
and  specific  performance  cannot  be  decreed.  If  the  oratrix 
has  lost  the  right  to  purchase  the  property,  it  resulted  from 
her  own  negligence  in  not  complying  with  the  terms  upon 
which  she  was  to  be  allowed  to  exercise  it,  and  she  cannot 
invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  afford  her  relief  for  a 
loss  so  incurred. 

The  decree  of  the  court  of  chancery  is  affirmedi  and  cause 
remanded.  

MoRveAGSB,  VoaaoLosuBB  or.  —  Wbo  n  Covgludbd  bt  tbi  Dscan  ov 
fbWKLOsuai:  8m  Hakm  v.  FUnu,  26  Neb.  880;  18  Am.  Si  Bap.  786,  and 
note;  (kukeUf.  Vigmtrng,  122  Ind.  2i4;  17  Am.  81  Bep.  884,  and  note. 

CoHTaAOis  ov  Sals  ov  Rialtt  ^  Tim  is  thb  Bssixroi  ov  ths  Ooiv- 
nuoc  — As  lo  when  time  ie  of  the  eesenoe  of  a  eontraot  of  lale  of  feal  prop* 
er|7,  aee  Omnoii  JKmt  M.  Am'n  ▼.  Rogers,  42  Minn.  123;  18  Am.  St.  Rep. 
4979  ^od  noie;  Olear$  v.  Folger,  84  Cal.  316;  18  Am.  St  Rep.  187,  and  note; 
Dag  T.  HmU,  112  N.  Y.  191;  Ca^field  v.  TiUoUon,  26  Neb.  867. 
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[62  Vbbmont,  2».] 

Paoom — Nonoi  to  Non*rbbidbnt  Defendant.  —  Vermont  Rerlaed  Lawa^ 
feotions  1402-1404,  providing  for  service  of  notice  on  non-resident  de- 
fendants, include  jnstices*  as  well  as  other  courts. 

PK00Ea8.  —  NonoB  to  Non-buidknt  Defendant  in  trustee  process  in  » 
justice's  court,  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute,  is  suffi- 
cient, and  only  such  further  proceedings  are  needed  to  reach  and  hold 
money  in  the  hands  of  the  trustee  as  would  have  been  necessary  if  there 
had  been  personal  service  of  the  writ. 

Pkoobss  — NonoB  to  Non-resident  Defendant.  — Notioe  by  publication, 
or  other  substituted  service,  in  connection  with  an  attachment  by  trus- 
tee prooees  of  property  owned  by  a  non-resident,  and  provided  by  the 
law  of  the  state  where  the  property  is  located,  is  not  in  conflict  with  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  is 
sufficient  to  support  a  proceeding  and  judgment  in  rem. 

Judgment  will  not  be  Set  Abide  on  the  ground  that  since  its  rendition 
an  item  embraced  therein  has,  without  fraud,  been  recovered  in  a  suit  ia 
another  state. 

C.  0.  AuBtiny  for  the  appellant 
Wilson  and  Hallj  for  the  respondent. 

MuNBON,  J.  Audita  querela  is  brought  to  set  aside  a  jastioo 
judgment  in  a  trustee  suit.  The  defendant  in  that  suit  was  a 
non-resident,  and  there  was  no  personal  service  of  the  writ. 
The  case  was  continued,  and  an  order  made  that  notice  be 
given  the  defendant  by  the  delivery  of  copies,  as  provided  in 
Revised  Laws,  sees.  1402-1404.  On  the  day  appointed,  the  de» 
fendant  not  appearing,  proof  of  notioe  in  accordance  with  the 
order  was  duly  made.  The  defendant  was  then  defaultedy 
and  judgment  was  rendered  against  him  and  against  the 
trustee. 

It  is  claimed  that  Revised  Laws,  sees.  1402-1404,  do  not 
apply  to  justice  courts.  We  think  it  is  clear  that  they  do. 
These  sections  are  a  revision  of  No.  48  of  the  acts  of  1878. 
Until  the  passage  of  that  act,  the  law  was  silent  as  to  the 
manner  in  which  personal  notice  of  the  pendency  of  a  suit 
should  be  given  to  an  absent  defendant.  The  necessity  for 
some  enactment  upon  this  subject  was  quite  as  apparent  in 
the  proceedings  of  justice  courts  as  in  those  of  the  higher 
tribunals.  The  original  statute  applied  to  actions  in  **any 
court,''  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  language  of  the  revision 
which  indicates  an  intention  to  change  the  law  in  that  re« 
spect.  We  fail  to  discover  any  substantial  support  for  the 
claim  that  justice  courts  are  not  included.     It  is  true  that  the 
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papers  are  to  issoe  irader  the  hand  ^'of  the  clerk  of  the  oourt, 
or  of  A  judge  or  justice  thereof/'  and  that  bo  much  of  this 
clause  as  relates  to  the  clerk  can  have  no  application  to  justice 
courts.     But  the  part  relating  to  the  clerk  is  necessary  to  the 
ounvenient  operation  of  the  law  in  courts  having  a  clerk,  while 
the  remainder  of  the  clause  is  a  complete  provision  for  courts 
which  haTO  none.    Indeed,  the  expression  '*  a  judge  or  justice 
thereof  must  be  held  to  include  the  justice  court.    No  force 
can  be  given  to  the  word  ''justice ''  but  by  this  construction* 
There  is  no  judicial  officer  known  to  our  law  as  a  '^jastice/' 
except  the  justice  of  the  peace.    We  could  not  adopt  the  con- 
struction c<mtended  for  without  oonsidering  that  the  legislature, 
in  referring  to  certain  judicial  officers,  undertook  to  make  a  suffi- 
cient designation  more  unmistakable  by  adding  a  term  prop- 
erly applicable  only  to  an  officer  it  was  intended  to  exclude. 
It  would  require  positive  and  controlling  language  in  other 
parts  of  the  statute  to  bring  us  to  such  a  conclusion* 

Notice  to  a  non-resident  defendant  in  a  justice  suit  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  requirements  of  these  sections  is  therefore 
sufficient.  That  notice  having  been  given  here,  only  such 
further  proceedings  were  needed  to  reach  and  hold  the  money 
in  the  hands  of  the  trustee  as  would  have  been  necessary  if 
there  had  been  personal  service  of  the  writ 

It  is  claimed,  however,  that  by  this  proceeding  the  non-resi- 
dent is  deprived  of  his. property  without  due  process  of  law, 
and  that  under  the  fourteenth  amendment  to  the  federal 
constitution  the  statute  authorizing  the  proceeding  is  nuga- 
tory. The  view  taken  by  counsel  would  require  personal  ser- 
vice of  process  in  every  case  of  attachment.  It  is  evident  that 
such  a  requirement  would  effectually  deprive  a  state  of  its 
jurisdiction  over  the  property  of  non-residents  within  its  ter- 
ritory. It  is  only  by  means  of  some  notice  other  than  per- 
sonal service  that  the  state  is  enabled  through  its  tribunals  to 
appropriate  property  so  owned  in  satisfaction  of  the  claims  of 
its  citisens.  The  right  of  a  state  to  authorize  notice  by  pub- 
lication or  other  substituted  service  in  connection  with  an 
attachment  of  property  owned  by  a  non-resident  has  been 
long  and  uniformly  recognized.  This  method  of  procedure, 
and  the  rights  depending  upon  it,  were  not  overthrown  by  the 
adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  Notice  in  such 
manner  as  may  be  provided  by  the  laws  of  the  state  where 
the  property  is  located  is  sufficient  to  support  a  proceeding 
ta  rem.    An  attachment  by  trustee  process  is  such  a  proceed- 
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ing.  This  judgment  is  of  binding  force  so  far  u  to  enable  the 
party  recovering  it  to  hold  the  property  found  and  attached  in 
this  state.  The  question  of  its  validity  for  any  other  pur- 
pose is  not  involved:  Price  v.  Hickok^  39  Vt.  292;  National 
Bank  v.  Peabodyy  65  Vt  492;  45  Am.  Rep.  632;  Pennoyer  v. 
Neff,  95  U.  S.  714;  Cooley's  Constitutional  limitations,  403; 
Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  sec.  592  a. 

The  claim  that  the  judgment  should  be  set  aside  because  of 
a  defense  arising  since  its  rendition  cannot  be  sustained.  The 
money  for  which  the  trustee  was  adjudged  chargeable  was  in 
no  way  litigated  in  the  suit  in  New  York.  The  only  item  re- 
covered in  the  judgment  sought  to  be  set  aside  which  entered 
into  the  New  York  judgment  was  the  one  hundred  dollars 
cash  paid.  This  was  credited  as  cash  received  by  the  plain* 
tiff  in  the  New  York  suit,  in  his  specification.  The  hearing 
and  judgment  upon  it  were  subsequent  to  the  judgment 
against  him  in  this  state.  Thus  he  permitted  the  credit  to 
stand  after  the  item  had  been  included  in  an  adjudication  of 
which  he  had  notice.  By  so  doing,  he,  in  effect,  voluntarily 
paid  that  portion  of  the  judgment  recovered  here  for  which 
there  was  no  security.  This  reduction  of  the  claim  upon 
which  judgment  was  obtained  in  New  York  does  not  entitle 
the  plaintiff  in  that  suit  to  deprive  the  other  party  of  the  prior 
judgment,  by  virtue  of  which  he  holds  the  money  attached 
here. 

A  claim  is  made  that  the  judgment  should  be  set  aside  be- 
cause fraudulently  obtained.  We  consider  the  matters  to 
which  our  attention  has  been  directed  insuffioieut  to  sustain 
the  claim. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

PBOons — Gabnishicint.  — A  resident  indebted  to  a  non-resident  may  be 
garnished  In  the  eonrts  of  the  state  of  the  former's  residenoe,  and  judgment 
there  legally  rendered  a^iainat  him  that  wiU  bind  the  fund  in  his  hands,  OTen 
though  his  mm-resident  creditor  was  eited  to  appear  only  by  pnblioatioiii 
Berr^  t.  DanfUt  77  Tex.  191;  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  748,  and  note;  compare  JTor* 
weB  T.  Sharp,  S6  Ga.  124;  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  149,  and  note. 
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HoHMvrmAO  ahs  Downt— Widow's  Riout  to,  uvdbi  Wnx. — A  deriM 
by  a  hotbaad  to  his  wife  does  not  extinguish  the  widow'f  right  to  both 
homestead  and  dower,  nnleaa  sach  intent  clearly  appears  from  tlie  term* 
of  tfao  will;  and  although  it  need  not  appear  in  ezpreas  words,  stUl,  if  it 
ia  doabifnly  she  will  not  be  excladed. 

Down —  Presumption.  —  Dbtisk  or  Biqubct  to  a  widow  is  preBnmed  to 
ba  in  addition  to  her  dower,  unless  it  clearly  appears  that  it  was  the  in* 
tention  of  the  testator  that  it  wsa  to  be  in  lieu  thereof. 

HmuBTRAD  —  RiaBT  09  Widow  to,  under  Will.  —  A  husband  and  fatiier 
cannot  by  will  deprive  his  widow  and  minor  children  of  their  homestead 
right,  but  the  provisions  of  his  will  may  be  so  dearly  expressed  to  be  in 
lien  of  homestead  that  his  widow  may  be  compelled  to  choose  which 
she  will  take,  and  by  electing  to  take  the  former,  renounce  the  latter. 

HoMfifTBAD  AND  DoWRR  ~  WiDow's  RiOHT  TO.  —  Under  a  will  by  which  a 
husband,  after  making  two  specific  bequests,  devised  the  residue  of  hia 
estate,  real  and  personal,  one  third  to  his  wife,  two  ninths  to  his  daugh- 
ter,  and  four  ninths  to  his  son,  the  widow  will  take  both  her  homestead 
and  dower. 

HoMEnsAD  AND  BoWrr  ^  WiDow's  BiOBT  TO,  UNDER  WiLL. —>  Where  a 
widow  who  is  a  devisee  under  her  husband^  will  oooupies  with  her  chil« 
dren  and  carries  on  the  farm  in  which  she  claims  a  homestead  for  several 
years  after  her  husband's  death,  without  having  either  her  homestead  or 
dower  set  out  to  her,  she  is  not  thereby  deprived  of  the  right  to  both 
homestead  and  dower  in  her  husband's  estate. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  probate  court  ordering 
dower  and  a  homestead  to  be  set  out  of  the  estate  of  B.  B. 
Hatch* 

T.  R.  Oardon  and  A.  O.  Fay^  for  the  appellant. 

L.  F.  WUhuVy  for  the  respondent 

Tyler,  J.  It  appears  by  the  exceptions  that  the  testator, 
B.  B.  Hatch,  owned  a  farm,  situated  in  Jericho,  which  he 
used  as  a  homestead  down  to  the  time  of  his  decease.  The 
question  is,  whether  his  widow  is  entitled  to  homestead  and 
dower  therein,  he  having  made  a  provision  for  her  in  his  willt 
which  is  as  follows:  — 

'^Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  Benjamin  B. 
Hatch  of  Jericho,  in  the  county  of  Chittenden,  and  state  of 
Vermont,  being  in  ill  health,  but  of  sound  and  disposing 
mind  and  n.emory,  do  make  and  publish  this  my  last  will 
and  testament,  hereby  revoking  all  former  wills  by  me  at  any 
time  heretofore  made. 

"  All  the  property,  real,  personal,  or  mixed,  of  which  I  shall 
die  seised  and  possessed,  or  to  which  I  shall  be  entitled  at  the 
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time  of  my  decease,  I  deyise,  bequeath,  and  dispose  of  in  the 
manner  following,  to  wit:  — 

*' My  will  is,  that  all  my  just  debts  and  funeral  expenses 
shall  be  paid  out  of  my  estate  as  soon  after  my  decease  as 
shall  be  found  convenient. 

**I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to  my  daughter  Josie  E. 
Hutchios  eight  hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid  her  six  months 
after  my  decease,  out  of  my  estate. 

'^I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to  my  daughter  Ellen  L*. 
Hatch  eight  hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid  her  out  of  my  estate 
in  one  year  after  my  decease. 

**  All  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  estate,  real,  personal,  and 
mixed,  of  which  I  shall  die  seised  and  possessed,  or  to  which 
I  shaU  be  entitled  at  my  decease,  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath 
as  follows:  One  third  to  my  wife,  Mary  B.;  two  ninths  to 
my  daughter  Lura  E.,  and  four  ninths  to  my  son,  Fred  N." 

The  law  so  carefully  guards  the  homestead  that  the  sole 
deed  thereof  by  the  husband  and  finther  is  voidable  for  the 
benefit  of  the  wife  and  children,  who  have  an  inchoate  right 
therein:  Wkiteman  v.  Fields  53  Vt.  554.  He  cannot  devise  it 
away  from  his  widow  and  minor  children:  Meeek  v.  EUate  of 
Meech^  37  Vt  414.  It  is  exempt  from  attachment  on  his 
debts  while  be  lives,  except  such  as  were  in  existence  at  the 
time  the  deed  of  the  homestead  was  filed  for  reoord:  Oihon 
V.  Parkhurst^  53  Vt  384.  It  is  not  subject  to  the  payment  of 
his  debts  aft«r  his  decease,  unless  they  were  I^^Uy  charged 
thereon  in  his  lifetime. 

In  this  case,  by  virtue  of  sectioii  1898,  Revised  Laws,  upon  the 
testator's  decease  the  homestead  vested  in  the  widow,  and  if 
there  were  minor  children,  in  the  widow  and  such  children; 
and  on  request,  it  became  the  duty  of  the  probate  court  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  of  his  estate  to  causa  the  same  to  be  set  out 
to  them  by  commissioners. 

While  a  husband  and  fother  cannot  by  wOI  deprive  his 
widow  and  minor  children  of  their  homestead  right,  the  pro- 
visions of  his  will  might  be  so  clearly  expressed  to  be  in  Ueu 
of  homestead  that  his  widow  would  be  compelled  to  choose 
which  she  would  take,  and  by  electing  to  take  the  former,  re- 
nounce the  latter.  But  as  was  said  by  Aldis,  J«,  in  Jfeedk 
V.  EstaU  of  Meeeh^  37  Vt  414:  ''The  intent  to  exehide  the 
widow  from  her  legal  right  must  clearly  appear;  if  it  be  doubt- 
ful, she  is  not  to  be  excluded.  It  is  not  necessary  that  this 
should  appear  in  express  words.    If  the  terms  of  the  instro- 
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ment  clearly  and  plainly  imply  it,  if  thera  are  prorleions  in 
the  will  which  are  inconBistent  with  the  inteDt  of  allowing 
her  homestead,  then  the  court  will  find  the  intent  to  exclude.*' 

The  homestead  being  intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow 
and  the  children  of  tender  age,  ^'for  the  sustenance  of  the  wife 
and  the  nurture  and  education  of  the  minor  children,"  a  claim 
thereto,  when  asserted  by  them,  must  be  met  by  unequivocal 
proviaions  of  the  will,  in  order  to  bar  them  of  their  right. 

In  thia  case,  the  testator  could  so  easily  have  made  the  de- 
Tiae  to  hia  widow  conditional  upon  her  relinquishment  of  the 
homeataad,  or  have  declared  it  to  be  in  lieu  thereof,  that  it  is 
at  leaai  doubtful  whether  he  did  not  consider  the  fact  that  she 
would  take  a  homestead  by  law,  and  make  this  devise  to  her 
in  addition  thereto. 

Dower  and  homestead  are  for  the  same  general  object,  and 
aie  both  highly  favored  in  the  law.  The  former  may  be,  but 
the  latter  cannot  be,  defeated  by' the  husband's  sole  deed.  The 
former,  at  the  decease  of  the  husband,  vests  in  the  widow;  the 
latter,  in  her  or  the  minor  children,  or  both.  It  was  held  in 
Dummer$Um  v.  Neufane^  87  Vt  9,  Grant  v.  Parharn^  16  Vt. 
649,  and  Gorham  v.  Daniels,  23  Vt.  600,  that  the  widow's  right 
of  dower  becomes  a  present  vested  estate  on  the  decease  of  the 
husband,  which  does  not  depend  on  the  contingency  of  the 
dower  being  assigned  or  set  out  It  is  consummate  by  the  hus- 
band's death.  In  this  respect,  homestead  and  dower  stand 
alike. 

The  statute  (Rev.  Laws,  sec.  2219)  provides  that  in  certain 
cases  the  widow  may  be  barred  of  dower,  while  there  is  no 
statutory  mode  of  barring  her  and  the  children  of  the  home* 
stead.  It  remains  to  be  considered  in  this  case  whether  the 
devise  was  in  lieu  of  dower;  whether  there  was  such  a  clear 
and  manifest  intention  in  the  testator,  evidenced  by  the  terms 
of  the  will  itself^  that  his  widow  should  not  have  her  dower 
and  the  devise  in  addition  thereto,  that  she  is  bound  to  choose 
between  them.  A  widow  may  be  put  to  her  election  by  a  pro- 
vision in  the  will  of  her  husband  hi  lieu  of  dower,  or  which  is 
inconsistent  with  dower;  for  she  is  not  to  be  suffered  to  take 
under  the  will  and  also  in  opposition  to  it:  1  Bishop  on  Maiv 
ried  Women,  sec.  434;  1  Jarman  on  Wills,  468. 

By  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  a  devise  or  bequest  to  a 
widow  is  presumed  to  be  in  addition  to  her  dower,  unless  it 
clearly  appears  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  it 
should  be  in  lieu  thereof.    This  is  upon  the  ground  that  the 
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wife  htti  Ml  Interest  in  her  husband's  estate  tl  which  She  can- 
not be  divested  by  a  bequest  or  devise,  which  are  considered 
to  be  in  the  nature  of  gratuities;  in  other  words,  a  mere  gratu- 
ity cannot  extinguish  a  legal  right. 

The  question  is  not  what  the  testator  probably  intended;  it 
is  not  for  the  court  to  determine,  upon  all  that  is  contained  in 
the  will,  whether  it  is  more  likely  that  the  bequest  was  in* 
tended  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower  or  in  addition  thereto.  It  must 
be  entirely  inconsistent  with  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the 
testator  that  his  widow  should  have  dower  in  his  estate. 

A  case  can  readily  be  conceived  where  a  bequest  or  devise 
to  a  widow  would  be  so  definite  and  ample  as  to  preclude  the 
idea  that  her  husband  intended  she  should  take  the  same  in 
addition  to  dower.  If  Mr.  Hatch  had  devised  to  his  wife  a 
dwelling-house  for  a  home  and  lands  for  a  means  of  support, 
or  made  any  other  definite  provision  for  her,  or  had  devised 
all  his  real  estate  to  his  children  after  providing  for  his  wife's 
maintenance,  she  might  have  been  compelled  to  make  an  elec- 
tion; but  the  devise  to  her  is  an  undivided  fractional  part  of 
the  residue  of  his  estate,  and  less  than  that  to  his  son.  If, 
after  the  two  bequests  of  eight  hundred  dollars,  he  had  given 
definite  sums  to  his  wife  and  children,  and  the  estate  were  in- 
sufficient to  allow  dower  and  pay  the  bequests,  which  he  pre- 
sumably knew,  there  would  have  been  ground  for  the  argument 
that  a  claim  for  dower  was  repugnant  to  the  devise.  It  ap- 
pears by  the  appraiser's  report  that  the  estate  consisted  of 
$8,000  in  land  and  $1,550  in  personal  property,  and  by  the 
commissioners'  report,  that  the  debts  proved  against  the  estate 
amounted  to  $3,465.  After  the  first  two  bequests,  the  testator 
devised  the  residue  of  his  estate  in  such  manner  that  his  wife 
and  the  children  by  her  take  the  same  fractional  parts,  re- 
spectively, whether  she  has  her  homestead  and  dower  or  is 
denied  them. 

Under  the  Massachusetts  statute,  if  any  provision  is  made 
for  the  widow  in  the  will  of  her  husband,  she  must,  within 
six  months  after  the  probate  of  the  will,  make  her  election 
whether  she  will  take  such  provision  or  be  endowed  of  his 
lands;  but  she  cannot  take  both,  unless  it  plainly  appears  by 
the  will  that  the  testator  intended  she  should  have  both.  This 
is  the  reverse  of  our  statute  and  of  the  common-law  mle,  and 
therefore  the  decisions  in  that  state  are  not  in  point 

By  the  statute  of  Connecticut,  the  provision  must  be  in  lieu 
of  dower;  but  the  court  has  held  that  it  need  not  be  so  ex- 
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in  tbo  will,  but  may  be  showo  by  eleftf  implication^ 
Ihns  making  the  statute  of  tbat  state,  by  constrtiction,  like- 
oor  own.    Appellant's  counsel  rely  on  the  ease  of  Lard  v.. 
Lord,  23  Conn.  827,  and  AUing  t.  CkatJUld,  42  Cotin.  276.    In 
both  those  cases,  however,  the  intention  of  the  testators  to^ 
make  provision  in  lien  of  dower  was  apparent.    In  the  former 
ease,  in  th%  prefatory  part  of  the  will,  the  testator  declared 
hie  intention  to  apportion  all  the  estate  that  had   been  in- 
trosted  to  hii  stewardship  among  all  persons  who  had  claims 
on  hiri  regard  and  affection,  and  that  none  shonld  enjoy  hi» 
«atat«  otherwise  than  as  provided  in  the  will.    He  then  gave- 
his  wife  during  her  widowhoo'd  the  use  of  his  dwelling-house^ 
garden,  and  lot  adjoining,  one  half  of  the  rent  of  his  fishery,. 
the  use  of  one  half  of  his  household  furniture,  twenty  sharea 
of  bank  stock,  the  income  of  fifty-seven  other  shares,  a  cow, 
horse,  and  carriage,  and  charged  upon  his  home  farm  the  an- 
nual delivery  to  her  of  certain  products  thereof  ample  for  her 
anppoit.    It  was  held  that  these  provisions  made  for  the  Wife 
were  clearly  intended  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower.    In  the  latter 
case,  the  provision  for  the  widow  was  definite  and  ample,  and: 
the  allowance  of  her  claim  for  dower  would  have  defeated  ai^ 
important  provision  of  the  will  in  favor  of  the  testator's  children^ 
Numerous  cases  have  been  cited  by  counsel  on  both  sides,- 
decided  by  the  courts  of  New  York  under  a  statute  like  that 
of  Connecticut.    These   decisions  vary,  of  course,  according 
to  the  provisions  of  the  various  wills  under  consideration. 
AdHi  V.  AdHt,  2  Johns.  Ch.  448,  7  Am.  Dec.  6S9,  has  long 
been  regarded  as  a  leading  authority,  by  reason  of  the  learn* 
ing  of  the  eminent  jurist  who  gave  the  opinion  and  of  hia 
extensive  examination  of  cases  bearing  upon  this  subject. 
Samuel  Adsit,  in  his  lifetime,  owned  a  large  farm  and  other 
property.     In  his  will  he  gave  his  widow  certain  house- 
hold furniture,  and  left  five  hundred  dollars  in  the  hands  of 
his  executors  for  her  support,  and  devised  the  residue  of  hie 
estate  to  his  children  and  grandchildren.    He  leased  the  farm 
lo  B.  AdsU,  and  covenanted  to  sell  it  to  him  for  six  thousand 
dollars.    After  his  decease  his  widow  accepted  the  provisions 
of  the  will,  which  were  paid  to  her  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
estate.    Within  one  year  after  the  testator's  decease,  E.  Adsit 
paid  the  six  thousand  dollars  to  the  executors,  who  conveyed 
the  &rm  to  hiuL    The  question  was,  whether  the  widow  had 
dower  in  the  farm.    Chancellor  Kent  held  that  she  had,  and 
remarked  that  there  was  not  a  single  case  that  contradicted 
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the  will  for  a  loDg  period  of  time,  hac  tiiereby  waiyed  her 
right  of  dower.    It  was  held  in  Barnard  v.  EdwardBy  4  N.   !B!. 
321,  where  a  widow  moved  away  from  the  premises  in  whioh 
her  right  of  dower  existed,  and  married  a  second  husbaTid^ 
that  it  was  proper  to  submit  to  the  jury  as  a  question  of  fact 
whether,  after  the  lapse  of  more  than  twenty-five  years,  stie 
might  not  have  been  presumed  to  have  waived  her  right.      lo 
the  case  at  bar,  an  acceptance  cannot  be  presumed  from  tlie 
fact  that  for  several  years  after  her  husband's  decease  tlie 
widow  resided  with  her  children  on  the  farm  and  carried    it 
on;  for  this  was  consistent  with  her  claim  to  homestead  and 
dower,  and  may  have  been  in  the  assertion  of   her  rigbt 
thereto.    She  could  do  no  more,  except  to  have  her  homestead 
and  dower  defined  by  metes  and  bounds.    Had  the  estate 
been  settled  and  the  farm  partitioned  among  the  devisees,  and 
she  had  occupied  her  share,  her  acts  might  have  signified  an 
acceptance. 

At  common  law  there  was  no  limitation  to  this  right:  4 
Kent's  Com.  70;  and  our  legislature  evidently  contemplated  no 
limitation,  for  section  2224  of  the  Revised  Laws  provides  that 
until  the  dower  of  the  widow  is  set  out  in  the  lands  of  her 
deceased  husband  she  may  continue  to  occupy  the  same  with 
the  children  and  family  of  the  deceased,  or  may  receive  one 
third  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  such  lands:  See  Hdmea 
▼.  Bridgman,  37  Vt  28. 

Although  the  testator  declared  his  purpose  to  dispose  of  all 
the  estate  of  which  he  should  die  seised,  we  hold  that  the 
devise  to  the  widow  must  be  construed  as  intended  to  be  in 
addition  to  her  legal  rights;  for  in  the  language  of  the  chan- 
cellor in  AdiU  v.  Adsit^  2  Johns.  Gh.  448,  7  Am.  Deo.  539, 
"  every  bequest  can  take  effect,  and  every  disposition  of  the 
will  be  fulfilled,  consistently  with  the  operation  of  the  claim 
of  dower."  In  this  view  of  the  case,  there  was  no  occasion  for 
her  to  waive  the  provisions  of  the  will. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed,  and  certified  to  the  probata  oouri 

DowsB.  WHSV  Barrbd  by  thb  PBOvmoKa  or  Wnx.  —  Dower  eunot 
be  barred  bj  the  provinont  of  a  wUl,  unless  the  provisioBs  be  expressly 
given  in  liea  ol  dower,  and  accepted  by  the  widow:  Ball  ▼.  Hall,  S  Rich.  407; 
64  Am.  Deo^  76S,  and  note;  or  nnleas  her  claim  of  dower  would  defeat  the 
terms  of  the  will:  WkHa  v.  White,  16  N.  J.  L.  S02;  31  Am.  Dee.  2S2,  end 
note.  Otherwise  the  widow  takes  dower  in  addition  to  tte  prorinoDS  of  the 
wiU:  PoUard  ▼.  Slaughter,  92  N.  a  72;  53  Am.  BefL  402;  Kommlmka  ▼. 
ScMegel,  104  N.  T.  125;  5S  Aui.  Rep.  4»4.  The  same  rale  holds  good  as  to 
the  widow  s  right  to  a  houtestead:  S'tcholas  ▼.  PuroKil,  21  Iowa,  266; 
Am.  Dec  572. 
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Williamson  v.  Johnson. 

[62  Vbbmont,  87&] 

Gift  If  adb  Pkrfbct  bt  Dvliybrt  and  acceptance,  and  by  a  competent 
party,  is  irrevocable;  but  to  constitate  a  gift  irUer  vivoB,  the  donor  most 
▼oloBtarily  deliver  the  property  and  part  with  all  present  and  future 
dominion  over  it. 

Gevt  III  CovTEMPLATiov  OF  Marriaob  — Revocatiom  ov.— Where  a  woman 
reeeivcs  money  from  a  man  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  her  promise 
to  marry  him,  and  then  refuses  to  keep  her  promise,  without  cause,  she 
may  be  compelled  to  refund  such  money  in  an  action  of  tuautnpeU, 

Pbucviol  — A]aMDicB:9T  to  Dbglaratiom  which  brings  in  no  naw  party 
a|id  no  new  cauae  of  action  into  the  suit  is  properly  allowed. 

Assumpsit.  Judgment  for  defendant,  and  plaintiff  appealed. 

HufUon  and  5(tciney,  for  the  appellant 

/.  B.  Phelp$  and  TFl  B.  Johnson^  for  the  respondent. 

Ttleb,  J.  It  is  a  general  rule  of  law  that  a  gift  by  a  com- 
petent party,  made  perfect  by  a  delivery  and  acceptance,  is 
irrevocable  by  the  donor;  that  to  constitute  a  gift  inter  vtvosy 
the  donor  must  deliver  the  property  and  part  with  all  present 
and  future  dominion  over  it.  It  is  a  voluntary,  gratuitous 
transfer  of  personal  property  by  one  person  to  another.  A  true 
and  proper  gift  or  grant  is  always  accompanied  by  delivery  of 
possession,  and  takes  effect  immediately;  as  if  A  gives  to  B 
one  hundred  pounds  or  a  flock  of  sheep,  and  puts  him  in  pos- 
session of  them  directly,  it  is  then  a  gift  executed  in  the  donee, 
and  it  is  not  in  the  donor's  power  to  retract  it,  though  he  did 
it  without  any  consideration  or  recompense,  unless  he  were 
under  a  legal  incapacity,  as  infancy,  coverture,  duress,  or  the 
like,  or  if  he  were  drawn  in,  circumvented,  or  imposed  upon 
by  false  pretenses,  ebriety,  or  surprise:  2  Bla.  Com.  677. 

In  accordance  with  this  rule,  it  was  held  in  Strauffer  v.  Mor^ 
^n,  89  La.  Ann.  632,  that  a  dopation  by  a  man  to  his  intended 
wife  on  the  eve  of  their  marriage  of  a  check  on  a  banking 
firm  was  revocable  at  any  time  before  actual  collection  by  the 
donee;  but  after  it  had  been  presented  and  honosed  by  placing 
the  amount  to  her  individual  credit  the  donation  was  com- 
plete; that  the  locm  penii$nti»  continued  until  the  delivery 
was  perfected.  '  In  the  note  to  Drew  v.  Hageriy^  81  Me.  231, 
10  Am.  St  Rep.  255,  it  is  s^id  that  in  order  to  render  a  gift 
of  money  by  a  grandmother  to  oertain  children  and  their  father 
as  their  trustee  effectual  for  any  purpose,  it  is  not  only  neces- 
sary to  show  an  intention  to  give,  but  also  an  actual  delivery 
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of  the  thing  given;  there  must  be  a  parting  with  the  posses- 
sion and  all  control  over  the  property,  and  a  vesting  of  tlie 
possession  in  the  donee,  or  in  a  third  person  in  trust  for  tlie 
donee. 

A  gift  of  personal  property  made  with  intent  to  take  effect 
immediately  and  irrevocably,  and  executed  by  complete  and 
unconditional  delivery,  is  binding  upon  the  donor  as  a  gift 
inter  vivos:  Love  v.  Francis^  63  Mich.  181;  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  290, 
and  note.     See  also  In  re  Crawford^  113  N.  Y.  560. 

All  the  definitions  come  to  this:  That  to  constitute  a  valid 
gift,  it  must  be  voluntary,  gratuitous,  and  absolute.  Applying 
these  tests  to  the  facts  relative  to  the  gift  of  the  fifty-five  dol- 
lars, it  is  apparent  that  they  fall  short  of  showing  a  perfected 
gift  of  that  money  in  the  donee.  The  court  below  found  the 
facts  that  the  plaintiff  let  the  defendant  Caroline  have  both 
sums  of  money  without  any  expectation  that  they  would  be 
refunded,  which  was  certainly  quite  natural  in  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case;  that  both  sums  were  intended  as  gifts, 
and  that  no  conditions  were  attached  thereto.  It  is  further 
found  that  the  gifts  were  made  in  the  expectation  by  bolh 
parties  of  marriage,  and  that  they  were  given  for  specific  pur- 
poses, —  the  $275  for  the  purchase  of  the  defendant's  marriage 
wardrobe  and  the  $55  to  defray  her  expenses  in  coming  to 
this  state  to  be  married. 

The  court  would  have  fully  complied  with  the  requirements 
of  the  act  of  1888  if  it  had  stated  the  facts  in  the  case  with- 
out denominating  the  transaction.  That  act  requires  that "  in 
all  cases  hereafter  tried  in  the  county  court,  where  any  ques- 
tion of  fact  shall  be  tried  by  the  court  instead  of  by  a  jury, 
and  in  which  a  jury  trial  might  have  been  had  by  either  party, 
before  any  bill  of  exceptions  shall  be  allowed,  the  facts  found 
by  the  court  upon  which  judgment  is  rendered  shall  be  re- 
duced to  writing  and  signed  by  a  majority  of  the  members 
of  the  court  and  filed  with  the  clerk.''  If  the  plaintiff  had 
given  or  sent  these  sums  of  money  to  the  defendant  without 
any  direction  or  designation  as  to  their  use  as  gratuities,  they 
would  have  been  perfected,  irrevocable  gifts  upon  delivery.  In 
a  general  way  they  were  gifts,  but  in  a  strict  legal  sense  they 
were  not  gifts,  though  called  so  by  the  court,  for  the  reason 
that  they  were  made  in  expectation  and  under  an  arrange- 
ment that  they  were  for  specific  purposes.  The  law  is  well 
settled  that  where  money  is  delivered  by  one  person  to  an- 
other for  a  particular  purpose,  to  which  the  latter  refuses  to 
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apply  it,  the  depositor  may  recover  it  back  Id  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received:  2  Greenl.  Ev.,  sec.  119;  De  BamdUi; 
V.  FtUUr,  14  East,  690,  note. 

In  a  valuable  note  to  Hassar  v.  WallU,  1  Salk.  28,  it  is  saidr 
**  If  one  man  takes  another's  money  to  do  a  thing,  and  refuses 
to  do  it,  it  is  a  fraud ;  and  it  is  at  the  election  of  the  party  in- 
jured either  to  affirm  the  agreement  by  bringing  an  action  for 
the  non-performance  of  it,  or  to  disaffirm  the  agreement  ab 
initio^  by  reason  of  the  fraud,  and  bring  an  action  for  money 
bad  and  received  to  his  use." 

In  Berry  v.  Berry^  81  Iowa,  415,  a  father  gave  to  his  son  cer- 
tain personal  property  upon  the  condition  that  he  should  keep 
sober  and  attend  to  his  business.  It  was  held  that,  to  entitle 
the  donee  to  claim  that  the  gift  was  irrevocable  and  invested 
him  with  a  right  to  the  property,  it  must  be  shown  that  he 
had  complied  with  the  conditions  on  which  the  gift  was  made. 
And  in  Stewart  v.  P&y,  11  Or.  835,  it  was  held  that  (Uiumpsii 
for  money  had  and  received  would  lie  to  recover  money  paid 
by  a  debtor  to  his  creditor  to  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  a 
particular  obligation,  when  it  was  not  so  applied  and  the  obli- 
gation was  otherwise  discharged. 

Several  English  cases  cited  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  go  be- 
yond the  rule  above  indicated,  and  hold  that  marriage  gifts,  or 
their  value,  are  generally  recoverable  of  the  donee  after  breach 
of  the  engagement  by  her.  In  Fonblanque's  Equity,  section 
16,  it  is  said:  ^ But  that  which  helps  us  most,  in  the  finding  out 
the  true  meaning,  is  the  reason  or  cause  which  moved  the  wilL 
And  this  is  of  the  greatest  force  when  it  evidently  appears 
that  some  one  reason  was  the  only  motive  that  the  parties 
went  upon,  which  is  no  less  frequent  in  laws  than  in  facts. 
And  here  that  common  saying  takes  place,  that  the  reason 
ceasing,  the  law  itself  ceases.  So  a  present  made  in  prospect 
of  marriage  may  be  revoked  and  demanded  back  if  the  mar* 
riage  does  not  take  effect,  especially  if  it  sticks  on  that  side  to 
whom  the  present  is  made." 

**  A  made  a  present  of  a  jewel  to  a  lady  whom  he  courted, 
but  the  marriage  not  taking  effect,  he  brought  an  action  of 
detinue  against  her,  and  she,  taking  it  to  be  a  gift,  offered  to 
wage  her  law;  but  the  court  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  prop- 
erty was  not  changed  by  this  gift,  being  to  a  specifical  intent, 
and  therefore  would  not  admit  her  to  do  it":  14  Vin.  Abr.^ 
tit  Gift,  pL  7. 

The  case  of  Young  v.  Burrell,  Gary,  77,  is  as  follows:  **  The 
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-defendftnt  oonfesseth  by  her  answer  the  having  of  a  tablet 
or  pomander  in  gold,  demanded  by  the  plaintant;  and  as  to 
the  twenty  pounds,  likewise  demanded  by  the  plaintant,  hy 
him  left  with  the  said  defendant  as  a  token,  at  such  time 
as  he  was  a  suitor  for  marriage  to  the  defendant,  she  con- 
fesseth  the  same  was  left  with  her  against,  her  will,  and  slie 
delivered  the  same  over  unto  one  Sydole,  her  brother,  who  ivas 
a  dealer  with  her  on  the  plaintant's  behalf,  to  the  end  he 
should  deliver  the  same  over  to  the  plaintant  It  is  ordered 
that  the  tablet  be  forthwith  delivered  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintant^  which  was  done  presently  in  court;  and  as  to 
the  twenty  pounds,  the  plaintant  shall  caU  in  the  said  Sydole 
by  procesa'' 

In  RoHnion  v.  Cummingiy  2  Atk.  409,  Lord  Chancellor 
Hardwicke  laid  down  the  rule  ^'  that  if  a  person  has  m«^e  his 
addresses  to  a  lady  for  some  time  upon  a  view  of  marriage, 
and,  upon  reasonable  expectation  of  suecesa,  makes  presents 
to  a  oonsiderable  value,  and  she  thinks  proper  to  deceive  him 
afterwards,  it  is  very  .right  that  the  presents  themselves  should 
be  returned,  or  the  value  of  them  allowed  to  him;  but  where 
presents  are  made  only  to  introduce  a  person  to  a  woman^s 
acquaintance,  and  by  means  thereof  to  gain  her  favor,  I  look 
:upon  such  person  only  in  the  light  of  an  adventurer.'^  See 
also  1  Com.  Dig.  813. 

The  case  of  OrigyB  v.  Austin^  3  Pick.  20,  15  Am.  Dec.  175, 
t)ears  upon  the  same  rule  of  law.  There  freight  had  been  paid 
in  advance  upon  an  agreement  for  the  carriage  of  goods  from 
Boston  to  Liverpool,  and  the  goods  were  not  delivered,  in  con- 
aequeuce  of  the  vessel  being  stranded.  The  court  said:  "It 
is  certainly  a  clear  principle  of  the  common  law  tha.t  when 
money  is  paid  or  a  promise  made  by  one  party  in  contem- 
plation of  some  act  to  be  done  by  the  other,  which  is  the 
flole  consideration  of  the  payment  or  promise,  and  the  thing 
stipulated  to  be  done  is  not  performed,  the  money  may  be  re- 
<x>vered  back  or  the  promise  founded  upon  such  consideration 
may  be  avoided  between  the  parties  to  the  contract.  This 
general  principle  is  the  foundation  of  perhaps  the  largest  class 
of  cases  which  have  been  sustained  under  the  action  for  money 
liad  and  received." 

The  $275  stands  differently  from  the  $55  in  this  respect, 
that  it  was  literally  applied  to  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  given;  yet  it  stands  precisely  like  the  $55  in  that  it  was 
lo  be  applied  by  the  defendant  towards  the  consummation  of 
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the  marriage  engagement.  She  received  both  snma  for  a 
specific  purpose,  and  when  she  broke  the  engagement  the  law 
raised  a  promiee  on  her  part  to  refund  them.  The  plaintiff 
did  not  give  them  to  her  "  as  an  adventurer,"  to  help  him  win 
her  favor,  but  in  consideration  of  the  engagement,  and  to  en- 
able her  to  perform  it  When  she  broke  it  he  was  entitled  to 
have  his  money  refunded.  We  hold  that  the  gifts  were  not 
absolute,  but  conditional,  and  that  when  the  condition  failed, 
a  right  of  action  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  money. 
That  it  may  be  recovered  in  assumprit  for  money  had  and  re- 
osived  is  well  established  in  Wiwman  v.  Lyman^  7  Mass.  288; 
Calais  v.  Whidden,  64  Me.  249;  and  Bates  v.  QtAxnn,  66  Vt  49. 
This  action  lies  whenever  one  person  has  money  in  his  hands 
which  as^tto  si  bane  belongs  to  anothw:  BomeU  v.  Warren^  82 
Ala.  657. 

The  amendment  brought  no  new  party  and  no  new  cause  of 
action  into  the  suit,  and  was  therefore  properly  allowed:  Myer$ 
▼.  Lyon,  61  Vt  272, 

Judgment  reversed,  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  both 
sums,  and  interest  from  November  30, 1878. 

OZfT  nTBB  VlT08»  WhAT  KsCBSSABT  to  CONSDMMATa  —  FoT  the  MMntial 
•Icmenti  of  a  valid  gift,  see  Dougherty  v.  Mtxyrt,  71  Md.  248;  17  Am.  St. 
R«p.  024^  and  note;  Betxver  ▼.  Beaver,  117  N.  Y.  421;  16  Am.  St  Rep.  631, 
and  nota.  Delivery  is  neeessary  to  a  vaUd  gift»  and  raoh  deliyery  most  have 
bean  intentional,  and  be  evidenced  by  an  aotnal  change  of  posecasion:  Board 
▼.  Caliihan,  38  W.  Va.  209;  MiOer  ▼.  JHeMeehen,  33  W.  Va.  197;  Bingham  ▼. 
Sioge,  128  Ind.  281.  Delivery  need  not  be  actually  made  when  the  donee 
«lrwdy  has  poaeeciion  of  the  thing  donated:  BenneU  ▼.  Oook,  28  &  a  868. 
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OuflUAUTiUii  lOB  Maintbnakos  ov  Dam.  —In  an  action  to  reoover  the 
cost  of  rebnilding  a  dam  from  one  who  is  liable  to  contribnte  to  its 
mainteaanee^  recoTery  may  be  had  in  proportion  to  the  sam  actually 
expended  in  rebuilding  in  a  prudent  and  diligent  manner  under  the 
eircnmetancei,  although  a  man  of  experience  with  ample  meana  mighty 
under  favorable  eircnmatanoes,  have  built  it  for  leaa. 

Is'uscrioii -> Damages.  —Where  an  injunction  ia  wrongfully  iaened  and  ia 
fisoMd  in  ambiguoua  terma,  the  defendent  therein  ia  entitled  to  recover 
auch  damagea  aa  he  haa  auatained  in  obeying  it  as  hs  reaaonably  and 
in  good  faith  nnderatood  it. 

Bill  in  chancery.    Plaintiff  and  defendant  each  owned 
mills  situated  upon  the  same  stream,  the  defendant  being  the 
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upper  owner.    A  dam  was  located  at  defendant's  mill,  whicb 
was  used  to  store  water  for  both  mills,  the  plaintiff  drawing 
water  therefrom  through  defendant's  flume.    In  the  latter 
part  of  1881,  it  became  necessary  to  rebuild  the  dam,  and  the 
defendant  drew  the  water  out  of  the  pond  and  began  to   re- 
construct the  dam.     The  plaintiff  then  brought  this  bill,  aver- 
ring his  right  to  take  water  from  the  pond,  the  interference  of 
defendant  with  this  right,  and  praying  an  injunction,  which 
was  granted  and  served  November  3,  1881.    At  that  time  the 
defendant  had  the  dam  partly  reconstructed  and  had  allowed 
the  pond  to  partly  fill  with  water,  and  understanding  from 
reading  the  injunction  that  he  was  forbidden  to  further  pro- 
ceed with  the  construction  of  the  dam,  or  to  draw  the  water 
in  the  pond  below  its  original  level,  he  allowed  the  pond  to 
fill,  which  caused  the  dam  to  break.    The  defendant,  by  an- 
swer, claimed  that  he  was  properly  proceeding  to  reconstruct 
the  dam,  and  that  the  injunction  was  improperly  granted;  that 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  contribute  to  the  maintenance  of  the 
dam,  and  should  be  compelled  to  so  contribute  in  this  suit. 
No  cross-bill  was  filed,  but  it  was  agreed  that  the  answer 
should  be  treated  as  one.    Upon  these  issues,  the  case  was 
heard  on  the  report  of  a  master  at  the  general  term,  1886.     At 
this  hearing  the  following  mandate  was  issued:  — 

"It  is  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  orator  under  the 
grant  has  a  right  in  the  water-power  created  by  the  dam  and 
pond  at  the  saw-mill  proportionate  to  his  relative  right  to  draw 
water  from  the  same  for  the  use  of  his  grist-mill,  and  is  under 
the  same  proportionate  duty  to  contribute  to  the  support  and 
maintenance  of  the  dam  and  pond  at  the  saw-mill,  so  long  as 
the  orator  and  defendant  continue  to  exercise  their  respective 
rights  to  the  same;  that  the  defendant  has  a  like  right  and  is 
under  a  like  duty,  but  that  if  either  party  abandons  the  use 
of  his  right,  his  duty  to  contribute  to  the  support  and  main- 
tenance of  the  dam  ceases;  that  the  orator  had  no  right  to 
the  injunction  procured  by  him;  that  the  cause  is  remanded 
to  the  court  of  chancery  to  have  under  the  mandate  the  rights 
of  the  parties  as  herein  set  forth  defined,  determined,  and  de- 
creed, and  to  have  a  proper  account  taken,  and  contribution 
decreed  for  the  part  support  of  the  dam  and  pond;  to  have 
the  damages,  if  any,  to  the  defendant  by  the  injunction  ascer- 
tained and  decreed,  and  upon  such  decree  being  passed,  to 
dismiss  the  original  bill,  with  costs  in  this  court  to  the  defend- 
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ant.     The  coets  in  the  coart  of  chancery  are  left  to  the  discre- 
tion of  that  court  *'  Jonathan  RoBe,  for  the  court." 
The  present  reference  to  a  master  is  under  this  mandate.    The 
master  found  that  plaintiff's  right  to  the  water  was  .2921  of 
the  whole,  in  which  proportion  he  was  bound  to  contribute 
to  the  expense  of  reconstructing  the  dam.    He  found   that 
defendant  actually  expended  $507.55  in  rebuilding  the  dam 
and  allowed  him  the  above  proportion  of  that  sum.    He  also 
allowed  defendant  $205.64  for  the  damage  sustained  by  him 
from  the  breaking  of  the  dam  on  November  10, 1881.    In  the 
fall  of  1882,  while  the  injunction  was  still  in  force,  the  defend- 
mskij  finding  it  necessary  to  repair  the  dam,  drew  the  water 
£rom  the  pond  for  that  purpose  on  November  8,  1882,  and  on 
the  next  day  the  plaintiff  complained  of  him  for  violating  the 
injunction.    On  November  18,  1882,  defendant  was  arrested, 
and  admitted  to  bail,  leaving  the  question  of  the  violation  of 
the  injunction  to  be  adjudicated  with  the  remainder  of  the 
ease.    On  December  15,  1882,  the  defendant  obtained  a  modi- 
fication of  the  injunction,  allowing  him  to  make  necessary 
repairs  on  the  dam.    He  claimed  to  recover  as  injunction 
damages  the  loss  of  the  use  of  his  mill  between  the  date  of  his 
arrest  and  the  date  of  the  modification  of  the  injunction. 
This  item  was  allowed,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
Judgment  for  defendant  for  the  several  sums  allowed  by  the 
masteri  with  interest    Plaintiff  appealed. 

Wing  and  Fay^  for  the  appellant. 

8,  C.  Shurtlefff  for  the  respondent. 

RowsLL,  J.  The  master  finds  that  the  defendant  built  the 
dam  as  cheaply  as  he  could  in  the  circumstances  and  condi- 
tion in  which  he  was  placed,  but  that  it  is  probable  that  a 
man  of  experience  in  such  matters,  with  ample  means  and  in 
favorable  circumstances,  could  have  built  it  for  less,  but  for 
how  much  less  he  is  unable  to  find  from  the  testimony. 

The  orator  claims  that  this  problematical  finding  affords 
the  true  ground  of  determining  the  amount  that  he  should 
contribute  for  building  the  dam,  and  that  he  is  liable  for 
nothing  more,  because  all  beyond  was  occasioned  by  the  de- 
fendant's less  favorable  circumstances. 

But  the  first  finding  is  equivalent  to  saying  that  the  de- 
fendant conducted  the  business  in  a  diligent  and  prudent 
manner  in  the  circumstances;  and  this  was  all  he  was  bound 
to  do,  in  order  to  entitle  himself  to  contribution  to  the  full 
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amoant  of  Us  expenditure.  He  st&nda,  in  this  respect,  like 
the  innocent  party  to  a  broken  contract,  who  can  recoTsr  all 
the  damage  that  by  diligence  and  prudence  he  could  not  liave 
prevented  in  the  circumstances  in  which  he  was  placed. 

This  is  the  rule  laid  down  in  Eureka  Marble  Co.  v.  Windsor 
Mfg.  Co,^  61  Vt.  170,  and  approved  in  WUson  ▼.  OreensborOy  54 
Vt.  642.  But  of  course  those  circumstances  must  not  have 
been  rendered  unfavorable  for  the  prevention  of  damage  hy 
any  fault,  in  law,  of  his. 

As  to  the  injunction  damages,  it  is  claimed  that  the  dam 
gave  way  by  reason  of  the  defendant's  fault  in  misoonstruing 
the  injunction,  and  that  therefore  he  is  entitled  to  nothing  for 
repairing  it.    This  court  has  already  said  that  he  complied 
with  the  injunction  as  he  had  a  right  to  understand  it:  Webb 
▼.  Lairdj  69  Vt.  116;  69  Am.  Rep,  699.    And  when  we  con* 
sider  that  it  is  the  spirit,  and  not  merely  the  letter,  of  an  in- 
junction that  must  be  obeyed,  we  still  think  that  he  had  a  right 
to  understand  the  injunction  as  he  did,  and  was  not  in  legal 
fault  in  obeying  it  accordingly. 

A  party  from  whom  obedience  to  an  injunction  is  required 
should  be  allowed  a  fair  latitude  of  construction,  that  he  may 
the  more  surely  avoid  the  risk  of  disobedience.  If  the  party 
obtaining  an  injunction  would  be  safe  from  th^  possible  conse- 
quences of  a  construction  by  the  other  party  that  would  enlarge 
the  scope  of  it  beyond  what  he  intended  it  should  be,  let  him 
see  to  it  that  it  is  made  too  plain  to  admit  of  such  construction. 

A  few  cases  will  illustrate  the  scope  of  the  spirit  of  injunc- 
tions. Thus  an  injunction  against  ftirther  proceedings  in  the 
collection  of  an  execution  enjoins  the  enforcementof  the  judg- 
ment itself:  Caviphell  v.  Tarbell,  65  Vt.  463.  In  Partington  v. 
Booth,  8  Mer.  148,  an  injunction  against  taking  possession 
under  a  verdict  obtained  in  ejectment  was  held  to  be  violated 
by  procuring  an  attachment  for  non-payment  of  the  costs  taxed. 
So  in  Grand  Junction  C.  Co,  v.  Dimes^  17  Sim.  88,  an  injunc- 
tion against  obstructing  the  passage  of  boats  along  a  canal 
was  held  to  be  violated  by  the  bringing  of  fifteen  suits  on 
account  of  such  passage. 

The  giving  way  of  the  dam  being  due  to  the  defendant's  obey- 
ing the  injunction  as  he  had  the  right  to  understand  it,  be  can 
recover  for  rebuilding  it  and  for  the  necessary  loss  of  the  use 
of  his  n)ill  for  the  time  required  to  rebuild.  It  is  not  found 
that  he  was  guilty  of  any  unnecessary  delay  in  rebuilding,  but 
on  the  contrary,  that  he  made  such  progress  therein  as  he 
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could,  oonridering  the  season  and  the  circumstances.  There- 
fore, upon  the  findifigs,  he  is  entitled  to  this  class  of  damages, 
as  found  by  the  master. 

On  November  8,  1882,  the  defendant,  without  notice  to  the 
orator,  drew  all  the  water  from  the  pond,  in  order  to  make 
needed  repairs  on  the  dam  and  the  flume,  in  the  making  of 
which  he  was  unnecessarily  slow,  as  he  might  have  made  them 
in  two  days,  but  had  not  completed  them  on  November  18th, 
when  he  was  arrested  for  violating  the  injunction,  and  thereby 
delayed  three  days,  during  which  time  he  lost  the  use  of 
the  mill.  On  December  15th  he  made  written  application  to 
a  chancellor  for  a  modification  of  the  injunction  that  would 
allow  him  to  draw  the  water  down  and  shut  it  out  of  his  flume, 
so  that  he  could  repair  the  gate  that  let  water  onto  the  wheel; 
and  on  being  shown  the  application,  the  orator's  counsel  at 
once  consented  to  the  modification  asked  for. 

The  defendant  charges  and  was  allowed  for  the  loss  of  the 
use  of  the  mill  from  the  time  of  his  arrest  to  the  time  of  the 
modification  of  the  injunction,  —  thirty  days.  Of  this  item  it 
is  sufficient  to  say  that  it  does  not  appear  why  he  lost  the  use 
of  the  mill  longer  than  the  three  days  he  was  delayed  by  the 
arrest,  nor  clearly  that  he  did  in  fact  lose  it  longer;  but  it 
rather  appears  that  he  did  not  lose  it  longer,  or  certainly  not 
10  long  as  charged,  for  in  his  application  for  a  modification, 
which  is  made  a  part  of  the  master's  report,  he  expressly  says 
that  ^  while  using  his  mill  on  December  11th"  his  gate  got 
oat  of  place,  etc.  There  are  not  sufficient  facts  reported  to 
warrant  the  allowance  of  this  item,  whatever  other  defense 
there  may  be  to  it,  except  for  the  three  days'  loss  on  account 
of  the  arrest. 

Decree  reversed,  and  cause  remanded,  with  mandate. 


COMTRIBITTIOir    AMOVQ    PSBSOKS  JoiNTLT  LlABLB    FOR  RkPAIBS.  —  Al  tO 

tiie  mle  of  oontribatioii  among  oo-tonanti  for  repairs  made  apon  the  eommon 
pceperty  by  one  tenant  in  common,  lee  note  to  Robinson  r.  AtcDonaid,  02  Am. 
Bee.  482-487.  For  the  mle  as  between  the  owners  of  a  party-wall,  see  note  to 
Btoeh  ▼.  Mam,  92  Am.  Dec  293,  300,  301.  The  principle  of  ooutribution 
may  be  stated  thns:  Equality  of  right  requires  equality  of  burden:  (kunpb€U  v* 
Meiiart  4  Johns.  Ch.  336;  8  Am.  Deo.  670. 
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(B2  Ybrmomt,  48L] 

fiLAimm— PsnriLaosD  Cokkunigation.  —  A  itatomflnl  nadt  to  a  posl- 
oAoe  inspector,  in  nply  to  an  inquiry  by  him  in  refarenoa  to  an  appU* 
eant  for  a  post-offioe  appointmant,  ia  ao  far  priTilegad  aa  to  protect  tha 
party  making  the  commnnioation  in  good  faith,  from  aa  honeat  motiTa^ 
and  withoot  actoal  malice. 

Blakdui  ~  Phoov  ov  Wobm  Allbqidw  —  In  alandar,  the  plaintiff  need 
only  prove  the  worda  alleged  anbatantially  aa  laid.  He  need  not  prove 
the  predae  worda. 

SLAimsB— Houu  ov  Ill-vamb.  —  Charging  one  with  fcaapfaif  a  honaa  of 
ill-fame  ia  actionable  p$r  m» 

Blandxr— Ghabos  ov  Cbikb  AonoHABLB  PBB  Sb. — Worda  charging  a 
crime  invdving  moral  turpitude,  and  subjecting  tha  oflender  to  corpond 
punishment^  are  actionable  jmt  ml  The  place  of  confinement  ia  imma- 
terial 

Slamdbb  —  SuvnciBKOT  ov  Count.  — >  A  count  charging  slander  by  accnsing 
plaintiff  of  keeping  a  house  of  ill-fame  is  sufficient  withont  an  averment 
that  plaintiff  had  a  honaa. 

81.AIIDBB  —  WoBDB  SuTFOBTnro  Ihbvbmdo.  — The  words  *'8he  keepa  a 
common  open  house;  she  is  nothing  bnt  a  whore  anjrway,* — will  support 
the  innuendo  that  aha  keepa  a  house  of  ill-fame. 

Slamdbb  —  WoBSB  HOT  8v]*POBTiNO  InmvbndOw  —  The  words  "My  mail 
won't  come  into  a  whore-house,"  spoken  of  and  concerning  plaintiff  to 
prevent  her  from  obtaining  an  appointment  aa  post-mistresa,  will  not 
support  the  innaendo  that  she  keeps  a  house  of  ill-fame,  without  the 
further  averment  that  she  had  a  house. 

Blamdbb — Words  hot  SuFPOBTnto  IvMUBNDa  —  Words  charging  plaintiff 
with  keeping  a  "  atinking  place  ";  that  her  character  is  not  in  good 
standing;  and  that  **  she  is  in  the  habit  of  having  men  come  to  her  house 
and  lounge  around  and  stay  for  hours  at  .a  time,"  —  will  not  support  the 
innuendo  that  she  keeps  a  house  of  ill-fame. 

Blamdkb — Words  not  Suppobtino  iNNUBNDa  — Worda  charging  a  plain- 
tiff in  slander  with  having  a  venereal  disease  will  not  support  the  innu- 
endo that  she  keeps  a  house  of  ill-fame. 

Slander  —  New  Trial,  whbrb  Oood  and  Bad  Oountb  arb  Joined.  —In 
slander,  where  the  several  counts  charge  the  utterance  of  different  words 
upon  separate  occasions,  and  a  general  verdict  is  returned,  a  new  trial 
will  be  granted  where,  upon  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment^  some  of  the 
counts  are  found  good  and  the  others  bad. 

Slander.  The  defamatory  matter  alleged  in  the  different 
eounta  was  as  follows:  — 

First  Count.  —  *'She  [meaning  the  plaintiff]  keeps  a  com- 
mon open  house  [meaning  that  plaintiff  kept  a  common  open 
house  of  ill-fame].  She  [meaning  the  plaintiff]  is  nothing 
but  a  whore,  anyway  [meaning  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  com- 
mon  prostitute,  and  kept  a  house  of  ill-fame];  her  children 
[meaning  the  children  of  the  plaintiff]  are  all  broken  out 
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frith  soreB  [meaning  it  to  be  understood  that  the  children  of 
the  plaintiff  were  infected  with  the  venereal  disease],  and  would 
poison  the  mail  if  it  came  there  [meaning  that  said  children 
woold  handle  the  mail,  and  would  poison  the  mail  by  contact 
with  the  poison  from  this  venereal  disease,  if  the  plaintiff  ob- 
tained the  appointment  as  post-mistress  at  said  North  Fays- 
ton  and  the  mail  came  to  the  house  of  the  plaintiff]." 

Second  Coitnt.  —  ''I  [meaning  the  defendant]  will  have  my 
mail  [meaning  the  mail  coming  through  the  post-office  to  the 
defendant]  stopped  at  Moretown  [meaning  that  if  the  plain- 
tiff was  appointed  post-mistress  as  aforesaid,  she,  the  defend- 
anU  would  have  her  mail  stopped  at  the  post-office  at  the 
village  of  Moretown];  my  mail  [meaning  the  mail  coming 
through  the  post-office  to  her,  the  defendant]  won't  come  into 
a  whore-house  [meaning  that  the  plaintiff  kept  a  house  of  ill- 
fame,  and  that  she,  the  defendant,  would  not  have  her  mail 
come  through  the  post-office  at  said  North  Fayston  if  the  said 
plaintiff  obtained  the  appointment  to  the  office  of  post-mis- 
tress as  aforesaid]." 

Tfnrd  Count. — "I  [meaning  the  defendant]  do  not  think 
it  [meaning  the  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff]  a  fit  place  for 
the  mail  to  go,  to  any  such  stinking  place  [meaning  that  the 
plaintiff  kept  a  low  house  of  ill-fame,  and  that  her  house 
was  not  a  fit  place  for  people  to  go  to  get  the  mail  which  came 
to  them  through  the  post-office]."  Thereafterwards,  in  answer 
to  the  question  by  said  Chase,  *'  Why,  are  you  afraid  of  any 
disease,  of  taking  it,  or  getting  poisoned?"  the  defendant 
falsely  and  maliciously  spoke  and  published  of  and  concerning 
the  plaintiff,  in  the  hearing  and  presence  of  the  said  Chase, 
and  of  other  good  and  worthy  citizens  of  this  state,  the  false, 
scandalous,  malicious,  and  defamatory  words  following,  that 
is  to  say:  ''Yes,  that  is  one  objection  [meaning  that  the  fear 
of  getting  poisoned  from  the  venereal  disease  was  one  objec- 
tion to  the  plaintiff  being  appointed  to  the  office  of  post-mis- 
tress as  aforesaid]  and  it  [meaning  the  dwelling-house  of  the 
plaintiff^  is  no  place  for  it  [meaning  that  the  dwelling-house 
of  the  plaintiff  was  no  fit  place  for  the  post-office]."  Said 
Chase  then  asked  the  question  as  follows:  ''  Why,  is  the  char- 
acter of  Mrs.  Posiiett  not  in  good  standing?"  To  which 
question  the  defendant,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the 
said  Chase,  and  of  other  good  and  worthy  citizens  of  the  state, 
falsely  and  maliciously  spoke  and  published  of  and  concern- 
ing the  plaintiff  the  false,  scandalous,  malicious,  and  defama- 
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iorj  Wofds  following;  that  is  to  say:  **  I  [meaning  the  defend- 
ant] do  not  think  she  [meaning  the  plaintiff]  is  [meaning 
that  she  did  not  think  that  the  character  of  the  plaintiff 
was  good]."     Said  Chase  then  asked  the  defendant  the  que»* 
tion  as  follows:  **  Is  she  [the  plaintiff]  in  the  habit  of  hay- 
ing men  come  there  to  her  house  and  lounge  around  and  stay 
for  hours  at  a  time?"    In  answer  to  which  question  the  de- 
fendant, in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  said   Chase, 
and  of  other  good  and  worthy  citizens  of  this  state,  falsely 
and  maliciously  spoke  and  published  of  and  concerning  the 
plaintiff  the  false,  malicious,  scandalous,  and   defamatory 
words  following;  that  is  to  say:  *'I  [meaning  the  defendant] 
am  sure  she  [meaning  the  plaintiff]  does  that  [meaning  thai 
the  defendant  was  sure  that  the  plaintiff  had  men  around 
there,  the  plaintiff's  house,  for  hours  for  the  purpose  of  sexual 
intercourse  with  the  plaintiff].     She  [meaning  the  plaintiff^ 
has  men  enough  there  [meaning  at  the  house  of  the  plaintiff] 
most  any  time  [meaning  it  to  be  understood  and  believed  that 
the  plaintiff  kept  a  house  of  ill-fame,  and  bad  men  there  at 
any  and  all  times  for  the  purpose  of  prostitution  and  to  have 
sexual  intercourse  with  the  plaintiff]." 

Fourth  Count.  —  **  Mrs.  Posnett  [meaning  the  plaintiff]  keeps 
a  house  of  ill-fame  [meaning  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of 
the  crime  of  keeping  a  house  of  ill-fame],  and  all  of  the  boys 
have  what  they  want  of  her  [meaning  that  the  plaintiff  was  a 
common  prostitute,  and  that  she  kept  a  house  of  ill-fame^  and 
that  all  the  men  and  boys  went  to  the  house  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  had  sexual  intercourse  with  the  plaintiff  whenever  they 
wished],  and  I  can  prove  it  [meaning  that  she,  the  defendant, 
could  prove  that  the  plaintiff  kept  a  house  of  ill-fame];  and 
she  [meaning  the  plaintiff]  will  steal  [meaning  that  the 
plaintiff  was  guilty  of  the  crime  of  theft],  and  lies  [meaning 
that  the  plaintiff  was  untruthful  and  would  tell  lies]." 

Fifth  Ccunt.  — "  It's  imposing  on  the  community  to  have 
the  mail  go  to  any  one  as  rotten  as  she  [meaning  the  plain- 
tiff] is  [meaning  thereby  that  the  plaintiff  kept  a  house  of 
ill-fame  and  was  a  comnK>n  prostitute,  and  had  thereby  con- 
tracted the  venereal  disease,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  all 
rotten  with  said  disease];  she  [meaning  the  plaintiff]  is  all 
rotten  with  the  pox  [meaning  that  the  plaintiff  had  contracted 
the  venereal  disease,  and  was  rotten  with  the  same]." 

Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  defendant  appealed. 
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Oeor^  Wing,  W.  P.  IMingham,  and  E.  A.  Heath,  for  iii^ 
appellant. 

Heath  and  Fay,  and  Senter  and  Kemp,  for  the  respondent. 

HuNBON,  J.  The  plaintiff  was  an  applicant  for  appointment: 
as  poflt-mi stress  at  the  North  Fayston  office.  The  defendant's- 
husband  was  an  applicant  for  the  same  position.  One  Chasey, 
a  postroffice  inspector,  was  engaged  in  inspecting  this  office. 
While  BO  engaged  he  procured  the  defendant's  attendance  at 
the  office,  and  questioned  her  in  regard  to  the  plaintiffi  The- 
defendant  at  first  declined  to  say  anything  about  the  plain- 
tiff, whereupon  Chase  told  her  it  was  his  business,  as  inspector^ 
to  make  the  inquiry,  and  her  duty  to  give  him  the  informal 
tioQ.  The  defendant  then  had  a  conversation  with  Chase  con-^ 
ceming  the  plaintiff,  in  which  it  was  claimed  she  used  th» 
words  set  forth  in  the  third  count.  The  testimony  offered'  in 
proof  of  what  the  defendant  said  was  objected  to  on  the  ground 
that  the  communication  was  privileged.  The  court  received 
the  evidence,  but  told  the  jury,  in  submitting  the  case,  that  the 
occasion  was,  in  a  sense,  privileged;  and  further  instructed 
them  that  if  the  defendant  said  what  she  did  in  good  faith,  and 
without  malice,  she  would  not  be  liable;  but  that  if  she  im- 
proved the  occasion  to  maliciously  make  false  charges  against 
the  plaintiff,  she  would  be  liable  therefor.  To  such  admission 
ot  evidence  and  to  this  part  of  the  charge  the  defendant  ex-- 
eepted. 

The  plaintiff  was  an  applicant  for  appointment  to  a  publia 
office.  In  view  of  her  application,  her  character  was  a  matter 
of  public  concern.  The  defendant  was  a  member  of  the  com-^ 
munity  immediately  interested  in  the  result  of  the  applica^ 
tioD.  Her  conversation  was  with  one  who,  she  might  naturally 
■oppose,  could  prevent  the  appointment  The  circumstances 
were  such  as  to  justify  the  defendant  in  communicating  what 
she  honestly  believed  as  to  the  plaintiff's  conduct  and  char- 
acter. The  selection  of  suitable  persons  for  the  performance 
of  official  servioe  is  essential  to  the  interests  of  both  the  gov^ 
emment  and  the  dtisen.  These  interests  can  be  protected 
only  by  the  communication  of  information  and  by  free  dis- 
eossioii  eonoeming  the  fitness  of  applicants.  It  would  tend 
to  repress  this  necessary  freedom,  and  would  be  a  manifest 
injustice  to  the  citizen,  if  communications  of  this  character 
subjected  the  person  making  them  to  the  payment  of  damages 
in  the  event  of  an  honest  mistake.     But  these  considerationa 
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<liBolo0e  no  necessity  for  a  privilege  broad  enough  to  oover 
charges  which  are  unfounded  and  malicious.  A  just  disiino- 
tioQ  is  established,  and  reasonable  protection  afforded  to  every 
interest^  by  holding  communications  of  this  nature  to  be 
jprtma  facH  privileged.  By  virtue  of  this  privilege,  a  defend- 
4tnt  who  has  made  a  statement  which  cannot  be  substantiated 
is  relieved  from  the  effect  of  a  legal  presumption  of  malioe,  and 
is  made  liable  only  by  proof  of  actual  maliot.  The  ocoasion 
in  question  was  not  one  of  absolute  privilege,  but  was  so  £ar 
privileged  as  to  protect  a  communication  made  in  good  £aith, 
and  from  an  honest  motive.  The  testimony  objected  to  was 
]»roperly  admitted,  and  the  charge  of  the  court  as  to  the  nature 
and  limitation  of  the  privilege  was  correct:  Townshend  on 
Slander  and  libel,  sec.  209;  1  Am.  Lead.  Cas.  186. 

The  plaintiff  was  permitted  to  show,  by  the  person  who 
served  the  writ,  what  the  defendant  said  on  hearing  it  read. 
This  was  under  objection  and  exception.  The  exceptions 
show  what  counsel  anticipated  the  testimony  might  be,  hot 
do  not  state  what  the  testimony  was.  In  the  charge  it  was 
treated  as  testimony  to  admissions  of  the  defendant,  and  no 
exception  was  taken  to  this  as  unwarranted  by  the  evidence. 
The  exceptions  disclose  no  error. 

The  defendant  excepted  to  the  charge  as  to  the  degree  of 
precision  required  in  establishing  the  defamatory  words.  The 
court  first  instructed  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  must  prove 
the  words  alleged  in  the  declaration  substantially  as  laid,  and 
afterwards  said  it  was  not  necessary  that  they  should  find  the 
<iefendant  used  the  precise  words  alleged,  but  that  they  must 
£nd  the  charge  was  made  substantially  in  the  words  set  forth. 
This  is  in  accord  with  the  rule  deduced  from  the  authorities 
and  laid  down  in  Smith  v.  HoUister,  82  Vt  695.  We  think  it 
was  sufficiently  explicit  It  left  no  room  for  the  jury  to  sup- 
pose that  proof  of  other  words  of  substantially  the  same  mean- 
ling  would  Mititle  the  plaintiff  to  reoover. 

Several  points  are  made  under  the  motion  in  arrest.  No 
epecial  damages  were  shown.  The  words  charging  the  diseaae 
were  justified,  the  plaintiff  ccmceding  the  fact  The  case  stood 
upon  the  charge  of  keeping  a  house  of  ill-fame.  It  is  urged 
that  words  charging  one  with  keeping  a  house  of  ill-Came 
merely  are  not  actionable  per  u.  The  statute  provides  for  the 
punishment  of  one  who  keeps  **  a  house  of  ill-fame,  resorted  to 
for  the  purpose  of  prostitution  or  lewdness.'*  The  innuendo 
each  count  explains  the  words  spoken  as  meaning  to  charge 
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the  plaintiff  with  keeping  ^'  a  houBe  of  ill-fame,"  iriftout  using 
the  farther  words  of  the  statute.  It  is  said  there  are  several 
kinds  of  houses  of  ill-Came,  and  that,  as  the  matter  is  left  by 
the  pleader,  the  words*  must  be  taken  to  mean  a  house  of  ill- 
lame  of  a  more  innocent  character  that  the  one  described  in 
the  staiote.  Both  at  common  law  and  in  common  language 
the  term  **  house  of  ill-fame,"  without  words  giving  it  a  special 
application,  means  a  house  resorted  to  for  prostitution.  Bou- 
vier  defines  a  house  of  ill-fame  to  be  '^  a  house  resorted  to  for 
the  purpose  of  prostatution  and  lewdness.''  Thus  to  charge 
one  with  keeping  a  house  of  ill-fame  is  to  charge  the  exact 
oifenee  punished  by  our  statute.  The  innuendo  is  sufficient 
in  this  respect,  unless  it  is  necessary,  in  alleging  that  a  statu* 
tory  offense  was  intended,  to  use  the  entire  language  of  the 
statute.    We  do  not  think  this  strictness  is  required. 

It  ie  further  insisted  that  if  the  words  are  sufficient  to 
charge  the  crime  described  in  the  statute,  the  punighmeiit  of 
the  crime  is  not  an  infamous  one,  and  that  the  words  are 
therefore  not  actionable.  This  claim  is  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  by  the  statiate  of  1884  the  punishment  was  changed  from 
imprieonment  in  the  state  prison  to  imprisonment  in  the  house 
of  correction.  But  it  is  sufficient  if  the  punishment  is  cor- 
poral; the  place  of  eonftnement  is  not  the  test.  The  crime 
charged  is  one  that  involves  moral  turpitude  and  subjects  the 
offender  to  imprisonment,  and  the  words  are  therefore  action- 
able: Bedway  y.  Gray,  81  Vt  292. 

It  is  also  objected  that  in  neither  count  is  there  an  aver- 
ment that  the  plaintiff  had  a  house.  As  regards  the  first  and 
fourth  counts,  in  which  the  defendant  is  charged  with  using 
words  directly  denoting  the  possession  of  a  house,  this  is  no 
defect  When  the  slanderous  words  themselves  import  the 
existence  of  the  thing,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  its  existence: 
Townshend  on  Slander  and  Libel,  sec.  808,  note;  1  Ghitty's 
Pleading,  403.  The  slander  is  the  same  whether  the  falsity  of 
the  charge  relates  only  to  the  character  of  a  house  or  includes 
the  existence  of  one. 

The  defamatory  words  relied  upon  in  the  first  count  are: 
'^She  keeps  a  common  open  house;  she  is  nothing  but  a  whore, 
anyway  *';  and  the  meaning  assigned  is,  that  she  kept  a  house 
of  ilHiame.  The  question  is  not.  as  assumed  by  the  defend- 
ant, whether  this  is  the  only  natural  meaning  of  the  words 
'^commoi  open  house.''  In  determining  the  meaning  of  this 
particular  phrase,  the  language  used  is  to  be  taken  together^ 
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and  the  question,  then,  is,  What  might  the  person  to  whom 
the  words  were  spoken  have  properly  taken  them  to  mean  T 
Might  they  not^  without  other  aid,  have  naturally  conveyed 
the  meaning  assigned  by  the  innuendo?    If  so,  the  words  are 
legally  susceptible  of  the  meaning  charged,  and  the  count  is 
sufficient  after  verdict    The  charge  of  keeping  a  common 
open  house,  standing  alone,  could  not  support  an  innuendo 
that  a  house  of  ill-fame  was  meant,  without  the  aid  of  special 
prefatory  averments.    But  when  it  is  said  of  a  woman  who  in 
the  same  connection  is  declared  to  be  a  prostitute  that  she 
keeps  a  common  open  house,  we  think  the  words  are  legally 
susceptible  of  the  meaning  here  ascribed  to  them;  and  the 
jury  has  found  by  its  verdict,  that  they  were  used  by  the  de» 
fendant  in  that  sense. 

The  important  words  of  the  second  count  are:  *^  My  mail 
won't  come  into  a  whore-house."  The  term  used  to  indicate 
the  character  of  the  house  is,  in  common  language  and  accep- 
tation, synonymous  with  the  term  used  in  the  statute.  But 
the  defamatory  words  have  no  apparent  connection  with  the 
plaintiff  or  her  affairs,  and  their  application  must  fully  appear 
from  the  antecedent  averments  and  colloquium.  It  is  averred 
that  the  plaintiff  was  an  applicant  for  appointment  as  post- 
mistress, and  that  the  defendant  spoke  the  words  of  and 
concerning  the  plaintiff  to  prevent  her  obtaining  such  ap- 
pointment We  think  there  should  have  been  also  an  aver^ 
ment  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  house,  and  that  the  eoUoquium 
should  have  been  framed  to  include  it.  Here  the  charge  is 
made  by  an  indirect  reference,  and  the  possession  of  a  house 
is  only  implied. 

In  the  third  count,  the  defendant  is  charged  with  having 
referred  to  the  plaintiff's  house  as  a  ^'stinking  place,**  and  an 
unfit  place  for  the  mail.  This  is  alleged  to  have  been  followed 
by  a  question  and  answer  as  to  the  possible  communication 
of  some  disease.  The  subsequent  conversation  is  set  forth 
as  follows:  **Why,  is  the  character  of  Mrs.  Posnett  not  in 
good  standing?**  *^I  do  not  think  she  is.**  ^Is  she  in  the 
habit  of  having  men  come  there  to  her  house,  and  lounge 
around  and  stay  for  hours  at  a  time?*'  ''I  am  sure  she  does 
that.  She  has  men  enough  there  most  of  the  time."  We 
think  an  innuendo  which  ascribes  to  the  defamatory  language 
of  this  count  the  meaning  that  the  plaintiff  kept  a  house 
of  ill-fame  goes  beyond  the  fair  import  of  the  words.  The 
words  relating  to  the  presence  of  men  at  her  bouse  are  not  in 
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themaelyes  sufficient  to  carry  this  meaning,  and  there  is  no 
direct  charge  touching  the  plaintiff's  character  for  chastity  to 
give  them  aid. 

The  objections  to  the  fourth  count  are  confined  to  the  points, 
already  considered,  in  relation  to  the  description  given  the 
(^ense  in  the  innuendo  and  the  want  of  an  avernment  that 
the  plaintiff  had  a  house. 

The  defamatory  words  of  the  fifth  count  charge  the  plaintiff 
with  having  a  venereal  disease.  There  is  not  a  further  sug- 
gestion in  the  language.  It  utterly  fails  to  justify  the  innu* 
endo  that  the  plaintiff  kept  a  house  of  ill-fame. 

The  several  counts  purport  to  be  for  words  spoken  upon  dif- 
ferent occasions.  A  general  verdict  was  rendered  upon  all  the 
counts.  The  second,  third,  and  fifth  counts  are  held  to  be  in- 
sufficient, and  the  court  has  no  means  of  determining  upon 
which  counts  the  damages  were  in  fact  assessed. 

This  being  the  situation,  what  disposition  shall  be  made  of 

the  case?    The  courts  are  not  agreed  as  to  the  procedure.    One 

oouTse  is  to  end  the  suit  by  arresting  the  judgment    Another 

course  is  to  award  a  venire  de  novo.    In  Haeelton  v.  Weare^  8 

Vt.  480,  the  court  arrested  the  judgment,  saying  that  this  was 

in  accordance  with  the  settled  rule  in  England.    The  court 

had  before  it  English  cases  in  which  this  course  had  been 

taken,  but  the  English  practice  up  to  that  time  was  far  from 

uniform,  and  the  other  method  has  since  prevailed.     One  of 

the  cases  relied  upon  by  the  court  in  Haeelton  v.  Weave,  8  Vt. 

480,  was  Hdt  v.  Scholefield,  6  Term  Rep.  691.     But  this  case 

was  expressly  overruled  by  Leach  v.  Thomae,  2  Mees.  &  W. 

427,  soon  after  Haeelton  v.  Weare^  8  Vt  480,  was  decided.     In 

Leach  V.  Thomas^  2  Mees.  &  W.  427,  it  was  said  that  this  point 

did  not  appear  to  have  been  at  all  argued  in  Holt  v.  Schole' 

fields  6  Term  Rep.  691;  and  in  Comer  v.  Shew,  4  Mees.  &  W. 

162,  Parke,  B.,  in  stating  that  the  point  had  been  considered 

doubtful  before  the  decision  of  Leach  v.  ThomoB^  2  Mees.  &  W. 

427,  expressed  surprise  that  such  a  doubt  should  have  existed, 

inasmuch  as  the  matter  had  been  provided  for  by  rules  of  court 

in  both  the  king's  bench  and  the  common  pleas  as  early  as 

1654.     In  Empeon  v.  Oriffin,  11  Ad.  &  E.  186,  the  court  of 

queen's  bench  followed  the  decision  in  Leach  v.  ThomaSy  2 

Mees.  &  W.  427,  and  awarded  a  venire  de  novo. 

The  rule  adopted  in  Haeelton  v.  Weare^  8  Vt.  480,  has  never 
been  cordially  approved.  In  Woid  v.  Scott^  13  Vt.  42,  the 
fourt  considered  the  question  settled,  but  Redfield,  J.,  referred 
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with  evident  Bympathy  to  the  regret  expressed  by  Lord  Mans- 
field in  Peake  v.  Oldham^  Cowp.  275,  that  such  a  rule  had  been 
established.     In  Camp  v.  Barker ,  21  Vt.  469,  and  in  Whiicomb 
V.  WoUatt^  21  Vt  368,  the  court  vigorously  criticised  the  rule, 
and  indicated  its  intention  to  make  all  reasonable  intend- 
ments in  favor  of  a  verdict,  when  some  of  the  counts   vrere 
good.    In  the  latter  case,  the  court  referred  to  the  modern 
English  practice  of  awarding  a  venire  d$  novOy  where  it  could 
be  done,  as  the  true  course,  but  considered  that  this  could  not 
well  be  done  in  a  court  of  error.    In  Joy  v.  Hill^  36  Vt.  333, 
the  motion  in  arrest  was  disposed  of  on  the  ground  of  a  mis- 
joinder of  counts,  the  question  whether  the  expressions   in 
more  recent  cases  had  abrogated  the  law  as  declared  in  Wood 
V.  Scotif  13  Vt.  42,  being  recognized,  but  not  considered.     In 
1865,  Uie  difficulty  was  removed  by  statute,  as  far  as  declara- 
tions containing  only  counts  for  the  same  cause  of  action  are 
concerned:  Rev.  Laws,  sec.  913.     In  Dv/nham  v.  Powers,  42  Vt. 
1,  and  in  Kimmie  v.  StileSy  44  Vt.  351,  decided  since  this  en- 
actment, the  counts  not  being  for  the  same  cause  of  action,  it 
was  considered  that  judgment  should  be  arrested. 

In  view  of  the  misapprehension  under  which  the  rule  was 
adopted,  the  position  afterwards  taken  in  regard  to  it,  and  the 
modern  vindication  in  the  English  courts  of  the  earlier  and 
better  practice,  we  are  inclined  to  extend  the  benefit  of  a  new 
trial  to  cases  like  this.  Upon  a  mistrial  of  this  character,  we 
think  the  law  may  conveniently  and  properly  give  the  liti- 
gants a  more  substantial  justice  than  is  afforded  by  an  arrest 
of  judgment.  That  the  proposed  action  may  properly  be  taken 
by  this  court  is  apparent  from  the  settled  practice  of  many 
courts  of  error.  The  nature  of  the  proceeding  is  fully  stated 
in  Comer  v.  Shew^  4  Mees.  A  W.  162,  above  cited.  The  theory 
is,  that  the  defect  is  in  the  verdict.  The  order  is  made,  in  the 
language  of  the  aadent  rule,  "  as  upon  an  ill  verdict."  By 
sending  back  the  case  an  opportunity  is  given  to  have  the 
damages  assessed  upon  the  good  oounts  only.  The  plaintiff 
will  also  be  entitled  to  the  usual  privileges  of  amendment  un- 
der the  rules  of  the  trial  court. 

Judgment  reversed.  New  trial  granted  on  condition  that 
plaintiff  pay  defendant's  costs  heretofore  incurred  in  the  court 
below,  and  take  no  costs  for  that  time  in  the  event  of  a  final 
recovery;  and  if  a  new  trial  is  not  desired  upon  these  termS| 
plaintiff  to  become  nonsuit.    Cause  remanded. 
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—  WoBJM  AimoNABLi  PBB  Sb.— Ab  to  whftt  words  tM  dftBde^ 
«M  and  Mftioiubfe  jmt  m^  im  ifbrofM  ▼.  AvdK  151  ICmi.  087;  SI  Am.  St^ 
Bopu  474^  and  Boto. 

Hlavbb — Pbitiuobd  C(nannfnuTioira.~AB  to  what  oommnniwitiona* 
va  to  bo  zagvdod  ai  priTil«gad»  sea  Bjfam  ▼.  OoOku,  111  N.  Y.  l4S;  7  Am. 
8i.  Rapu  7tl6;  and  note;  note  to  ShturO^  w.  Ste^eiu,  81  Am.  Bep.  708-716^ 
to  Vamdenm  ▼.  McOregart  27  Am.  Dee.  168. 

— iNKimnxi,  — Upon  the  gabjeot  of  the  offioe  and  natofo  of  tho 
ate  note  to  Foa  Veehten  ▼.  Hopkku,  4  Am.  Dee.  S48-S54;  Sa^  r^ 
ak^I9Pa.it^8l0}I4Am.8t.  Bep.  874  w4  noti. 
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Andrews  v.  Kino  County. 

[1  WaSKINOTOK,  4ft.] 

Vbaud^  SumomiT  Allioatiov  ov.  —  A  oompUunt  alleging  fMti  wliioli, 
if  proved  to  be  trae,  would  eBtftbliah  f raad  as  a  oonoliiaion  of  law  aoffi. 
eM&Uy  alleges  fraud,  without  a  apeoifio  declaration  that  such  facts  are 
fraudulent. 

TixmoH  — Whin  UmEQUAL  and  not  Univork.  —  A  rule  by  which  an  a»» 
aessor  uniformly  assesses  mortgages  unaccompanied  by  other  CTidence 
of  indebtedness  at  their  par  value,  and  the  land  and  other  property  mort- 
gaged at  from  one  fourth  to  one  fifth  of  its  cash  value,  is  in  contravention 
«f  the  constitutional  provision  that  "all  taxes  shall  be  uniform,  and  that 
the  assessment  shall  be  according  to  the  value  of  the  property." 

iBJUNCnoH  TO  RisTRAiN  UNEQUAL  TAXATION.  •— While  equity  will  not 
interfere  to  correct  mere  mistakes  or  inadvertences,  or  to  contravene  or 
set  aside  the  judgments  of  assessors  or  boards  of  equalization  in  relation 
to  values^  it  will  interfere  when  the  officers  fraudulently,  capriciously, 
or  tyrannically  refuse  to  exercise  their  judgment  by  adopting  a  rule  or 
system  of  valuation  designed  to  operate  unequally  and  to  violate  a 
fundamental  principle  of  the  constitution. 

Application  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  a  levy  upon  and 
nale  of  household  goods  and  other  property  to  satisfy  a  delin- 
<iuent  tax,  with  penalty  and  costs.  A  demurrer  to  the  bill 
^at  sustained,  judgment  entered  dismissing  the  bill|  and 
plaintiff  appeids. 

W.  B.  AndrewBj  for  the  appellant 

Stratum  and  FentoUy  and  J.  T,  JSonaU,  for  the  appellees. 

DuNBAB,  J.  In  the  investigation  of  this  case  there  are  three 
leading  propositions  to  be  considered,  viz.:  1.  In  order  to  pul 
in  issue  the  question  of  fraud,  is  it  necessary  to  allege,  in  termS| 
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that  defendants  were  guilty  of  fraud?  2.  Conceding  the  alle- 
gations in  the  complaint  to  be  true,  are  the  facts  there  stated 
Bafficient  to  establish  a  prima  facie  case  of  fraud  7  8.  Had 
plaintiff  any  other  remedy  than  the  one  invoked? 

So  Car  as  the  first  proposition  is  concerned,  we  are  clearly 
of  the  opinion  that  if  the  complaint  allege  a  state  of  facts 
which,  if  proved  to  be  true,  would  establish  fraud  as  a  con- 
closion  of  law,  that  it  is  a  sufficient  allegation  of  fraud;  and 
that  the  declaration  of  the  pleader  that  such  acts  were  fraudu. 
lent  is  in  no  wise  essential  or  necessary  to  put  the  question 
of  fraud  in  issue. 

In  the  other  two  propositions,  which  we  will  consider  in 
some  degree  together,  grave  questions  are  presented, — ques- 
tions the  importance  of  which  demand  of  the  court  pains* 
taking  investigation,  and  the  rightful  determination  of  which 
is  not  so  important  in  view  of  the  amount  of  money  involved 
in  the  particular  case  as  it  is  in  view  of  the  effect  which  such 
determination  will  have  both  on  the  rights  of  the  individual 
citizen  and  upon  the  state  in  the  determination  of  its  laws. 

The  principal  contention  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  one  to 
which  the  court  will  address  itself  especially  (the  determina- 
tion of  which  will  be  conclusive  in  this  case)  is,  that  the 
assessor  uniformly  and  persistently,  intending  to  injure  and 
oppress  all  persons  holding  mortgages,  of  which  there  was  a 
large  class  in  King  County,  and  especially  this  plaintiff,  and 
intending  to  relieve  persons  owning  lands  and  other  property 
in  King  County,  outside  of  mortgages,  of  their  just  burden  in 
maintaining  the  public  revenue,  assessed  mortgages  which 
were  unaccompanied  by  any  other  evidence  of  their  indebted- 
ness at  their  par  value,  without  any  regard  to  the  valuation 
placed  by  him  upon  the  lands  mortgaged  to  secure  the  pay- 
ments of  said  demands,  while  he,  at  the  same  time,  refused  to 
assess  lands  in  said  King  County  at  more  than  one  fourth  their 
cash  value,  and  refused  to  assess  other  property  at  more  than 
from  one  fifth  to  one  fourth  of  its  cash  value;  and  alleges  the  fact 
to  be  that  he  assessed  plaintiff's  mortgage  at  thirty  thousand 
dollars,  while  he  assessed  the  identical  land  pledged  to  the 
payment  of  the  said  demand  of  thirty  thousand  dollars  at  only 
two  thousand  dollars,  notwithstanding  plaintiff's  said  mortgage 

vas  not  accompanied  by  any  other  evidence  of  indebtedness; 
<md  that  the  plaintiff's  remedy  upon  his  said  demand  will  be 

entirely  exhausted  by  a  foreclosure  of  said  mortgage  and  a 

i&le  of  the  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  pledged  to 
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him  therein;  and  that  the  action  of  the  assessor  in  such 
alleged  diecriminatiou  was  indorsed  and  confirmed  by  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  of  said  Kiog  County  while 
sitting  as  a  board  of  equalization;  which  said  action  of  the 
assessor  and  board  of  equalization,  plaintiff  claims,  was  in 
violation  of  section  1924  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States,  which  declares  ^*  that  all  taxes  shall  be  equal  and  uni- 
form, and  no  distinctions  shall  be  made  in  the  assessments 
between  different  kinds  of  property,  but  the  assessment  shall 
be  according  to  the  value  of  the  property." 

No  doubt  the  essential  idea  of  the  statute  is,  that  each  per- 
son shall  pay  a  tax  in  proportion  to  the  value  of  his  property. 
And  the  fact  that  plaintiff's  property  is  admitted  to  be  aeseased 
at  its  par  value  will  not  deprive  him  of  the  constitutional  guar- 
anty, if  by  the  undervaluation  of  other  property  he  is  compelled 
to  bear  more  than  his  just  proportion  of  the  burden  of  taxation. 

If  A  is  the  owner  of  property  of  the  value  of  one  thousand 
doUars  which  is  assessed  at  one  thousand  dollars,  and  B 
is  the  owner  of  property  worth  one  thousand  dollars  which  is 
assessed  at  five  hundred  dollars,  the  practical  result  to  A  is 
the  same  as  though  6's  property  had  been  assessed  at  its  value 
of  one  thousand  dollars,  and  his  property  at  an  overvaluation, 
or  at  two  thousand  dollars.  In  either  case  the  resulting  injury 
is  the  same;  he  has  been  subjected  to  double  the  burden  that  B 
has,  while  actually  possessing  the  same  amount  of  iHx>perty. 
The  just  principle  of  taxation  is  equally  violated  in  both  oases; 
and  the  constitutional  mandate  that  '*  all  taxes  shall  be  equal 
and  uniform,  and  that  the  assessment  shall  be  according  to 
the  value  of  the  property,"  is  equally  ignored.  And  when  such 
an  abuse  of  official  discretion  affects  a  large  class  of  individ- 
uals, it  will  be  subject  to  the  law's  revision.  In  view  of  the 
inconvenience  to  the  public  which  will  arise  from  any  derange- 
ment in  the  system  of  the  collection  of  taxes,  the  law  will  not 
regard  accidental  omissions  or  minor  mistakes.  Nor  will  courts 
of  equity  interfere  to  correct  errors  in  judgment  as  to  valua* 
tion,  because,  as  has  been  well  said  by  Judge  Cooley,  ^  value 
is  matter  of  opinion,  and  when  the  law  has  provid^  officers 
upon  whom  the  duty  is  imposed  to  make  the  valuation,  it  is 
the  opinion  of  those  officers  to  which  the  interests  of  the  par* 
ties  are  referred."  But  according  to  the  same  learned  authori 
'*  it  is  possible,  however,  that  there  may  be  circumstances  un- 
der which  the  action  of  the  officers  will  not  be  conclusive  ": 
Cooley  on  Taxation,  218.     And  one  of  those  circumstances  is 
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where  the  o£Rcer  refuses  to  exercise  bis  judgment,  and  by  an 
arbitrarj  and  "bapricious  exereise  of  official  autbority  seeks 
fraudulent!  J  to  defeat  the  law,  Instead  of  enforcing  it.  In  such 
a  case  the  tax-payer  will  not  be  left  completely  at  the  mercy 
of  the  assessor. 

In  this  case,  if  the  averments  of  the  complaint  are  true,  and 
the  assessor  uniformly  taxed  mortgages  at  their  par  value, 
and  land  and  other  property  at  from  one  fourth  to  one  fifth  of 
its  cash  value,  and,  in  accordance  with  such  uniform  rule 
of  assessment  adopted  by  him,  assessed  the  plaintiflf 's  mort- 
gage, which  was  unaccompanied  by  any  other  evidence  of  in- 
debtedness, at  thirty  thousand  dollars,  and  the  identical  land 
mortgaged  for  the  payment  of  the  said  thirty  thousand  dollars 
at  only  two  thousand  dollars,  the  conclusion  is  inevitable  that 
the  honest  judgment  of  the  officer  was  not  exercised,  and  that 
a  rule  or  system  of  valuation  was  adopted  by  the  assessor,  and 
confirmed  by  the  board  of  equalization,  which  was  designed  to 
discriminate  unfairly  against  one  class  of  tax-payers,  and  which 
was  in  plain  contravention  of  the  eonstitutienal  law  which  pro- 
vides that  *'  all  taxes  shall  be  uniform,  and  that  the  assessment 
shall  be  according  to  the  value  of  the  property."  The  princi- 
ples involved  in  this  case  were  passed  upon  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  Cummingt  v.  Mer^ 
ehanU^  N(U.  Bank^  101  U.  S.  163,  which  is  a  leading  case,  and 
mnst  be  regarded  as  settling  the  law  there  enunciated.  In 
that  case,  the  Merchants'  National  Bank  of  Toledo  filed  its  bill 
in  equity  to  enjoin  the  treasurer  from  collecting  a  tax  wrong- 
fully assessed  against  its  stockholders,  alleging  that  in  the 
valuation  of  said  shares  they  were  estimated  at  a  much  larger 
sum  in  proportion  to  their  real  value  than  other  property  in 
the  same  city,  county,  and  state.  It  is  true  that  this  decision 
was  rendered  under  a  statute  of  the  state  of  Ohio  providing  for 
such  a  manner  of  assessment  as  was  complained  of,  and  pro- 
viding expressly  for  an  injunction  against  the  collection  of  a 
tax  illegally  assessed.  But  as  expressive  of  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  in  rendering  its  decision,  it  says:  ''  Independently  of 
this  statute,  however,  we  are  of  the  oi»n]on  that  when  a  rule  or 
system  of  valuation  is  adopted  by  those  whose  duty  it  is  to 
make  the  assessment,  which  is  designed  to  operate  unequally 
and  to  violate  a  fundamental  principle  of  the  constitution 
and  when  this  rule  is  applied  not  solely  to  one  individual,  but 
to  a  large  class  of  individuals  or  corporations,  that  equity  may 
properly  interfere  to  restrain  the  operation  of  this  unconstitu- 
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tional  exercise  of  power.'*    The  case  at  bar  is  a  stronger  ono 
than  the  case  which  called  forth  that  opinion;  for  in  thatcaso 
no  actual  fraud  or  capriciousness  on  the  part  of  the  oflScers, 
or  intent  to  unjustly  discriminate,  was  claimed,  the  assessment 
being  made  under  the  provisions  of  a  statute  the  constitution^ 
ality  of  which  was  in  question.    And  Mr.  Chief  Justice  WaJte, 
in  rendering  a  dissenting  opinion,  inferentially  affirms  the 
position  taken  by  us  when  he  says:  "  The  valuation  as  finally 
fixed  by  the  proper  officers  or  equalizing  board,  cinder  the  law, 
is,  in  my  opinion,  conclusive  when  there  has  been  no  fraud,  as 
it  seems  to  me  this  case  comes  within  the  operation  of  this 
principle." 

In  State  Railroad  Tax  CaseSj  92  U.  S.  575,  cited  by  both 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  largely  relied  upon  by  defendant 
in  the  argument  of  this  case,  and  as  stated  by  counsel  for 
defendant  the  case  on  which  the  court  below  decided  this  case 
adversely  to  plaintiff's  interest,  we  can  see  no  enunciation  of 
the  law  which  is  not  in  harmony  with  the  view  taken  by  plain- 
tiff in  this  case.    There  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff  was,  that 
the  statute  of  Illinois,  and  the  rule  adopted  by  the  board  of 
equalization  under  the  statute,  was  not  in  conformity  with  the 
principles  of  uniform  taxation.     The  great  point  in  this  case, 
as  stated  by  the  attorney-general,  was  the  alleged  unconstitu- 
tionality of  the  act  creating  the  board  of  equalization,  and  it 
was  not  contended  that  the  action  of  the  board  was  not  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  statute.     Hence  there  was  eliminated  from 
this  case  any  question  of  fraud  by  the  officers  in  refusing  to 
exercise  their  discretion;  and  the  rule  prescribed  by  the  board 
in  this  case  was  for  the  very  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  fair 
cash  value  of  the  capital  stock  and  franchise  of  the  railroad 
companies.     If  there  was  an  error,  it  was  simply  an  error  of 
judgment;  in  fact,  it  can  be  readily  gathered  from  the  opinion 
of  the  court  that  it  did  not  think  there  had  been  even  an 
error  of  judgment,  either  by  the  board  of  equalization  or  the 
legislature.     Justice  Miller,  in  rendering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  says:   **The  statute  of  Dlinois,  and  the  rule  adopted 
by  the  board  of  equalization,  under  the  power  conferred  by 
tbe  clause  we  have  just  recited  may  not  be  the  wisest  mode 
of  doing  complete  justice  in  this  difficult  matter;  but  we  con- 
fess we  had,  on  the  whole,  seen  no  scheme  which  is  better 
adapted  to  effect  the  purpose,  so  far  as  railroad  corporations 
are  concerned,  of  taxing  at  once  all  their  property,  and  of  mak- 
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ing  the  tax  just  and  equal  in  its  relation  to  other  taxable 
property.** 

Thia  court  cannot  say  as  much  for  the  rule  adopted  by  the 
asseaaor  of  King  County.  On  the  other  hand,  it  would  be  hard 
to  ooDceiye  of  a  rule  less  liable  to  make  the  taxation  of  mort- 
gages jnst  and  equal  in  its  relation  to  other  taxable  property. 
The  court,  in  the  case  above  cited,  further  says,  before  an  injunc- 
tioQ  will  be  granted  to  restrain  the  collection  of  taxes,  that 
"  there  must  be  an  allegation  of  fraud;  that  it  creates  a  cloud 
upon  the  title;  that  there  is  an  apprehension  of  a  multiplicity  of 
suits,  or  some  cause  presenting  a  case  of  equity  jurisdiction  "; 
plainly  inferring  that  if  one  of  these  stated  cases  did  exist, 
that  the  case  would  be  brought  within  one  of  the  recognized 
rules  of  equity  jurisdiction.  It  also  states  the  doctrine  that 
no  injunction  can  be  granted  until  it  is  shown  that  all  the 
taxes  conceded  to  be  due,  and  which  the  court  can  see  ought 
to  be  paid,  have  been  paid.  The  complaint  in  this  case  shows 
that  such  an  amount  of  taxes  has  been  paid  and  tendered  by 
plaintiff. 

In  Weeks  v.  City  of  Milwaukee^  10  Wis.  242,  in  a  case  nearly 
parallel  with  this,  and  under  the  constitutional  provision  that 
**  the  rate  of  taxes  shall  be  uniform,"  the  court  decided  that 
where  the  taxes  on  the  land  of  one  citizen  had  been  illegally 
increased  by  reason  of  the  illegal  exemptions  of  other  lands 
from  taxation,  an  injunction  will  be  granted  to  restrain  the 
Bale  of  such  lands  for  the  payment  of  such  illegal  taxes.     In 
that  case,  the  complaint  showed  that  the  Newhall  House  and 
the  land  on  which  it  stood  had  been  purposely  exempted  from 
taxation,  and  as  plaintiff  alleged,  unjustly  increasing  his  pro* 
portion  of  tax.    It  is  true  that  this  exemption  only  went  to 
citv  taxes;  but  the  decision  was  based  on  the  broad  principle 
of  uniform  taxation,  and  of  the  rights  of  individuals  under 
that  constitutional  principle.    The  supreme  court  reversed  the 
order  of  the  lower  court  in  refusing  the  injunction,  and  Justice 
Paine,  in  rendering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says:  **  I  have  no 
doubt  this  exemption  originated   in    motives  of  generosity 
and  public  spirit.     And  perhaps  the  same  motives  should  in- 
duce the  tax-payers  of  the  city  to  submit  to  the  slight  increase 
of  the  tax  thereby  imposed  on  each,  without  questioning  its 
strict  legality.    But  they  cannot  be  compelled  to.    No  man  is 
obliged  to  be  more  generous  than  the  law  requires,  but  each 
may  stand  strictly  upon  his  legal  rights."     That  the  property 
in  the  above-cited  case  was  wholly  exempted  from  taxation^ 
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and  the  property  in  the  case  at  bar  only  partially  exempted, 
makes  no  difiference  in  principle;  it  ie  only  a  difference  in  de* 
gree.  Substantially  the  same  aunounoement  of  the  law  gov- 
erning such  cases  was  made  in  the  case  of  State  y.  Centred 
Pacific  R,  R.  Co.y  7  Nev.  99.  It  was  urged  by  defendant  that 
the  taxation  in  other  oountiee  in  the  state  might  be  rendered 
ununiform  by  any  interference  with  the  value  of  plaintiff's 
property  as  fixed  by  the  assessor.  This  would  be  a  subject 
for  the  attention  of  a  board  of  equalisation,  which  the  state 
has  a  right  to  proiride  for  by  l^slative  enactment,  and  which 
could  make  interoounty  laws  or  regulations  to  secure  uni* 
formity  of  assessment  between  the  counties.  But  no  such 
officers  exist  in  this  state,  and  a  failure  of  the  state  to  provide 
for  such  a  tribunal  will  not  militate  against  the  rights  of  the 
individual  which  are  guaranteed  to  him  by  the  laws  of  the 
state  and  the  constitution  or  organic  act. 

We  think  the  uniform  ruling  of  the  higher  courts  has  been 
that  while  equity  will  not  interfere  to  correct  mere  mistakes 
or  inadvertences,  or  to  contravene  or  set  aside  the  judgments 
of  assessors  or  boards  of  equalisation  in  relation  to  values,  it 
will  interfere  when  the  officers  fraudulently,  capriciously,  or 
tyrannically  refuse  to  exercise  their  judgment  by  adopting  a 
rule  or  system  of  valuation  designed  to  operate  unequally  and 
to  violate  a  fundamental  principle  of  the  constitution. 

We  believe  that  the  provisions  of  the  statute  in  relation  to 
the  manner  of  making  assessments  as  set  forth  in  section  2832 
of  the  code  are  mandatory,  and  must  be  observed  by  the  as- 
sessor. Applying  the  law  as  we  believe  it  to  be  to  the  facts 
in  this  case  as  shown  by  the  complaint,  which  is  the  only 
statecment  of  facts  in  the  case,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  the  remedy  prayed  for,  and  that  defend- 
ant's demurrer  should  have  been  overruled,  and  the  case  tried 
upon  the  allegations  of  the  complaint 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  reversed,  and  the  case 
remanded  for  further  proceedings  in  accordance  herewith. 

Fraud  —  Plkadino.  —  In  pleading;  frand,  the  facte  eonstitatinff  the  fraad 
moflt  be  tpeoiiically  let  forth:  PeopU  v.  Heaiy,  128  lU.  9,  16  Am.  St  Rep. 
90,  and  note,  BkkU  v.  Irvine,  9  Moat.  251,  Conani  v.  National  StaU  Bank, 
121  Ind.  3S4;  in  plain  and  conoise  language:  Woodi^oqfv.  HoweM,  88  Cal.  184. 
Where  the  petition  does  not  aUege  fraud  and  specify  the  facte  which  oonati- 
tute  it,  no  relief  can  be  had  based  upon  fraud:  SouthaU  y.  Faritik,  85  Va.  403. 
A  plaintiff  by  abundant  allegations  cannot  enlarge  a  mere  breach  of  contract 
into  a  fraudulent  transaction  so  as  to  confer  jurisdiction  over  defendants 
opon  the  court  of  the  place  of  the  contract:  Bamei  ▼•  Mennng,  76  Tex.  200* 
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Taxaiiov.  —  iKTuircaioir,  whbn  kat  Imm  id  Bbtbaot  m  OauaonoH 
«v  Taxxb:  8m  note  to  WiUiams  ▼.  Comni^  Oomi,  68  Am.  Rep.  110-llS;  note 
to  WhiU  T.  Stender,  49  Am.  B«p.  287-289;  note  to  Holland  r.  Maifm-,  69  Am. 
0M.  190-200. 


Orbgon  Railway  and  Navigation  Co.  v.  Smallbt. 

[1  WABHUrGTOH,  20ft.] 

OoHRmrnoHAL  Law — Bailroass  Kiluvo  Stock  —  Fbnobs — Dub  Pbo- 
CBBI  ov  Law.  —  In  the  abeenoe  of  a  ttetato  making  it  the  daty  of  rail- 
road compiiiias  to  fenoa  their  tracki,  a  ttetato  making  aaoh  oompaniet 
liabla  ior  Uf««took  killed  fay  them  on  tbeir  nnfenoed  tvadu,  without  re* 
gard  to  their  own  negligence  or  the  possible  contribntory  negligence  of 
the  owner  of  the  stock,  is  nnconstitational  and  void,  as  imposing  a  pen- 
alty without  a  wrong,  and  taking  property  without  due  process  of  law. 


^.  W,  CoUoUj  for  the  appellant. 

Stilxb,  J.  This  was  an  action  against  a  railroad  company 
for  the  value  of  a  oolt  killed  by  a  train  of  the  company,  and 
for  injuries  to  another  colt  by  the  same  train. 

The  complaint  alleged  facts  which,  if  pro^n,  would  have 
been  sufficient  to  warrant  a  recovery  at  common  law,  and  the 
answer  put  in  issue  all  its  material  allegations.  At  the 
trial,  however,  both  the  plaintiff  and  the  ooQrt  appear  to  have 
regarded  it  as  a  case  prosecuted  under  the  act  of  November 
28,  1888.  Accordingly,  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  was 
fimited  to  the  facts  of  ownership,  the  killing  and  maiming, 
the  want  of  a  fence  along  the  track,  and  the  value  and  dam- 
age. The  defendant  offered  to  show  that  its  train  was 
managed  without  fault,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  negligence 
contributed  to  the  accident;  but  the  court  rejected  the  evi- 
dence as  being  irrelevant  and  immaterial,  and  this  ruling  was 
excepted  to. 

It  did  appear,  however,  that  the  animals  had  strayed  into 
a  fenced  field,  not  the  property  of  their  owner,  and  that  from 
that  field,  which  extended  to  the  railroad  track,  they  had 
gone  upon  the  track  at  the  point  where  tibey  were  struck  by 
the  train. 

The  defendant  requeilted  a  number  of  instructions  to  the 
jury  which  would  have  been  applicable  in  the  absence  of  any 
statute,  but  the  court  refused  to  give  them,  and  did  give  the 
following:  *'  Railroad  companies  owning  or  operating  lines  of 
railway  within  this  territory  are  liable  for  the  value  of  ail  live- 
stock killed  or  maimed  by  their  passing  trains,  where  their 
roads  are  not  fenced.'' 
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BxceptionB  were  taken  to  the  refusal  to  give  the  instructions 
asked,  and  to  the  giving  of  the  instruction  noted  above.  Brrar 
is  assigned  upon  all  the  exceptions. 

This  case  brings  this  court  squarely  to  a  review  of  the   act 
of  1883,  commonly  known  as  the  **  fence  law,''  and   of   the 
case  of  Dacres  v.  Oregon  Ry  <fe  Nav.  Co.^  1  Wash.  Ter.  525.    Tbe 
court  in  that  case,  and  the  parties  there  and  here,  decided  and 
admitted  that  sections  2,  8,  4,  5,  6,  and  7  of  the  act  were  un.* 
constitutional,  because  they  deny  the  right  of  trial  by  jurjr; 
but  in  response  to  its  own  question,  "  Is  the  whole  act  void  by 
reason  of  the  unconstitutionality  of  the  sections  named?''  the 
court  answered  in  the  negative,  and  upheld  the  first  and  eighth 
sections  as  valid  and  binding  law,  *'  being  complete  in  itself, 
and  capable  of  being  executed  in  accordance  with  the  appar- 
ent legislative  intent,  wholly  independent  of  that  which  was 
rejected,"  as  the  court  said.    The  ruling  was  based  upon  the 
general  principle  as  stated  by  Judge  Cooley's  Constitutional 
Limitations,  5th  ed.,  212,  thus:  ''  Where,  therefore,  a  part  of  a 
statute  is  unconstitutional,  that  fact  does  not  authorize  courts 
to  declare  the  remainder  void  also,  unless  all  the  provisions 
are  connected  in  subject-matter,  depending  on  each  other,  op- 
erating together  for  the  same  purpose,  or  otherwise  so  con- 
nected together  in  meaning  that  it  cannot  be  presumed  the 
legislature  would  have  passed  the  one  without  the  other. . .  •  . 
If  when  the  unconstitutional   portion  is  stricken  out,  that 
which  remains  is  complete  in  itself,  and  capable  of  being  exe- 
cuted in  accordance  with  the  legislative  intent,  wholly  inde- 
pendent of  that  which  was  rejected,  it  must  be  sustained." 

The  act  in  question,  as  it  is  left,  including  its  title,  is  as 
follows: — 

"An  act  to  secure  to  the  owners  of  live-stock  payment  of  the 
full  value  of  all  animals  killed  or  maimed  by  railroad  trains. 
Be  it  enacted,  etc. 

"  Sec.  1.  That  all  railroad  companies  owning  or  operating 
lines  of  railway  within  the  territory  of  Washington  shall  be 
liable  to  the  owners  of  all  live-stock  for  the  full  value  of  all 
sach  live-stock  killed  or  maimed  by  their  passing  trains." 

^'  Sec.  8.  No  railroad  company  shall  be  liable  for  stock 
killed  upon  their  roads,  when  the  same  is  fenced  by  such 
company  with  a  good  and  lawful  fence." 

Construing  the  act,  the  court  held  that  its  general  object 
was  to  enlarge  and  extend  the  rights  of  owners  of  live-stock 
as  against  railroad  companies,  so  long  as  the  railways  are  not 


t 
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properly  fenoed,  and  its  final  construction  of  the  two  section* 
retained  was  as  follows:  *^  Where  an  animal,  being  lawfully^ 
upon  adjoining  land,  thence  escapes  upon  a  railway  track  at> 
A  place  which  is  not  fenced,  but  which  the  company  may^ 
properly  and  lawfully  fence,  and  the  animal  is  killed  by  a. 
passing  train,  the  company  is  liable  for  the  value  of  the  ani* 
mal  if  killed;  and  if  injured,  but  not  killed,  for  the  amount  of 

damages  caused  by  the  injury It  is  evident,  upon  the 

&ce  of  this  statute,  that  the  legislature  intended  to  make  the- 
neglect  or  failure  of  railway  companies  to  fence  their  railway* 
evidence  of  negligence.  This  is  made  clear  by  section  8,  which. 
exempts  companies  from  liability  for  the  killing  of  live-stock,, 
where  the  railways  are  properly  fenced." 

Viewing  this  act  in  the  light  of  its  title  alone,  we  should  be- 
inclined  to  agree  with  that  court  as  to  the  general  object  sought 
by  the  legislature.  But  that  by  its  terms  it  was  a  reasonable 
statute,  or  one  such  as  has  been  commended  by  courts  in  the 
cases  cited,  or  that  its  provisions  could  be  toned  down  and 
softened  by  the  construction  put  upon  them  so  as  to  make  it 
a  reasonable  statute,  we  are  unable  to  discover,  even  after  a 
careful  study  of  the  decision  quoted. 

The  liability  of  a  railroad  company  for  injuries  to  live-stock 
is  based  upon  a  supposed  negligence  in  the  performance  of 
some  duty  imposed  under  the  general  rules  of  law  or  a  statute; 
but  to  fence  its  track  is  not  the  duty  of  a  railroad  company 
under  any  law  of  Washington,  either  written  or  unwritten^ 
not  excepting  the  act  in  question.    Therefore,  without  this 
statute,  the  usual  rules  as  to  negligence  and  the  burden  of 
proof  would  apply  in  these  stock-killing  cases,  and  the  plain* 
tiff  would  be  answerable  for  contributory  negligence.    By  this 
act,  however,  without  imposing  upon  a  railroad  company  the 
duty  of  fencing  at  any  place  where  a  fence  would  be  reason- 
able, a  conclusive  presumption  of  negligence  on  its  part  is 
enacted,  and  its  absolute  liability  fixed  without  regard  to 
the  possible  0(mtribatory  negligence  of  the  owner.    Nor  is 
any  distinctioD  made  in  cases  where  no  lawful  fence  could 
be  erected,  as  at  street  or  highway  crossings,  or  in  towns; 
so  that  were  a  case  presented  where  the  owners  of  animals 
hitched  to  a  vehicle,  with  gross  negligence  drove  them  along 
a  highway  in  front  of  a  passing  train,  and  both  owner  and 
animals  were  injured,  while  the  owner  could  recover  nothing 
for  his  own*  injury,  he  could  have  the  value  of  his  live-stock 
from  the  owner  or  operator  of  the  train. 
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Liability  of  this  kind  is  to  be  imposed  upon  him  who  ia 
found  at  fault,  and  the  injured  party  not  beipg  bipaa^lf  in  the 
wrong;  but  here  is  a.  statute  which  imposes  a  peni^Uy  for 
no  fault,  which  is  a  taking  of  property  without  due  proicess  of 
law,  which  U  forbidden  by  the  constitution.  Nor  are  w« 
able  to  see  in  section  8  anything  to  relieve  sec^on  1  of  theso 
objections.  Under  it,  railroad  companies  may  fence,  or  not, 
as  they  please;  bi^^  if  they  do  fence,  they  may  escape  every 
reasonable  lifibility,  to  the  great  wrong  of  owners  of  ^tock, 
through  whose  berd^,  accidentally  strayed  vipoo  tbe^r  tiracks, 
their  engineers  may  wantonly  drive  locomotives,  killing  and 
maiming  helpless  beasts,  without  fear  of  consequences, 

A  late  and  well-considered  case  upon  this  subject,  growing 
out  of  a  s^tute  similar  to  section  1,  is  that  of  Bielenberg  v. 
Montana  Union  Ry  Co.^  8  Mont.  271.  In  many  states  ther^ 
are  statutes  which  make  it  the  duty  of  railroad  companies  to 
fence  their  tracks  at  reasonable  places;  and  when  animale  are 
killed  where  there  ought  to  have  been  a  fence,  but  where  none 
had  been  erected,  the  absence  of  the  fence  is  made  conclusive 
presumption  of  negligence  in  some  cases,  and  of  liability  in 
others;  and  these  statutes  have  been  upheld.  But  until  the 
-duty  of  fencing  is  imposed,  no  such  penalty  can  be  attached 
to  an  omission  to  fence. 

Again,  it  will  be  noted  that  in  Judge  Cooley's  rule  as  to 
bolding  part  of  an  act  constitutional,  although  another  part 
be  held  unconstitutional,  it  is  laid  down  as  requisite  that  the 
part  upheld  must  be  "  capable  of  being  executed  in  accord- 
ance with  the  apparent  legislative  intent,  wholly  independent 
of  that  which  was  rejected."    And  the  court  in  Daeres  v.  Oregon 
Ry  Jk  Nav.  Co.,  1  Wash.  Ter.  525,  held  section  1  to  mc^et  the 
requ]re^Ient    But  let  us  examine.    It  is  true,  it  would  be  a 
very  simple  thing  for  courts  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  sec* 
tions  1  and  8  if  they  had  been  enacted  alo;ie.     But  Reaving 
out  all  question  of  the  ^ght  of  trial  by  jury  qpon  which  the 
'Court  in  the  former  case  held  sections  2  to  7  to  bi9  unconsti* 
tutional,  and  suppose  there  were  no  such  pps0ible  objection, 
^hat  is  it  that  the  legislature  intended  and  provided  that 
the  owner  might  recover?  and  when  can  the  a.ctio]^  be  com- 
menced?   By  section  4,  notice  of  the  killing  must  b^e  given  to 
the  superintendent,  local  business  manager,  or  agent  of  the 
Tailroad  company  by  the  owner;  the  notice  mu/st  be  in  writing 
:and  contain  the  date  i^nd  place  of  the  killing,  with  the  num« 
t)er  and  kind  of  the  animals;  and  by  section  8,  ten  days  were 
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alloired  the  company  to  appoint  an  appraiser.    Both  parties 
were  bound  by  the  appraisement,  and  no  suit  could  be  brought 
until  at  least  ten  days  after  the  nbtice  of  the  killing  given  in 
writing  to  the  defendant,  through  some  one  of  its  responsible 
agents.     Presumably,  the  appraisers  chosen  would  have  been 
more  or  less  experts  in  valuing  stock,  and  their  judgment 
more  satisfactory  than  the  verdict  of  a  jury.    Who  can  say 
with  certainty  that  the  legislature  did  not  intend,  in  view  of 
the  severe  rqle  adopted  agaipst  the  railroad  companies  as  to 
their  liability,  that  they  should,  before  being  put  to  the  cost  of 
a  suit,  have  the  time  and  notice  required  as  substantial  rights, 
and  that  both  parties  should  have  the  advantage  of  expert 
opinion  as  to  the  value  directly  employed  in  fixing  the  amount 
to  be  paid,  rather  than  as  mere  evidence  before  a  jury?    These 
advantages  are  totally  lost  with  the  obnoxious  sections  out, 
but  we  regard  them  as  having  been  materially  within  the 
legislative  intent  in  enacting  the  law.     And  further,  although 
section  1  provides  that  companies  shall  be  liable  for  ''  the  full 
value,"  it  seems  clear  to  us  that  to  ascertain  for  what  they  are, 
after  all,  really  liable,  section  1  must  be  read  with  section  5, 
where  the  provision  is,  that   after  the  appraisement   "the 
amount  of  such  assessment  shall  thereupon  become  due  and 
payable,  with  interest  from  date  of  said  assessment,  at  the 
rate  of  one  per  cent  per  month,  and  such  amount,  together 
with  interest  and  costs,  including  attorney's  fees,  now  allowed 
as  costs  in  the  district  court,  may  be  recovered  by  suit  in  any 
court  havipg  jurisdiction  thereof."    That  is,  the  suit  of  the 
owner,  instead  of  being  in  trespass  for  the  injury  to  his  chattel, 
would  be  in  assumpHt  upon  the  award  of  the  appraisers;  the 
actual  value  of  the  chattel  would  be  immaterial,  and  need  not 
be  pleaded  or  proved;  and  the  very  fact  of  the  killing  need 
be  pleaded  only  9^  a  ipatter  of  induceu^efit  for  the  award 
sued  on.    Was  it  the  intention  of  the  legislature  that,  in- 
stead of  the  cause  of  action  provided  for  ie  section  Q,  com<> 
paniee  should  be  oompelled  to  respond  to,  or  owners  should 
be  required  to  plead,  some  entirely  dififerent  cause  of  ac- 
tion? or  that  both  should  produce  their  proofs  as  to  value 
in  a  different  form  ficom  that  provided  in  the  act?    On  the 
contrary,  it  seems  to  us  that  the  clear  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature was  to  give  to  both  parties  all  the  privileges  above 
mentioned  as  a  substantive  part  of  the  right  in  the  one  and 
Ike  liability  in  the  other,  and  that  therefore  section  1  is  not 
**  capable  of  being  executed  in  accordance  with  the  apparent 


148  Hickman  v.  Hickman.  [Wasb* 


legislative  intent,  wholly  independent  of  that  which 

jected,"  and  must  fall  with  the  other  unconstitutional    sec* 

tions. 

We  sustained  sections  1  and  8  in  the  case  of  Oregon  IPy  <Er 

Nav.  Co.  V.  DacrcBy  1  Wash.  195,  decided  at  this  term,  but  solely 

.  upon  the  ground  that  the  decision  of  the  court  in  the  same 

case  in  1889  constituted  the  law  of  the  case  upon  the   new 

trial. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  reversed,  and  a  new 
trial  granted.  _^^ 

Railroad  Cokpanisb,  Dutt  ov,  to  Animals  upon  trx  Track.  —  In  tha 
.  absence  of  negligence  upon  the  part  of  a  railroad  company,  it  U  not  liable  for 
stock  killed  or  injured  upon  the  track  at  a  place  not  required  by  law  to  be 
fenced:  Note  to  Memphia  etc  S.  B.  Co,  ▼.  Kerr,  20  Am.  St  Rep.  161,  162; 
Railway  C<k  T.  Wood,  47  Ohio  St.  431;  Chicago  etc  H'ff  Co.  r.  Hbffon,  27  Keb. 
802;  Niemann  r,  Michigan  O.  ffy  Co.,  80  Mich.  197;   Pemuyhoanda  Oo.   ▼. 
MUcheU,  124  Ind.  473.    Nor  is  the  railroad  company  liable  for  the  killing  of 
an  animal  driven  into  a  fenced  right  of  way  by  its  owner,  and  negligently 
allowed  to  escape  onto  the  track:  Dolan  y.  Newburgh  etcR.R.  Co.,  120  N.  T. 
571.    But  failing  to  inclose  its  track  by  a  fence  as  required  by  law,  the  com- 
pany must  pay  damages  for  trespassing  animals  killed  by  it:  Lomimrille  etc  JR^^ 
Co,  V.  Powers,  119  Ind.  169;  Anderson  y.  Stewart,  76  Wis.  43;  Jfoser  t.  St.  Paml 
etc.  R.  R,  Co.,  42  Minn.  480;  SulUvan  ▼.  Oregon  etc.  Nov.  Co.,  19  Or.  319;  Fan 
Slyke  Y.  Chicago  etc.  R'y  Co,,  80  Iowa,  621;  Ot^f  etc  R'y  Co.  y.  Hudson,  77 
Tex.  494;  Talbot  v.  Railway  Co.,  82  Mich.  67;  Baton  r.  Oregon  etc  Nao.  Co., 
19  Or.  871. 

Railroad  CoicPAiim—  Statutis ^Niolioifci.  —  Statutes  are  nnoon* 
■titutional  whieh  attempt  to  declare  railroad  companies  liable  for  erary 
injury  inflicted  by  their  trains,  without  reference  to  whether  they  were  negli* 
gent  or  not:  New  Orleasw  etc  R.  R.  Oo.  r.  Bmrgeoia^  66  Miasi  %  M  Aa.  St. 
Rep.  684 
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\X  WASHXVGTON,  267.] 

DiroROi — Ghrohio  Dbmektu  as  Ground  vor.  —  A  statute  msking  dutmie 
manift  or  dementia*  existing  for  ten  years  or  more,  ene  of  tiM  grooad* 
upon  which  dlToroes  may  be  granted  is  constitutional. 

DiTOROR — PowsR  or  Lbqiblaturr  to  Protidi  Growds  lOB. — The  legis- 
lature may  authorise  the  granting  of  diToroea  by  the  eonrts  for  any 
causes  deemed  by  it  sufficient,  though  due  to  the  misfoiiRRO  of  the  de» 
fondsat. 

Hayn  and  Plumley,  for  the  appellant. 

Scott,  J,     Appellant  brought  this  suit  in  the  smperior  court 
of  Jefferson  County  to  obtain  a  divorce,  upon  the  ground  of  in» 
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earable  chronic  mania  or  dementia  of  the  defendant,  existing 
for  more  than  ten  years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the 
action.  The  defendant,  by  her  guardian  od  litems  interposed 
a  general  demurrer  to  the  complaint. 

The  sole  question  presented  to  us  in  the  case  is  as  to  the 
Talidity  of  the  act  of  the  territorial  legislature,  approved  De« 
oember  22,   1885,  making  such  incurable  chronic  mania  or 
dementia  one  of  the  grounds  upon  which  divorces  might  be 
granted,   where  the  afSiction   had  existed  for  ten  years  or 
more.    The  judge  of  the  superior  court  before  whom  the  cause 
was  tried  held  that  the  act  was  contrary  to  public  policy,  and 
was   therefore    unconstitational.      No  other   objection    was 
urged  here,  nor  is  there  any  apparent  defect  in  the  act;  how- 
ever it  may  be  regarded  as  a  measure  of  public  policy,  the 
power  of  our  territorial  legislature,  under  the  organic  act,  ex- 
tended to  all  rightful  subjects  of  legislation.     The  reasons  for 
which  divorces  might  be  granted  have  always  been  recognized 
as  one  of  them,  under  our  system  of  government.    In  fact,  our 
territorial  supreme  court  held  that  the  legislature  could  itself 
grant  a  divorce  by  a  special  act:  Maynard  v.  Valentine^  2  Wash. 
Ter.  8;  and  this  was  subsequently  affirmed  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States:  Maynard  v.  Hill,  125  U.  S.  190. 
It  follows  that  the  legislature  could  authorize  the  granting  of 
divorces  by  the  courts   for  any  causes  that  the  legislature 

deemed  sufficient;  and  whether  the  same  should  be  due  to 

misfortune  or  misbehavior  could  not  affect  the  validity  of 

such  laws. 
The  judgment  of  the  lower  court  is  reversed. 


Havhiaob  and  Divorcb.  ->  Ihbanitt  as  a  Gbovhd  Of  DivoROi:  See  Leuih 
▼•  £€Wtt,  44  Minn.  124;  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  659,  and  note  661,  662. 

Hakbiaob  akd  Divorob.  —  CoNflTrrunoNALrrr  or  Statutbs  ORAMTiNa 
l^xvofBoiB:  See  note  to  Qakm  v.  CTotnei^  48  Am.  Deo.  487-439. 
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Stewart  v.  Lohr. 

[1  VfkBSlVQTOV,  Ml.] 

FBOBATa  Ck>VBT  —  JiTRisDionoH  TO  Tbt  Titls. — 11i«  probttlt  •oort  hm 
without  jurif diction  to  try  the  title  to  property  m  betweea  the  repi 
lentatiTe  of  ad  eatate  and  the  huiband  of  the  deceased  perty 
adversely  thereto. 

Pbobatb  Court  —  Jukisdiction  — Appeal.  — When  the  probate  court  haa 
no  jurisdiction  of  the  snbject-matter  of  an  action,  the  higher  courts 
can  get  no  jurisdiction  en  appeaL 

Pjuonos  —  Rkyersal  or  Void  Judobunt.  — On  motion  to  dismisa  an  ap- 
peal from  a  judgment,  void  for  want  of  Jurisdiction,  the  supreme  courl* 
may  order  the  judgment  of  the  lower  court  reversed  for  the  purpose  of 
elearing  the  record. 

J.  8.  Stewabt  filed  his  homestead  claim  upon  the  land  in 
dispute  ou  January  5, 1880.  He  was  unmarried  at  that  time, 
and  continued  to  live  on  and  improve  the  land  until  he  ob- 
tained a  patent  therefor,  on  October  14,  1887,  and  thereafter 
until  and  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  to  whom  he  was  married 
February  19,  1883.  The  wife  died  April  8,  1888,  and  her 
executor  included  the  land  in  dispute  in  his  inventory,  filed 
June  2,  1888,  and  appraised  at  five  hundred  dollars.  On 
April  26,  1889,  Stewart  moved  to  strike  the  land  from  the  in- 
ventory on  the  ground  that  it  was  community  property.  The 
motion  was  granted,  and  on  appeal  by  J.  T.  Liohr  as  the  eon 
and  heir  of  the  deceased,  it  was  decided  that  the  land  was 
community  property,  but  that  the  improvements  made  to  the 
date  of  the  marriage  were  the  separate  property  of  Stewart, 
and  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  lien  on  half  of  the  land  assigned 
to  the  heirs,  to  the  extent  of  four  hundred  dollars.  From  this 
decree  an  appeal  was  taken. 

McBridey  Presion^  Carr,  and  Preston^  and  W,  S.  Bmh^  for  the 
appellant. 

Ronald  and  Piles,  for  the  appellee. 

HoYT,  J.  Upon  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  in  this 
cause,  it  was  made  to  appear  to  this  court  that  the  action  was 
instituted  in  the  probate  court,  and  was  there  a  contest  be- 
tween the  executor  of  an  estate  and  one  claiming  adversely 
as  to  whether  or  not  certain  real  estate  should  be  included 
in  the  inventory  of  the  property  of  said  estate.  When  this 
fact  appeared,  suggestion  was  made  to  counsel  that  the  ques- 
tion of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  probate  court  to  hear  and  de- 
termine such  a  controversy  was  the  material  inquiry  which 
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th«  ooaH  wodM  enter  upon  in  deciding  the  motibn  t6  diBmiss; 
and  upon  soeh  suggestion,  argument  wbs  had  and  iiuthotitiea. 
eited,  and  we  shall  therefome  examine  the  question. 

It  is  coneeded  that  if  the  probate  court  had  no  authority  to 
institute  tiie  action,  by  reason  of  watit  of  jurisdiction  of  the 
8objeci-Dl!iatter,  then  the  superior  court  and  this  court  could 
get  no  jurisdicUon  by  way  of  appeal  thereA-om.  That  the  pro- 
bate court  is  without  jurisdiction  to  try  the  title  to  property 
as  between  the  representatives  of  an  estate  and  strangers 
thereto  is  too  well  established  by  the  authorities  to  require 
argument:  See  Schouler  on  Executors  and  Administrators, 
see.  236;  Lynch  y.  Divan,  66  Wis.  490;  Budd  y.  Hiler,  27 
N.  J.  L.  48;  Snodgruss  v.  Andr$wSf  30  Miss.  472;  64  Am.  Deo. 
169;  TkeUer  r.  Such,  67  Cal.  447. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  person  claiming  adversely  to  the  es* 
tate  was  the  husband  of  the  deceased  party,  and  it  appeare 
that  this  fact  was  thought  to  affect  the  question.  We,  however^ 
do  not  think  so.  For  while  it  is  true  that  the  probate  court 
has  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  claims  to  property  as  between 
those  interested  in  the  estate,  this  authority  only  goes  to  the 
extent  of  determining  theif  relative  interests  as  derived  from 
the  estate,  and  not  to  an  interest  claimed  adversely  thereto. 
In  the  case  betbre  us,  the  husband,  though  interested  in  the 
estate  of  his  deceased  wife,  was,  so  far  as  the  claim  he  was  at- 
tempting to  assert,  an  entire  stranger  thereto:  See  BHdd  v. 
HUer,  27  N.  J.  L.  43,  above  cited.  The  probate  court  had  no 
jarisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  action,  from  which  it 
follows  that  the  higher  courts  could  get  no  jurisdiction  on 
appeal. 

It  only  remains  to  determine  the  character  of  the  order  to 
be  entered.  In  the  appellate  courts  of  some  of  the  states  it  \» 
the  practice,  in  cases  like  this,  to  simply  dismiss  the  appeal 
and  leave  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  to  stand  in  form  as 
a  judgment  in  force.  These  say  that  as  the  judgments  are 
upon  their  face  absolutely  void,  they  will  not  take  jurisdiction 
even  to  re^fefSe  them.  Other  appell&te  courts,  ho'Cvever,  take 
the  gronfid  thfet  as  they  have  the  power  to  clear  theilr  own  rec- 
Olds  of  objectionable  entries,  even  though  as  standing  thereon 
they  afe  absolutely  void,  they  have  like  poWet  to  Btet  aside  like 
void  entries  in  the  inferior  courts  when  the  form  of  Removing 
such  void  entries  to  such  appellate  courts  has  been  complied 
with.  We  think  the  latter  practice  the  better  one:  See  Lynch 
▼.  Divanj  66  Wis.  490,  above  cited.    A  judgment,  unreversed^ 
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though  void  upon  its  face,  may  seriously  embarrass  the  person 
against  whom  it  is  in  form  rendered,  though  it  can,  of  course, 
t>e  of  no  benefit  to  the  person  who  has  secured  it.  This  being; 
so,  such  judgment  should  not  be  allowed  to  stand. 

The  appeal  in  this  case  must  be  dismissed,  and  the  judg- 
•ments  in  the  superior  court  and  in  the  probate  court  reversed; 
and  such  probate  court  must  proceed  in  the  administration  of 
the  estate  in  question  in  accordance  with  law.  The  appellant 
will  recover  costs  of  this  court,  and  the  appellee  the  costs  in 
the  superior  court.  

Pbobats  Oouvts  havs  ho  JuRisDienoN  to  Dioroi  vpoh  thb  Tal>ti>- 
irr  ov  TnrLn,  bat  when  disohargiDg  the  duty  imposed  apon  them  by  ttatato, 
they  hare  the  power*  inoidentaUy,  to  try  titlett  McWUUe  v.  Vam  VaOer,  86 
Misa.  428;  72  Am.  Dee.  127. 

Affxal— JfTBiSDiOTiON.  —The  ooart  to  which  an  appeal  la  taken  cannot 
^ke  cogniaanoe  of  the  eubjeot-matter  if  the  court  whence  the  appeal  was 
^ken  had  no  power  oyer  it:  Moor*  v.  Hillebrani^  14  Tex.  812;  66  Am.  Deo. 
118^  and  note. 


McCartt  v.  State. 

[I  Washington,  877.] 

dWBTrruTiOHAL  Law  — Crixs  Gommiitxd  Prior  to  Admission  ov  Statx 
— Pbosboution  bt  Informatiov.  —  a  party  charged  with  grand  lar> 
eeny,  committed  prior  to  the  admission  of  a  state  into  the  Union,  ia  en- 
titled to  the  United  States  constitutional  guaranty  of  presentment  by 
indictment  by  a  grand  jnry,  and  cannot  be  proeecnted  therefor  nnder  an 
Information  anthoriied  by  the  state  constitution  and  statutes. 

Criminal  Law — Larobnt  — Sufucibnot  ov  Intormation. — An  indict- 
ment or  information  charging  grand  larceny,  in  taking  *' ninety-three 
railroad  tickets,"  of  an  aggregate  Talue,  without  alleging  the  ralne  of 
each  ticket  taken,  or  that  they  were  stamped,  dated,  signed,  and  genn- 
ine^  la  incnfficien^  as  not  stating  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  the  crime. 

Town  and  Likens^  for  the  appellant 

W.  H.  SneUf  proaeeuHng  attorney^  Charle$  Bedford,  and  0. 
X,  Claypoclj  for  the  state. 

DuNBAB,  J.  ThiB  is  a  proceeding  by  information,  on  a 
charge  of  grand  larceny,  for  the  stealing  of  ninety-three  al- 
leged railroad  passenger  tickets.  The  information  alleged 
that  "the  said  J.  C.  McCarty,  on  the  fifteenth  day  of  October, 
^eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-nine  (1889),  at  the  county  of 
Pierce,  and  state  of  Washington,  and  within  three  years  prior 
to  the  filing  of  this  information,  ninety-three  railroad  passen* 
j^r  tickets,  of  the  aggregate  value  of  one  hundred  and  twentj 
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dollars,  of  the  chattels  and  property  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company,  a  corporation  organized  and  existing 
ander  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York,  and  doing  business 
in  the  state  of  Washington  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws 
of  said  state  of  Washington,  a  more  particular  description  of 
which  said  railroad  passenger  tickets  is  to  the  said  prosecuting 
attorney  unknown,  feloniously  did  steal,  take,  and  carry  away, 
contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute,"  etc.  To  this  information 
the  defendant  interposed  a  demurrer,  that  the  information  did 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  any  offense,  and  that  there 
was  no  authority  for  proceeding  by  information. 

This  crime  is  alleged  in  the  information  to  have  been  com* 
mitted  on  the  fifteenth  day  of  October,  1889.    Article  1,  sec- 
tion 25|  of  the  constitution  of  the  state  of  Washington  provides 
for  proceedings  by  information.    The  act  of  the  legislature 
authorising  proceedings  by  information  was  passed  January 
29,  1890.    The  constitution,  by  act  of  Congress,  as  well  as  by 
its  own  terms,  did  not  become  operative  until  the  Presidential 
proclamation,  which  was  not  made  until  November  11,  1889, 
BO  that  the  date  of  the  alleged  commission  of  the  crime  ante- 
dates not  only  the  enactment  of  the  legislature,  but  also  the 
vivifying  of  the  constitution  by  the  Presidential  proclamation. 
The  defendant  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  United  States 
constitutional  guaranty  of  presentment  by  a  grand  jury  on 
the  fifteenth  day  of  October,  1889.     Having  the  right  at  that 
time,  it  could  not  be  taken  from  him  by  any  retroactive  enact* 
ment  of  the  state,  even  had  it  been  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature to  make  the  act  retroactive  in  its  operations.     When  a 
statute  requiring  an  indictment  is  repealed,  an  information 
will  not  Ue  for  an  offense  committed  before  the  repeal:  People 
V.  TUdale^  57  Cal.  104;  Bishop  on  Statutory  Crimes,  194.     As 
tersely  stated  by  Mr.  Bishop:  "  The  rule  for  the  construction 
of  penal  statutes  is,  that  they  are  to  reach  no  further  than 
their  words;  no  person  can  be  made  subject  to  them  by  impli- 
cation, and  all  doubts  concerning  their  interpretation  are  to 
preponderate  in  favor  of  the  accused."    The  effect  of  the  adop- 
tion of  the  constitution,  or  admission  into  the  Union  of  states 
under  that  constitution,  and  the  legislative  enactment  of  Jan- 
uary 29,  1890,  was  to  repeal  the  law  which  guaranteed  prose- 
cution for  criminal  offenses  exclusively  by  indictment    The 
right  to  be  presented  by  a  grand  jury  is  not  a  mere  change  in 
the  proceedings  of  the  court  which  does  not  affect  the  sub- 
stantial rights  of  the  accused,  and  to  which  he  cannot  object; 
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it  is  a  coQstitutioaal  guaranty  which  rests  upon  a  basis  more 
secure  than  acts  of  the  legislature,  which  relate  to  mere  mat- 
ters of  procedure.  We  do  not  think  the  defendant  can  be  held 
to  answer  this  charge,  unless  on  presentment  of  a  grand  jury. 

We  are  also  of  the  opinion  that  the  information  flailed  to 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  the  crime  of  larceny.  It  is 
not  sufficient  to  charge  the  taking  of  '*  ninety-three  railroad 
tickets,"  of  an  aggregate  value.  Especially  i^  this  Vtxxe  when 
the  degree  of  crime  and  the  degree  of  punishment  is  deter- 
mined by  the  value  of  the  property  stolen.  In  this  instance, 
if  the  proof  should  show  that  only  a  portion  o(  the  number  of 
tickets  alleged  to  have  have  been  stolen  were  actually  stolen, 
it  would  be  impossible  for  the  court  or  jury  to  determine  what 
degree  of  larceny  the  defendant  was  guilty  of.  The  value 
of  each  ticket  should  have  been  alleged,  and  the  information 
should  have  shown  that  they  were  genuine,  effective,  railroad 
tickets,  as  an  unstamped,  undated,  and  unsigned  railroad 
ticket  is  not  the  subject  of  larceny:  1  Wharton's  Grim.  Law, 
sec.  879;  People  v.  Loomisy  4  Denio,  380.  Without  thiese  quali- 
fications, the  so-called  railroad  tickets  had  no  more  value  than 
the  intrinsic  value  of  the  paper  on  which  they  are  printed, 
with  the  cost  of  preparing  them.  As  this  information  did  not 
charge  the  value  of  the  paper,  it  could  not  be  proven. 

It  follows  that  the  jiSidgment  must  be  revereed,  and  the  case 
remanded  to  the  lower  court,  with  instriictions  to  sustain  the 
demurrer.    And  it  is  so  ordered. 

ON  PETITION  FOR   REHEARINQ. 

Dunbar,  J.  The  petition  for  rehearing  in  this  case  is  not 
allowed;  but  the  court  desires  to  say  that  in  view  of  the  pub- 
lic importance  of  some  of  the  questions  raised,  and  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  case  was  submitted  without  oral  argument 
on  the  part  of  the  state,  that  in  cases  arising  bereafter  it  will 
not  be  bound  by  the  opinion  rendered  in  this  case  on  the  con- 
stitutional questions  involved. 


Larcbmt — Indiotm ENT  —  DsscRiPTioN  ov  Stolbn  Propsrtt.  —  An  in* 
diotment  for  larceny  mait  always  sufficiently  describe  the  property  aUeged 
to  b&ve  been  stolen,  so  that  there  diay  be  no  doubt  of  its  identity:  Olover  ▼. 
State,  22  Fla.  493.  Where,  tinder  the  statute,  there  are  several  ways  by 
which  one  may  be  ^ilty  of  larceny,  some  of  which  at  conimon  law  did  not 
constitute  larceny,  the  indictment  must  ao  describe  the  offense  as  to  give  de- 
fendant information  of  which  way  he  is  charged  with  having  committed  the 
crime:  StcUe  v.  Henn,  39  Minn.  464.  DescribiDg  the  stolen  property  by  name» 
kind,  quantity,  number,  and  ownership   ia  generally  sufficient:   Ot'een  r. 
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Ottte,  88  Tiz.  A^^.  49L  AA  iQdiHMht  fot  laFoeny  of  k  hML  liolte  be^  not 
chtfige  thai  ft  wm  tiie  note  of  a  partienbr  bank:  Fotttr  v.  8tat6,  71  Md.  653. 
If  bills  alleged  to  have  been  stolen  are  not  properly  described  in  the  indict- 
mentk  a  demnrrer  thereto  mnst  be  sustained:  RoberU  r.  State,  83  Ga.  369. 
Indictments  are  bad  for  vagueness  abd  mncertaiiity  in  the  description  of  the 
■tolen  property:  SkOe  t.  Oakley,  51  Ark.  112;  Bumey  v.  State^  87  Ala.  80. 
Bat  an  indictment  describmg  the  stolen  property  as  "one  ten-dolla)r  bill  and 
one  fiTe-dollar  bill,  in  money  of  the  United  States  of  America,  of  the  value 
of  fifteen  dollars,  the  personal  property  of  T.  P.,**  is  suflacient:  Garden  v.  State, 
89  Ala.  130;  bnt  ste  StaU  v.  Oakley,  51  Ark.  112.  So  an  indictment  charging 
tita.t  defendant  "did  then  and  there  feloniously  steal,  tikke,  and  carry  away 
lire  dollars  in  money,  then  and  there  b^ng  of  the  yalne  of  five  dollars,  and 
el  the  goods  and  chatteli  of  A  B,"  etc,  is  sufficient  in  its  description  of  the 
stolen  property:  Hammond  v.  State,  121  Ind.  512;  but  see  Bumey  v.  StaUf 
87  Ala.  80.     See  note  to  Lord  v.  State,  '51  Am.  Dec.  232-235. 

LAAonrr— VikLOB  ov  ^ropxktt  Stolbk.  —If  a  dne-bill  has  been  paid 
before  it  was  stolen^  an  indictment  cannot  be  snstained  for  its  larceny, 
ahhoQgh  an  indictment  may  be  raiid  riiarging  the  larceny  of  the  piece  of 
paper  on  which  the  dne-bill  was  written:  State  t.  OampbeU^  103  N.  0.  344. 


KiTOHiB  t;.  Griffiths. 

[1  Washivgton.  429.] 

DsBD0 — Rboxbtration  as  NonoB  —  Indkxiho.  —  a  grantee  who  merely 
deposits  his  deed  for  record  in  the  auditor's  office,  or  other  proper  office^ 
where  it  it  received  by  the  )[>roper  offioek*,  does  not  thereby  convey  no- 
ttee  to  the  public,  so  that  his  title  cannot  be  prejudiced  through  the 
fanlt  or  negligence  of  the  officer  in  not  recording  the  deed.  In  order 
that  the  deed  may  constitute  constructive  notice,  it  must  be  duly  and 
properly  recorded  and  indexed,  the  index  being  an  essential  part  of  the 
record. 

DiBDS  — RtoiMunoir  -&-RE60BDEii  Aobnt  ov  Gbantbb.  —The  recorder 
to  whom  a  grantee  gives  his  deed  for  the  pnrpose  of  having  it  recorded 
It  his  agent,  and  not  the  agent  of  a  subaequent  innocent  purchaser.  The 
recorder  is  responsible  to  the  grantee  only  in  damages  for  his  refusal  or 
neglect  to  record  the  deed  accordiog  to  law,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
^  grantee  to  see  that  it  is  property  recorded,  or  accept  the  consequences  as 
between  himself  and  innocent  third  parties  who  are  misled. 

DmiDB  —  CBBsmoATB  ov  Hboiotrt  not  Evidbncb  of  Rbgistration.  —  A 
certificate  that  a  deed  is  properly  recorded,  given  by  the  recorder  to  the 
grantee,  does  not  relieve  the  latter  of  the  responsibility  of  seeing  that 
the  deed  it  property  recorded,  so  as  to  affect  the  rights  of  an  innocent 
purchaser,  although  it  may  aid  the  grantee  in  recovering  damages  from 
the  recorder. 

Action  by  Griffiths  and  another  against  Ritchie  for  th& 
poBsesi^ioD  of  certain  land.  Plaintiffs  claim  under  the  deed 
of  one  Smith,  which  was  duly  filed  and  recorded  in  the  proper 
book  of  the  proper  officer,  but  not  indexed  in  the  general  in- 
dex for  deeds  kept  by  such  offiicer,  and  the  lower  court  held 
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that  fuch  regiBtration  was  notice  to  sabflequent  parehasera 
from  Smith,  and  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiffiii  and  the 
defendant  appeals. 

Bush  and  Noyes^  for  the  appellant. 

Johnson  and  Moody,  for  the  appellees. 

DuNBAB,  J.    The  first  question  to  be  decided  in  the  consid* 
eration  of  this  case  is,  Does  a  grantee  who  deposits  his  deed 
for  record  in  the  auditor's  office,  where  it  is  received  by  that 
officer,  discharge  his  duty  of  notice  to  the  public,  so  that  his 
title  cannot  be  prejudiced  through  the  fault  or  negligence  of 
the  auditor  in  not  recording  said  deed  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  registry  laws?    If  it  is  concluded  that  he 
does  so  discharge  his  duty,  and  that  constructive  notice  ia 
thus  given,  it  will  be  conclusive  of  this  case,  and  it  will  not 
be  necessary  to  enter  into  the  question  of  whether  or  not  the 
index  is  an  essential  part  of  the  record.    It  will  be  seen  that 
important  questions  arise  here  aflfecting  valuable  rights,  and 
that  whichever  way  they  are  decided,  a  hardship  will  be  im- 
posed upon  an  innocent  party.    In  one  instance,  the.  first 
grantee  relies  on  the  officer,  who  is  a  creature  of  the  law,  to 
do  his  duty;  and  in  the  other,  the  purchaser,  reposing  faith 
and  confidence  in  the  correctness  of  the  record,  acts  upon  it. 
Shall  the  deed  prevail,  or  the  record  of  it?    On  the  first  ques- 
tion, there  is  a  somewhat  perplexing  conflict  of  authority; 
some  courts  holding  that  a  deed  is  recorded,  in  contemplation 
of  law,  when  it  is  entitled  to  registration  and  is  deposited 
with  the  recorder  in  his  office  for  that  purpose,  and  if,  through 
any  fraud  or  neglect  or  mistake  of  the  recording  officer,  the 
proper  notice  is  not  conveyed  to  a  subsequent  purchaser  or 
encumbrancer,  that  the  misfortune  will  fall  upon  the  subse- 
quent purchaser;  while  other  courts  hold  the  opposite  doc- 
trine, that  the  onus  is  on  the  grantee  who  deposits  his  deed 
with  the  recorder  to  see  that  every  step  is  taken  and  every 
act  done  that  is  prescribed  by  the  registry  laws.    For  col- 
lated authorities  on  this  question,  see  Mangold  v.  Barlow,  61 
Miss.  593,  48  Am.  Rep.  84,  and  Wade  on  Notice,  70-73.    In 
many  of  the  cases,  however,  that  are  cited  as  holding  the 
doctrine  claimed  by  plaintiff,  the  courts,  on  a  careful  investi- 
gation, are  found  to  have   based  their  opinions  on  statutes 
materially  different  from  ours,  and  others  on  the  peculiar  cir* 
cumstances  of  the  case. 

The  enunciation  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States, 
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in  LyiU  t.  Arhinsca^  9  How.  314,  that  *'  it  is  a  well-established 
tuX  that  where  an  individual  in  the  prosecution  of  a  right 
does  eyerything  which  the  law  requires  him  to  do,  and  he 
CuIb  to  obtain  his  right,  by  the  misconduct  or  neglect  of  a 
public  oflBcer,  the  law  will  protect  him/'  has  been  largely 
relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff,  and  has  been  quoted  by  a  major- 
ity of  the  cases  reported  that  hold  the  plaintiff's  view;  but  in 
none  of  these  cases,  that  we  have  seen,  have  the  circumstances 
of  that  case,  which  called  forth  the  opinion,  been  reported. 
To  get  the  full  scope  and  meaning  of  this  expression,  we  must 
not  regard  it  as  a  segregated  proposition,  independent  of  the 
case   under  consideration,  and   applicable  to  all  cases;  for 
judges,  in  rendering  opinions,  use  expressions  with  reference  to 
the  application  of  principles  involved  in  the  case  under  con- 
eideration,  and  the  language  employed  must  be  construed, 
and  its  meaning  gathered,  from  an  examination  of  the  ques- 
tions involved,  the  circumstances  surrounding,  and  the  argu- 
ment that  leads  up  to  the  utterance;  or  in  homely  phrase,  it 
is  necessary  to  know  what  the  court  was  talking  about.     Of 
coarse,  there  are  certain  underlying  or  basic  principles  of  law 
from  the  true  deductions  of  which  are  constructed  legal  max. 
ims  which  may  be  stated  as  independent  propositions,  and 
which  will  admit  of  no  modification;  but  the  examination  of 
the  case  cited  shows  that  the  quoted  utterance  of  the  eminent 
judge  has  no  application  to  the  principles  involved  in  and  the 
circumstances  surrounding  this  case.    That  was  a  case  where 
a  pre-emption  claimant  tried  through  a  succession  of  years  to 
obtain  title  to  some  fractional  subdivisions  of  land,  and  was 
prevented,  not  by  any  negligence  of  the  register  and  receiver 
in  the  land-office,  but  on  account  of  their  construction  of  the 
law  and  circular  instructions  from  the  general  land-office. 
Afterwards,  by  act  of  Congress  granting  a  thousand  acres  of 
land  to  the  state  of  Arkansas  for  the  purpose  of  building  a 
court-house,  the  governor  selected  and  sold  the  land  in  con* 
trove rsy  to  one  Russell,  under  whom  the  defendants  held. 
Of  course  many  interesting  questions  were  raised  during  the 
trial  of  this  case,  but  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case 
which  called  out  the  quoted  utterance,  and  the  intended  ap- 
plication of  the  principles  therein  enunciated,  can  probably  be 
gathered  from  the  balance  of  the  paragraph  following  the 
quotation,  which  is  as  follows:  ''In  this  case,  the  pre-emptive 
right  of  Cloyes  having  been  proved,  and  an  offer  to  pay  the 
money  for  the  land  claimed  by  him,  under  the  act  of  1830, 
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nothing  more  could  be  done  by  him,  and  nothing  more  could 
be  required  of  hira,  under  that  act    And  subsequently,  whea 
he  paid  th^  money  to  the  receiver,  under  subsequent  acts,  the 
suryeys  being  returned,  he  could  do  nothing  more  than  offer 
to  enter  the  fractions,  which  the  register  would  not  permit  hira 
to  do."    Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  none  of  the  principles  in- 
Tolved  in  the  case  at  bar  wer^  involved  in  that  case;  apd  it 
shows  the  misleading  tendency  of  quoting  detached  seutences 
from  the  opinions  of  courts.    In  that  case,  the  action  of  Cloyes 
was  at  every  step  a  matter  of  public  record  and  of  official 
repo^  and  the  whole  circumstftnces  of  the  case  show  that  the 
defendants  had  actual  notice  of  his  claim,  though  some  of 
them  denied  such  a  notice  in  the  answer,  while  others  ad- 
mitted that  they  had  heard  of  his  claim,  but  believed  it  to  be 
fraudulent;  bu^  the  court  epo)ce  with  reference  to  the  act49  of 
an  officer  acting  in  a  judicial  capacity,  and  deciding  questions 
of  law, -^decisions  and  acts  over  which  the  plaintiff  could  not 
possibly  exercise  any  supervision  or  control.    It  will  certainly 
not  be  hard  to  see  that  a,  very  different  rule  might  obtain 
when  the  act  required  by  the  applicant  was  purely  ministerial, 
and  which  he  had  a  right  to  see  was  done  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  law.    It  is  doubtful  if  the  judge  who  rendered  that 
opinion  would  have  concluded   that  the  grantee  had  done 
everything  which  the  law  required  him  to  do,  when  he  con- 
tented himself  with  simply  ha,nding  his  deed  to  the  auditor 
without  exhibiting  any  further  concern  about  it    In  our  judg- 
ment, the  9Cope  and  meaning  of  this  opinion  has  been  entirely 
misconstrued  when  applied  to  this  character  of  cases.     In 
Mangold  v.  Barlow,  61  Miss.  593,  48  Am.  Rep.  84,  one  of  the 
beet-argued  cases  sustaining  the  doctrine  that  the  anw  is  on 
the  purchaser,  and  a  case  which  is  also  largely  quoted,  the 
court  bases  its  opinion  on  the  peculiar  language  of  the  Missis- 
sippi statute,  which  declares  that  certain  instruments  "  shall 
be  void  as  to  all  creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers  for 
valuable  consideration  without  notice,  unless  they  shall  be 
acknowledged  or  proved,  and  lodged  with  the  clerk  of  the 
chancery  court  of  the  proper  county  to  be  recorded."    Here 
the  statute  seems  by  express  terms  to  make  the  lodging  of 
the  properly  proved  instrument  with  the  clerk  the  proof  of 
constructive  notice. 

And  thus  it  is  with  a  great  majority  of  cases  cited  in  favor 
of  plaintiff's  theory.  A  close  examination  of  them  will  show 
that  the  opinion  is  based  upon  some  express  language  of  the 
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statute  which  would  justify  the  couclvision  peii,oh^i  hut  on 
the  geii(»ral  proposition,  however,  the  decided  weight  of  au^ 
thorily  aeems  to  be  in  favor  of  the  view  that  the  reeord  can  be 
lelied  upon  by  subsequent  purchasers  without  %otua}  not^ice, 
and  that  oonstructive  notice  cannot  be  given  by  an  attempt 
to  oomply  with  the  registry  laws.  And  this  view,  we  think, 
18  supported  by  right  reasoning,  i^nd  founded  on  principles 
of  equity  and  justice.  As  is  mo^t  admirab^  stated  by  Mr. 
Jones  in  his  work  on  mortgages:  *^  Registry  laws  are  intended 
to  furnish  the  best  and  most  easily  acceiiisible  evidence  of  the 
title  to  real  estate,  to  the  end  that  those  designing  to  purchase 
may  be  fully  informed  of  instruments  of  prior  date  afiecting 
the  subject  of  their  contemplated  purchase,  and  also  that,  hav- 
ing availed  themselves  of  this  means  of  knowledge,  they  may 
lest  there,  and  purchase  in  absolute  security,  provided  they 
do  so  without  knowledge,  information,  or  such  suggestion  from 
other  facts,  as  would  be  gross  negligence  to  ignore,  of  some 
antecedent  conveyance  or  equitable  claim." 

The  recorder  cannot  be  considered  the  agent  of  the  pur* 
chaiier,  as  is  asserted  by  some  of  the  authorities.  It  id  a 
much  fairer  construction  of  the  law,  and  more  in  hanuony 
with  the  law  of  agency  generally,  to  consider  him  the 
agent  of  the  party  who  has  the  business  transaction  with  him; 
who  gets  him  to  do  the  work;  and  to  him  he  should  be  re- 
sponsible for  any  damage  flowing  from  his  refusal  or  neglect 
to  do  the  work  according  to  the  contract  between  them;  and 
that  contract  is  either  express  or  implied  that  the  instrument 
shall  be  recorded  according  to  law.  That  is  what  the  grantee 
pi^s  him  to  do,  and  he  must  see  to  it  that  his  work  is  done 
right,  or  aooept  the  consequences  as  between  himself  and  third 
parties  who  are  misled.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  purchaser 
is  alone  subjeot  to  damages  from  the  non-recording  of  the  in- 
strument; the  very  object  in  having  it  recorded  is  to  give  con- 
structive notice  to  innocent  purchasers,  and  to  protect  the 
grantee's  title  against  said  purchasera  The  law  imposes  upon 
him  the  duty  of  having  his  deed  recorded.  It  is  not  the 
attempt  to  record  a  deed  that  the  law  requires^  but  it  is  the 
recording  of  the  deed.  It  would  be  an  empty  benefit,  indeed, 
that  would  accrue  to  the  buying  public  if  the  attempt  to  record 
were  held  to  Uke  the  place  of  the  record.  The  obligation  rests 
upon  the  grantee  to  give  the  notice  required  by  the  law.  He 
controls  the  deed;  he  can  put  it  on  record  or  not,  as  he  pleases. 
He  has  the  right  and  the  opportunity  to  see  that  the  work  is 
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done  as  he  directs  it  to  be  done,  —  in  legal  manner.  No  one 
else  has  this  opportunity,  and  if  from  any  cause  he  fails  to 
give  the  notice  required  by  law,  the  consequences  must  fall  on 
him.  It  may  be  a  hardship,  but  where  one  of  two  innocent 
persons  must  suffer,  the  rule  is,  that  the  misfortune  must  rest 
on  the  person  in  whose  business  and  under  whose  control  it 
happened,  and  who  had  it  in  his  power  to  avert  it.  Any  other 
rule  would  be  abhorrent  to  our  natural  ideas  of  right,  and 
would  render  perilous  every  business  enterprise. 

The  fact  that  the  recorder  gives  to  the  grantee  a  certificate 
that  the  deed  is  properly  recorded  does  not  relieve  him  of  the 
responsibility  of  seeing  that  it  is  actually  so  recorded.  The 
certificate  binds  no  one  but  the  recorder,  and  cannot  possibly, 
under  any  known  rule  of  law  or  ethics,  affect  the  rights  of  an 
innocent  purchaser,  who  cannot  be  bound  by  a  transaction  to 
which  he  is  in  no  sense  a  party,  of  which  he  has  no  knowl- 
edge, and  for  which  he  is  in  no  way  responsible.  As  we  before 
intimated,  it  might  aid  the  grantee  in  recovering  damages 
from  the  auditor,  but  could  do  no  more  than  that. 

The  record  is  the  essence  of  the  law;  the  recorder  is  only 
a  convenient  instrument  for  the  use  of  those  whose  duty  it  is 
to  make  the  record.    If,  under  the  law,  a  public  record  were 
kept  where  every  grantee  was  required  to  come  and  record 
his  deed,  he  could  certainly  not  plead  his  own  mistakes  or 
negligence;  and  the  only  reason  why  every  man  is  not  al- 
lowed to  record  his  own  instruments  is,  simply,  that  the  record 
may  be  kept  in  a  legible,  orderly,  and  presentable  manner; 
and  the  law  provides  one  man  to  do  the  work  for  the  many, 
or  in  other  words,  makes  the  one  man  the  agent  of  the  many, 
and  who  does  the  work  at  their  instance,  and  under  their  pay 
and  control.    It  is  true  that  in  another  department  of  his  work 
he  may  be  said  to  be  the  agent  of  the  purchaser,  or  searcher 
of  the  records,  for  the  law  also  makes  him  the  custodian  of  the 
record-books.    Every  man  has  a  right  to  see  the  records,  and 
the  law,  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  the  records  and  assist- 
ing the  searcher  of  the  records,  constitutes  the  recorder  their 
keeper,  who,  at  certain  hours  found  by  the  law  to  be  reason- 
able, must  exhibit  them  to  all  who  wish  to  see  them,  and 
must  also  certify  to  what  the  record  shows,  when  requested 
so  to  do  and  paid  for  said  services;  and  if  in  the  exercise  of 
either  of  these  duties  he  either  in  misrepresenting  the  books 
by  exhibiting  false  or  blind  records,  or  in  making  a  false  cer- 
tificate, whether  through  fraud  or  negligence,  the  person  for 
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whom  the  eervioe  was  rendered  must  suffer  the  damage,  it 
my  flow  from  the  negligent  or  fraudulent  act,  and  his  only 
remedy  is  against  the  recorder,  for  damages.  A  employed  the- 
recorder  to  search  the  records,  and  the  recorder  certified  to  A 
that  the  record  title  to  a  certain  tract  of  land  stopped  with 
and  rested  in  B;  upon  the  strength  of  which  A  purchased  of 
B,  for  a  Taluable  consideration,  said  land,  and  it  afterwards- 
eventuated  that  C  had  a  good  deed  on  record  for  the  same 
land,  which  the  recorder  overlooked.  No  well-regulated  court 
would,  we  think,  hold  that  the  title  of  0  would  be  jeopardized 
by  the  mistaken  certificate  of  the  recorder.  We  cannot  con-^ 
oeive  how  the  inconsistency  or  injustice  would  be  diminished 
by  holding  that  the  innocent  purchaser  did  not  have  a  right 
to  rely  on  the  true  record,  or  that  the  grantee  would  be  pro* 
tected  by  the  false  or  mistaken  certificate  of  the  recorder. 

With  this  view  of  the  case,  it  becomes  necessary  to  investi- 
gate the  next  question  involved;  viz.,  Is  the  index  an  essential 
I^irt  of  the  record,  under  the  registration  laws  of  this  state? 
On  this  proposition,  also,  there  is  conflict  of  authority,  though 
the  conflict  in  many  cases  is  more  seeming  than  real,  for,  as 
with  the  first  question  discussed,  a  great  many  of  the  decis- 
ions which  are  cited  as  in  point  on  the  abstract  principle 
prove,  upon  close  investigation,  to  have  been  decided  upon 
statutory  provisions  differing  materially  from  ours.     And  as 
constructive  notice  by  means  of  recorded  instruments  de- 
pends wholly  upon  statutory  provisions,  we  will  first  examine 
the  statute  in  force  at  that  time.    The  statutes  in  force  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  constructive  notice  will  be  found  in  the 
Session  Laws  of  1869,  on  pages  313,  314,  and  815,  and  the 
sections  to  be  construed  in  this  case  are  hs  follows: — 

•*8eo,  18.  The  auditor  of  each  county  in  this  territory 
shall  record,  in  a  fair  and  legible  handwriting,  in  books  to 
be  by  him  provided  for  that  purpose  at  the  expense  of  the 
ooxmty,  all  deeds,  mortgages,  and  other  instruments  of  writ- 
ing required  by  law  to  be  recorded,  and  which  shall  be 
presented  to  him  for  that  purpose,  and  the  same  shall  be  re- 
corded in  regular  succession,  according  to  the  priority  of  their 
presentation;  and  if  a  mortgage,  the  precise  time  of  the  day 
in  which  the  same  was  presented  shall  also  be  recorded. 

"  Sec.  19.  Upon  the  presentation  of  any  deed  or  other  in- 
strument of  writing  for  record,  the  auditor  shall  indorse 
thereon  the  date  of  its  presentation,  •  .  .  .  and  when  such 
deed  or  other  instrument  of  writing  shall  be  recorded,  the  re* 
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corder  shall  indorse  thereon  the  time  when  recorded,  and  the 
number  or  letter,  and  page  or  pages,  of  the  book  in  which  the 
same  is  recorded.'' 

Section  20  prescribes  the  penalty  for  failing  to  record  when 
fees  are  tendered. 

Section  21  provides  for  keeping  a  seal  and  making  copies 
of  records. 

Section  22  directs  the  turning  over  the  records  to  successor 
in  office. 

''  Sec.  28.    Each  auditor  shall,  upon  the  written  demand  of 
any  person,  make  out  a  statement  in  writing,  certified  under 
his  hand  and  the  seal  of  his  office,  of  all  mortgages,  liens,  and 
encumbrances  of  any  kind  of  record  in  his  office,  upon  any 
real  or  personal  property  in  relation  to  which  the  demand 
shall  be  made;  and  if  said  statement  shall  be  incorrect,  he 
and  the  sureties  upon  his  official  bond  shall  be  liable  to  the 
person  aggrieved  for  all  damages  sustained  by  him  in  conse- 
quence of  such  incorrect  statement,  to  be  recovered  in  a  civil 
action. 

*^  Sec.  24.  Bach  county  auditor  shall  keep  a  general  in- 
dex, direct  and  inverted.  The  index  direct  shall  be  divided 
into  seven  columns,  with  heads  to  the  respective  columns  as 
follows:  — 


Tlm«  of 
ooptlou. 


Grantor. 


Qrantee. 


Nature  of 
Instrument. 


Volume 
and  page 
where  re- 
corded. 


Remarki. 


Description 
of  propertr. 


''  He  shall  correctly  enter  in  such  index  every  instrument 
concerning  or  affecting  real  estate,  the  names  of  the  grantors 
being  in  alphabetical  order.  The  inverted  index  shall  be 
divided  into  seven  colums,  precisely  similar,  only  that  the 
names  of  the  grantees  shall  be  alphabetically  arranged,  and 
occupy  the  second  column. 

"  Sec.  25.  Whenever  any  mortgage,  bond,  lien,  or  instru* 
ment  encumbering  real  estate  has  been  satisfied,  released,  or 
discharged  from  record,  whether  by  written  release  across  the 
record,  or  upon  the  margin  thereof,  or  by  the  recording  of  an 
instrument  of  release,  or  acknowledgment  of  satisfaction,  the 
auditor  shall  immediately  note  in  both  the  indices,  in  the  col- 
umn headed  'Remarks,'  opposite  to  the  appropriate  entry,  that 
such  instrument,  lien,  or  encumbrance  has  been  satisBed.'' 

These  different  sections  were  not  only  all  passed  at  the  same 
session  of  the  legislature,  but  are  all  incorporated  in  one  act, 
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nd  miiflt  therefcre  be  construed  together;  and  construing 
tbem  m§  a  whole,  we  conclude  that  sections  18,  19,  and  24  in- 
tended to  provide  a  system  for  the  registration  of  deeds  and 
other  instromentB  affecting  real  estate,  the  compliance  with 
wiiich  would  be  constmctive  notice  to  strangers.  The  act 
points  out  aeveral  snccessive  steps  to  be  taken  by  the  auditor 
when  the  instTument  comes  into  his  possession,  before  his  duty 
with  reference  to  it  is  accomplished:  1.  He  must  file  U  for 
record,  noting  the  time  when  it  was  presented  for  record; 
i  Record  it  in  a  fair,  legible  hand,  in  a  book  provided  by  the 
coQnty  for  that  purpose;  8.  Correctly  enter  it  into  an  index- 
tKnk^  provided  for  that  purpose,  showing  the  time  of  reception, 
name  of  the  grantor  and  grantee,  nature  of  the  instrument, 
volume  and  page  where  recorded,  and  description  of  the  prop- 
erty.  And  all  three  of  these  successive  steps  must  be  taken 
Wore  the  record  is  complete.  The  other  sections  which  we 
have  quoted  are  simply  directory  to  the  auditor,  or  affect 
simply  the  auditor  and  the  person  with  whom  he  is  dealing; 
but  the  three  requirements  specified  above  are  for  the  direct 
and  only  purpose  of  giving  notice  to  the  public.  They  are 
^tal  provisions,  essential  to  constitute  constructive  notice. 

The  appellees'  counsel  cite  section  4  of  the  act  of  November 
9, 1877  (Laws  1877,  p.  812),  which  is  as  folllows:  **A11  deeds 
and  mortgages  shaU  be  recorded  in  the  oflice  of  the  county 
auditor  of  the  county  where  the  land  is  situated,  and  shall  be 
^id,  as  against  bona  fide  purchasers,  from  the  date  of  their 
filing  or  recording  in  said  office,  and  when  so  filed  or  recorded 
shall  be  notice  to  all  the  world";  and  argue  from  that,  that 
legal  notice  is  given  simply  by  filing  the  deed  with  the  county 
auditor,  and  that  no  other  notice  is  necessary.    If  that  view 
oould  be  entertained,  it  would  practically  render  the  provision 
in  regard  to  recording  a  nullity;  for  the  notice  would  l)e  com« 
plete  when  the  instrument  was  filed,  and  no  man  would  go  to 
the  unnecessary  expense  of  recording,  and  the  record  would 
Boon  become  a  voluminous  and  unapproachable  mass  of  loose 
papers.     There  was  evidently  no  such  contemplation  by  the 
Btatates.    The  auditor  has  twenty  days  within  which  to  record 
the  deed  after  it  is  filed;  and  it  is  the  evident  meaning  of  the 
law  that  it  would  be  notice,  by  virtue  of  the  filing,  only  dur- 
ing the  interim  of  twenty  days,  at  the  expiration  of  which  time 
it  is  presumed  to  be  recorded,  and  the  deed  can  be  withdrawn 
when  the  record  becomes  the  notice.     Or  as  is  more  elegantly 
stated  by  Judge  Dillon  in  Barney  v.  McCarty,  16  Iowa,  610, 
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88  Am.  Deo.  427,  in  construing  a  similar  statute:  "As  the  fil* 
ing  is  but  one  step  in  a  series  of  steps,  this  language  presup^ 
poses,  and  is  in  fact  based  upon,  the  assumption  that  th^ 
other,  and  in  the  order  of  time,  the  subsequent,  requiremeatj» 
of  the  law  will  be  observed.''    The  Iowa  statute  was  substan* 
tially  as  ours,  except  that  the  recorder  was  required  to  keep  sl 
**  fair-book,"  in  which  he  entered  every  deed,  giving  date,  par- 
ties, and  description  of  land,  in  addition  to  an  index  witlx 
about  the  same  requirements  as  ours.    So  that  there  was 
really  more  chance  for  an  innocent  purchaser  to  be  put  on  his 
guard,  under  their  registration  laws,  in  the  absence  of  the  in- 
dex, than  under  ours.    And  yet  the  supreme  court  of  that 
state  has  uniformly  held  that  the  index  was  necessary  to  give 
constructive  notice. 

We  are  strengthened  in  our  opinion  that  the  index  is  an 
essential  part  of  the  record,  necessary  to  give  notice,  by  the 
provisions  of  section  26,  which  require  that  the  satisfaction 
of  instruments  affecting  real  estate  shall  be  noted  in  the  in- 
dex. The  legislature,  recognizing  the  importance  of  the  index, 
and  the  universal  custom  of  depending  upon  the  index  in 
searching  the  record,  required  that  every  step  taken,  both  as 
to  conveying,  encumbering,  and  releasing  real  estate,  should 
be  made  to  appear  briefly  on  the  index. 

It  is  asserted  by  plaintiffs  ''  that  the  general  construction 
placed  upon  statutes  similar  to  ours  is,  that  the  index  con- 
stitutes no  part  of  the  record,  and  that  a  grantee  cannot  suffer 
from  any  error  or  omission  in  it ";  and  in  defense  of  this  propo- 
sition cites  Musgrave  v.  Bonseff  5  Or.  813;  20  Am.  Rep.  737; 
BUhop  V.  Schneider,  46  Mo.  472;  2  Am.  Sep.  588;  Chatham  v. 
Bradford,  60  Ga.  827;  15  Am.  Rep.  692;  Curti$  v.  Lyman,  34 
Vt.  888;  58  Am.  Deo.  174;  and  1  Devlin  on  Deeds,  seca  695- 
697. 

In  the  first  case  cited  {Muegrove  t.  Bonser,  6  Or.  818;  20 
Am.  Rep.  787),  the  court  decided, — 1.  That  a  deed  which  had 
been  acknowledged  in  Washington  Territory  by  an  officer, 
other  than  a  commissioner  of  deeds  for  Oregan,  where  the 
deed  did  not  have  the  certificate  of  a  certifying  officer  of  a 
court  of  record  under  seal  that  the  acknowledging  officer  was 
such  officer  as  he  represented  himself  to  be  at  the  time  of  said 
acknowledgment,  was  not  entitled  to  record  under  the  statute, 
and  therefore  did  not  give  notice;  2.  That  the  recording  acts 
of  Oregon  only  protect  persons  who  act  in  good  faith;  and  8. 
Cited  a  case  of  Hastings  v.  CxUUr,  24  N.  H.  481,  holding  that 
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where  a  defective  deed  has  been  lecorded,  while  U  did  not 
operate  as  constructive  notice  of  the  conveyance,  it  might 
operate  as  actual  notice,  and  the  coort,  in  the  case  above  cited, 
nid:  ^  Bat  if  by  means  of  that  registration  of  the  defective 
deed,  the  defendants  had  actual  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  title, 
ihej  are  charged  with  the  notice  as  in  other  cases.    The  de- 
fendants, when  they  found  the  copy  of  the  plaintiff's  deed  on 
record,  must  have  understood  that  the  intended  record  was 
to  give  information  that  such  a  deed  had  been  made,  and  that 
plaintiff  claimed  the  land  under  it    This  must  be  regarded 
t8  actual  notice,  such  as  every  reasonable  and  honest  man 
would  feel  bound  to  act  upon.''    There  is  no  suggestion  of  an 
index  in  the  case;  but  it  is  plain  that  on  the  other  proposition, 
whioh  we  have  already  considered,  the  plaintiffs'  case  does 
not  fall  within  the  reason  upon  which  this  oonclusion  is  based. 
In  that  case,  it  might  be  urged,  with  some  degree  of  justice, 
that  there  was  enough  revealed  by  the  record  to  put  the  pur- 
chaser on  his  guard,  and  once  being  notified  of  the  convey- 
anoe,  it  would  be  his  duty  to  investigate;  and  if  from  such 
investigation  the  will  of  the  grantor  could  be  gathered,  he 
would  not  be  an  innocent  purchaser,  if  he  purchased  contrary 
to  such  revealed  will.    But  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  very  instru« 
ment  by  which  this  notice  is  given  is  wanting,  and  the  avenues 
of  knowledge  are  closed  up.    In  BUhop  v.  Schneider^  46  Mo. 
472,  2  Am.  Rep.  533,  the  court  holds  that  the  index  is  no  part 
of  the  record,  asserting  that  the  proper  oflBce  of  the  index  is 
what  its  name  imports,  —  to  point  out  the  record;  that  '*  the 
grantee  has  no  control  over  the  official  acts  of  the  recorder, 
and  when  he  delivers  his  deed  to  the  officer,  he  has  performed 
all  the  duty  within  his  power.''    But  the  court  states  that 
this  decision  is  based  alone  on  the  construction  of  the  statutes 
of  that  state,  and  they  are  materially  different  from  ours,  both 
with  regard  to  the  definiteness  of  the  index  concerning  deeds, 
and  the  absence  of  the  requirements  to  note  the  satisfaction 
of  mortgages  and  other  instruments  affecting  real  estate  in 
(he  index.    Altogether,  their  statute  does  not  make  the  index 
•0  important  a  part  of  the  system  of  registration  as  ours  does. 
Their  statute  also  provides  that  when  an  instrument  is  filed 
with  the  recorder,  it  shall  be  considered  as  recorded  from  the 
time  it  is  delivered.    The  opinion  in  this  case  quotes  approv- 
ingly  the  case  of  Sawyer  v.  Adams,  8  Vt.  172,  30  Am.  Dec.  459. 
There  the  town  clerk  copied  a  deed  delivered  to  him  for  record, 
on  a  book  which  had  ceased  to  be  a  book  for  recording  for  a 
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number  of  years;  and  for  the  purpose  of  oonoealment    WLTtdL 
fraad,  did  not  insert  the  names  in  the  index  or  alphabets       Xt 
was  held  that  the  deed  was  not  recorded|  and  was  not  notice 
to  after-purchasers.    This  is  indorsed  by  the  Missouri  case,  ozk 
account  of  the  fraud  that  was  perpetrated.    But  it  seems    to 
us  that  it  makes  litUe  difference,  so  far  as  the  equities  of  tlie 
innocent  purchasers  are  concerned, -whether  the  obscurit^r  of 
the  record  was  the  result  of  fraud  or  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  recorder.    Certainly,  there  is  no  logical  basis  for  such  & 
discrimination.    The  rights  of  the  purchaser  must  depend 
upon  something  more  tangible  and  more  easily  ascertained 
than  the  motive  of  the  ofBcer.    Evidently  the  idea  upon  which 
the  decision  in  this  case  was  based  was,  that  the  searcher  of 
title  had  been  misled  by  the  state  of  the  record.    But  as  & 
practical  fact,  he  would  have  been  no  more  liable  to  have  been 
misled  by  reason  of  the  deed  being  recorded  in  an  unused 
book,  than  if  it  had  been  recorded  in  the  proper  book  and  not 
indexed.    The  redbrding  in  the  unused  book  was  an  unneces- 
sary act  of  caution  on  the  part  of  the  recorder  in  his  attempt 
to  deceive.    In  Chatham  v.  Bradford^  60  Ga.  827, 16  Am.  Rep. 
692,  while  the  court  to  a  certain  extent  argues  the  general 
proposition,  insisting  that  an  index  is  only  a  means  of  access 
to  the  record,  and  that  ease  of  access  is  wholly  a  question  of 
degree,  it  says  that  many  of  the  records  of  that  state  have  no 
index;  that  their  acts  for  the  recording  of  deeds  do  not,  any  of 
them,  require  the  clerk  to  keep  an  index;  and  states,  in  conclu- 
sion, that  they  put  their  decision  mainly  on  their  own  statutes, 
and  on  the  condition  of  the  records  and  the  uniform  practice 
of  that  state.    They  also  approvingly  cite  Satoyer  v.  Adams^  8 
Vt  172;  80  Am.  Dec.  459.     Cnrtis  v.  Lyman,  24  Vt.  888,  58 
Am.  Dec.  174,  cited  by  plaintiffs  on  this  point,  we  have  been 
unable  to  obtain;  but  from  reference  to  it  in  other  cases,  we 
conclude  that  their  statute  is  different  from  ours  in  reference 
to  indexing.    Considering  the  difference  in  the  statutes,  we 
think  that  none  of  the  cases  cited  are  directly  in  point. 

While  it  is  true  that  Devlin,  in  his  work  on  deeds,  section 
696,  seems  to  imply  that  an  index  is  not  necessary  to  give  con- 
structive notice,  yet  he  evidently  bases  the  idea,  not  so  much 
on  the  theory  that  the  index  is  not  a  part  of  the  record,  as 
from  his  general  conclusion  that  the  obligation  of  the  grantee 
as  to  notice  ceases  when  he  has  filed  his  deed  for  record.  And 
he  qualifies  this  general  statement  by  saying,  ^'Unless the 
language  of  the  statute  necessarily  leads  to  a  different  con* 
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dnaioii,''— a  qQaKfication,  it  aeems  to  qS|  whicli  renders  mean- 
ingkas  the  general  statement;  for  aa  conitructive  notice  ii 
porelj  Btatatory,  it  mnet  neoeBsarily  follow  that  it  Ib  the 
"^  langoage  of  the  statute "  that  leads  to  one  or  the  other  of 
the  conclosionB.    He  cites  Barney  v.  Little^  16  Iowa,  627,  but 
■ajs  that  ^*  the  decision  in  that  case  was  founded  upon  the 
express  language  of  the  statute  of  that  state,"  intimating  that 
in  consideration  of  the  statute  the  conclusion  of  the  court  was 
correct;  and  inasmuch  as  our  statutes  make  the  index  a  more 
important  factor  in  the  system  of  registration  then  does  the 
Iowa  statute,  we  may  &irly  conclude  that  under  a  statute 
like  ours  this  learned  author  would  consider  the  index  an 
eesential  part  of  the  record.    Indeed,  upon  painstaking  in- 
ireatigation,  not  only  of  all  the  cases  cited  by  plaintiffs  (ex« 
oept  the  Vermont  case,  above  referred  to),  but  of  many  others, 
we  have  been  unable  to  find  a  case  reported  which  decides 
that  an  index  is  not  an  essential  part  of  the  record,  upon  a 
statute  substantially  like  the  registry  laws  of  1869.    It  is  true 
that  in  numerous  cases  it  has  been  decided  that  where  an  in- 
strument affecting  realty  was  not  indexed  as  required  by  law, 
that  the  title  of  the  grantee  should  not  be  disturbed.    The 
greater  part  of  such  decisions,  however,  will  be  found,  on 
examination,  not  to  be  based  on  the  theory  that  the  index  is 
not  a  part  of  the  record,  but  upon  the  broad  principle  that  the 
recording  officer  is  the  agent  of  the  subsequent  purchaser, 
and  that  the  grantee  is  acquitted  when  he  places  his  deed  for 
record  in  the  hands  of  the  proper  officer, — a  position  which,  we 
think,  is  untenable  for  the  reasons  above  given.    It  is  urged 
by  the  court  in  Schell  v.  Stein,  76  Pa.  St  898,  18  Am.  Rep.  416, 
in  deciding  the  case  adversely  to  the  interest  of  the  purchaser, 
that  the  provision  for  indexing  the  records  is  of  comparatively 
modem  origin,  and  that  such  provisions  did  not  exist  in  the 
early  registry  laws.    This,  we  think,  is  a  good  argument,  but 
the  application  by  the  learned  judge  was,  in  our  judgment, 
bad.    The  law  was  no  doubt  suggested  by  the  necessity  of 
some  such  provisions,  as  the  records  accumulated;  and  at  the 
present  day,  considering  the  accumulations  of  deeds,  mort- 
gages, and  liens  of  all  kinds  affecting  real  estate,  and  the 
rapidity  with  which  titles  are  changing  every  day,  if  we  give 
the  effect  of  constructive  notice  to  the  record  at  all,  the  only 
practical  way  by  which  the  public  can  obtain  the  benefit  of 
that  notice  is  through  the  medium  of  the  index.     Laws  are 
enacted  for  the  benefit  of  the  citizen,  not  only  in  theory,  but 
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in  practice.    They  are  not  intended  as  pitfalls  for  the  feet 
the  unwary.    The  state  provides,  in  express  terms,  for  tlio 
keeping  of  this  index,  and  its  mandate  to  the  auditor  is  to 
*enter  in  said  index,  in  alphabetical  order,  the  names  of  the 
^grantors  and  grantees.    This  law  the  citizen  is  aware  of;  he 
has  a  right  to  presume  that  the  law  has  been  obeyed.     If 
there  was  no  such  law,  and  he  had  abundance  of  time  and 
untold  patience,  he  might  devote  himself  to  the  task  of  ex- 
amining the  vast  accumulations  of  records,  page  by  page;  but 
"With  the  law  in  effect,  and  the  universal  custom  recognized  of 
•examining  the  record  through  the  index,  if  the  instrument  is 
;QOt  indexed,  the  law,  instead  of  aiding  and  protecting  the  citi- 
.zen,  becomes  a  delusion  and  a  snare,  and  a  ready  vehicle  for 
collusion  and  fraud.    It  would  be  a  policy  worthy  of  the  con- 
sideration of  the  ancient  tyrant  who  wrote  his  laws  in  small 
characters  and  posted  them  so  high  that  his  subjects  could 
not  read  them,  while  at  the  same  time  he  held  them  account- 
able for  their  strict  observance.     In  this  connection  we  can* 
not  refrain  from  quoting  the  language  of  the  court  in  Barney 
V.  McCarty,  15  Iowa,  510,  83  Am.  Dec.  427,  "  that  a  deed 
might  as  well  be  buried  in  the  earth  as  in  a  mass  of  records 
without  a  clew  to  its  whereabouts."   In  Speer  v.  Evans^  47  Pa. 
St  141,  the  court  says:  '^  As  a  guide  to  inquirers,  the  index  is 
^an  indispensable  part  of  the  recording,  and  without  it,  the 
record  affects  no  party  with  notice."   This,  we  think,  is  the  bet- 
ter view  of  the  law. 

In  this  case  there  is  no  question  of  actual  notice,  and  ap- 
plying the  law  as  we  have  found  it  to  be  to  the  case  at  bar,  it 
follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  lower  court  must  be  reversed. 
The  case  is  remanded  to  the  lower  court,  with  instructions  to 
reverse  the  judgment  

RioiirrRATiOH  or  Ivstbuments  — Notice  Impaetbd.  —The  qnestion  as 
'to  when  ooiuitniotive  notice  ii  given  by  the  filing,  recording,  and  indexing  of 
«  oonvejrance  is  fnllj  discaMed  in  a  note  to  Oreen  v,  Oarrinfftont  91  Am.  Dec. 
106-110,  in  which  are  collected  the  authorities  both  for  and  against  the  rule 
tiB  laid  down  in  the  principal  ease.  See  also  Marlet  v.  Hinman,  77  Wis.  136; 
20  Am.  St.  Rep.  102.  In  Betbcme  ▼.  RaUo,  69  Tez.  636,  BcuseU  v.  Brewer, 
74  Tez.  664,  note  to  Bedtt  ▼.  MwreU,  16  Am.  St  Rep.  296,  296,  the  rule 
seems  to  be  followed  which  considers  an  instrument  as  duly  recorded  so  as 
to  impart  constractiTe  notice  when  it  is  deposited  with  the  proper  officer  for 
record. 

RiooBD  07  CoNVBTAiroBS.  —  K1CI8SITT  ICE  AN  IvDXX:  See  note  to  Orten 
V.  OarrtngUm^  91  Am.  Deo.  109, 110;  note  to  ffibbard  v.  Zenor,  9  Am.  St  Rep. 
603,  604.  In  some  states  the  index  constitutes  an  essential  part  of  the  proper 
vregistratioo  of  an  instrument:  St,  Croix  tic  Co.  ▼.  RUdm^  7S  Wis.  409;  Prrn^ 
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^  ▼.  Dmm,  S7  Wis.  449;  19  Am.  Rep.  772.  And  in  Michigan,  •ntrj  in  the 
cBtry-book  must  be  made  before  a  conveyanoe  can  be  deemed  reoordedt 
Baim  ▼.  Mereier^  75  Mich.  42.  The  remedy  for  failare  to  record,  or  for  mak« 
m^  a  defectiYe  record,  it  against  the  reoorder:  Oreen  r,  Oarrinffton,  16  Ohio 
St.  548;  91  Am.  Deo.  103. 

RsauTRATiQV  ov  IiTSTBUMENTS  ^  pROOF  or.  --The  recorder's  oertificate 
tfaa.t  a  coDTeyanee  is  properly  registered  is  not  oonelosive:  Johnmm  T.  Bwrdm^ 
40  Vt.  6e7;  94  Am.  Dee.  430^  and  note. 


Ilwaoo  Bailway  and  Navigation  Co.  v.  Hbdbiok. 

[1  Washihgton,  446.] 

HsouoKvca — Ikjubt  to  Child — Unlooked  Tmur-TABLi  —  Mbasubi  ov 
I>AifaOB.  —  In  an  action  against  a  railway  company  for  negligently 
Lansing  the  death  of  a  child  in  leaving  a  tnm-table  unfastened,  the 
measnre  of  damage  is  the  loss  ocoasioned  by  the  death;  and  his  health* 
mental  and  physical  condition,  and  ezpectanoy  of  life  are  proper  sub. 
jecti  to  be  snbmitted  to  the  jury  for  their  consideration  in  estimating 
the  damage  snstained. 

HaouoKHOB  ^  Injitbt  to  Cbild  ntoM  Unlooksd  Tubn-table — Etidenob. 
—  In  an  action  against  a  railway  company  for  negligently  causing  the 
death  of  a  child  in  leaving  its  torn-table  unfastened,  expert  medical  tes* 
timony  that  the  child  was  frail  and  weak,  and  that  he  died  from  the  in- 
jury received  at  the  turn-table,  is  admissible  on  the  issue  as  to  his  health 
and  physical  condition  at  the  time  of  the  injury;  but  such  testimony  as 
to  **  whether  or  not,  if  the  child  had  been  a  healthy  child,  it  would  hare 
survived  the  injury  "  is  inadmissible  under  such  issue. 

Nbolioence  —  Ikjubt  to  Child  ^  Evidewce  of  Custom  ni  Beoabd  to 
TuBN-TABLEa.  —  lu  an  action  against  a  railway  company  for  negligently 
causing  the  death  of  a  child  in  leaving  a  tnm-table  unlocked,  evidence 
of  a  custom  of  railways  to  leave  their  turn-tables  unlocked  and  nil* 
fastened  at  all  times,  whether  in  actual  use  or  not,  no  matter  whotfatr 
incloeed  or  in  a  public  place,  Sm  inadmissible  on  the  issue  as  to  whether  ot 
not  the  turn-table  was  secured,  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  as  csrefnl  aad 
prudent  men  would  ordinarily  fasten  it  under  similar  circnmstanoea. 

NbOLIOEMOB— UNFlETBirBD  TUBIT-TABLE  —  In JUBT  TO  ChILD.  —  It  Is    th« 

duty  of  a  railway  company  to  so  fasten  its  turn-table  as  to  prevent  in- 
jury to  those  who^  by  reason  of  their  tender  years,  are  incapable  of  com- 
prehending its  dangerous  character,  either  by  locking  it^  ot  In  some 
other  way  preventing  access  to  it.  A  failure  to  take  snob  precaution  ia 
negligeneo  on  the  part  of  the  oompany,  for  which  it  must  respond  in 
damages.  In  snob  oase^  the  fact  that  prior  to  an  accident  the  tnm-table 
had  been  secured  by  a  rope,  which  might  be  untied  by  children  play- 
ing upon  itk  and  in  the  past  had  proved  to  be  an  insecure  fastening, 
will  not  esonerale  the  company  from  liability. 
Vnauonai  Ai  vo  Uvfabtbvbd  Tmur-TABLB— Qubitiob  fob  Jitbt. — 
Whether  or  not  a  railway  oompany  is  guilty  of  negligence  in  leaving  its 
tnm-table  unfastened,  thereby  injuring  a  child  of  tender  yean,  is  a  quee- 
tlon  for  the  jury  to  determine  under  all  the  facts  and  eircnmstances  of 
eadi  partienlar 


^ 
\ 
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FidUm  Brothersj  for  the  appellant 

TTotfoii^  jBinne,  and  WaUon^  for  the  appellee. 

Ain)BRBy  0.  J.  This  was  an  action  by  appellee,  as  admin- 
iatrator,  to  recover  datnageB  for  the  death  of  his  son,  a  child 
between  five  and  six  years  of  age,  alleged  to  have  been  cansed 
by  the  negligence  of  appellant  in  not  properly  securing  a  turn- 
table situated  upon  its  own  premises,  in  an  open  area,  near 
one  of  the  principal  streets  and  close  to  the  business  portion 
of  the  town  of  Ilwaco,  in  this  state.  It  appears  that  the  turn- 
table had  been  constructed  but  a  short  time  previous  to  the 
accident  to  the  child,  and  that  up  to  that  time  it  had  not 
been  used  by  appellant  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  de- 
signed. A  considerable  number  of  the  children  of  the  town 
had  been  in  the  habit  of  playing  upon  and  revolving  it  previous 
to  the  accident  to  deceased.  It  was  tied  to  a  stake  the  day 
before,  with  a  piece  of  rope  by  one  Hoffman,  not  in  the  employ 
of  the  railroad  company,  but  was  soon  after  untied  by  one  of 
the  children,  and  play  resumed  upon  it.  The  managing  agent 
of  appellant,  whose  office  and  place  of  business  was  in  close 
proximity  to  the  turn-table,  testified,  in  substance,  that  he 
also  tied  it,  or  caused  it  to  be  tied,  with  a  rope  two  days  before 
the  boy  was  injured;  that  the  next  day  he  noticed  it  was  un- 
fastened, and  tied  it  with  the  same  rope  and  in  the  same  place; 
that  it  remained  tied  all  that  day;  that  he  saw  the  children 
again  on  the  table  the  evening  before  the  accident;  that  they 
had  untied  it,  and  were  revolving  it  and  riding  on  it;  that  he 
drove  them  away  and  told  the  men  working  on  the  track  to 
keep  them  away  from  the  turn-table;  and  that  he  tied  it  four 
times  in  all  with  the  same  piece  of  rope.  But  that  the  table 
was  ever  tied  or  fastened  at  all,  except  by  Hoffman,  is  disputed 
by  other  testimony  in  the  case.  The  deceased  child  had  never 
been  to  this  turn-table  before  the  time  he  was  injured,  but  on 
that  day  he  was  sent  by  his  mother  on  an  errand  to  the  store, 
about  three  hundred  yards  distant  from  his  home,  and  close 
to  the  turn-table.  Returning  from  the  store,  he  was  attracted 
by  the  children  at  play  upon  the  turn-table,  and  stopped  and 
sat  down  to  watch  them  on  the  abutment,  on  or  near  the  rails 
of  the  track  connecting  with  the  turn-table,  in  such  a  manner 
that  his  feet  hung  down  on  the  side  next  to  the  turn-table. 
While  in  that  position  the  children  turned  the  table  so  that 
his  legs  were  caught  between  it  and  the  abutment,  and  so  in- 
jured that  the  flesh  of  both  legs,  from  his  knees  down,  was 
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mangled  and  torn  from  the  bones,  from  the  effects  of  which  he 
died  three  days  afterwards.  Upon  the  trial  in  the  court  below, 
the  jury  returned  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum 
of  two  thousand  dollars.  Judgment  was  entered  upon  the  ver- 
dict, from  which  defendant  appeals,  and  assigns  the  rulings  of 
the  court  below  in  excluding  certain  testimony  offered  by  de- 
fendant, and  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  charge  the  jury  as 
requested  by  it,  as  error. 

To  prove  the  character  of  the  injury,  and  that  the  death  of 
deceased  was  caused  thereby,  the  plaintiff  called  as  a  witness 
a  physician  and  surgeon,  who,  having  stated,  among  other 
things,  that  he  attended  the  child  from  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent until  his  death,  and  that  he  died  from  the  injuries  re- 
ceived at  the  turn-table,  further  testified,  but  whether  on  direct 
or  croei  examination  is  not  clear,  that  the  child  was  a  frail, 
weak  child.   On  cross-examination,  counsel  for  defendant  asked 
the  witoess  this  question:  ^*  State  whether  or  not,  in  your  judg- 
ment, if  the  child  had  been  a  healthy  child  it  would  have  sur- 
vived the  injury.''    This  question  was  objected  to  by  counsel 
for  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  irrelevant  and  imma- 
terial, and  the  objection  was  sustained  by  the  court,  and  this 
ruling,  appellant  contends,  was  erroneous  and  prejudicial.    It 
is  claimed  that  the  evidence  sought  to  be  elicited  by  the  ques- 
tion was  material  in  aiding  the  jury  in  arriving  at  plaintiff's 
damage.    And  in  support  of  the  proposition  it  is  argued  that 
a  child  so  weak  or  feeble  that  he  could  not  survive  an  injury 
that  a  healthy  child  would  have  survived  has  a  less  expec- 
tancy of  life  than  the  ordinary  child,  and  could  not  be  expected 
to  accumulate  so  much  for  his  estate,  and  that  an  estate  would 
be  less  damaged  by  the  death  of  a  weak  child  than  by  that  of 
a  healthy  one. 

It  is  true  that  the  measure  of  plaintiff's  damage  is  the  loss 
occasioned  by  death  of  the  deceased,  and  that  his  health, 
mental  and  physical  condition,  and  his  expectancy  of  life 
were  proper  subjects  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  for  their  con- 
sideration in  estimating  the  amount  of  the  damage  sustained 
by  the  estate.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  defendant  should 
have  been  permitted  to  show  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
witness,  deceased  would  not  have  died  from  the  effects  of 
the  frightful  injury  he  received  if  he  had  been  as  strong  and 
healthy  as  some  other  boy,  or  even  if  he  himself  had  been 
more  vigorous.  There  was  no  controversy  as  to  the  cause  of 
the  child's  death;  and  the  question  then  before  the  jury  was^ 
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not  what  amount  of  injury  of  the  character  suffered  by  him 
he  could  or  would  have  survived  under  other  circumstances, 
but  what. was  in  fact  his  health  and  physical  condition  at  the 
time  of  the  injury;  and  that  the  witness  had  already  stated. 
We  see  no  error  of  the  court  in  excluding  the  question. 

It  is  next  contended  that  the  court  erred  in  excluding  the 
testimony  offered  by  appellant  to  show  that  it  is  not  the 
custom  of  railroad  companies,  or  those  operating  such  turn- 
taibles,  to  have  or  keep  the  same  locked  or  fastened  at  any 
time,  but  on  the  contrary,  that  the  custom  and  practice  of  all 
such  companies  is,  and  always  has  been,  to  have  and  keep 
them  unfastened  and  unlocked  at  all  times,  whether  in  actual 
use  or  not,  and  whether  inclosed  or  in  an  open  public  place. 
We  think  this  evidence  was  clearly  immaterial,  and   was 
rightly  excluded  by  the  court.    The  question  at  issue  was 
whether  the  defendant  secured  the  turn-table  as  careful  and 
prudent  men  would  ordinarily  do  under  like  circumstances. 
What  would  be  clearly  negligent  in  one  case  and  under  some 
circumstances  might  be  ordinary  care  under  other  and  differ* 
ent  circumstances;  and  whether  there  is  negligence  in  any 
particular  case  must  generally  be  determined  by  the  facts  and 
circumstances  of  that  case,  and  not  by  any  general  custom  or 
practice:  Koester  v.  Ottumwaj  34  Iowa,  41;  Koona  v.  St.  Louie 
etc.  R.  R.  Co.y  65  Mo.  592;  see  also  Deering  on  Negligence,  sec. 
9,  and  cases  cited.     Besides,  the  custom  proposed  to  be  shown 
is  manifestly  unreasonable  and  negligent,  and  was  not  relied 
upon  by  appellant  as  a  defense  in  the  cause;  for  it  claimed, 
and  still  claims,  immunity  from  liability  on  the  ground  that  it 
secured  its  turn-table  properly. 

The  next  assignment  of  error  is  the  refusal  of  the  court  to 
give,  without  modification,  the  following  instructions,  asked  by 
defendant:  — 

*'  1.  If  you  shall  find  that  the  turn-table  was  tied  on  the 
day  of  the  accident  and  injury  complained  of,  in  such  manner 
as  to  prevent  its  being  revolved  without  untying  or  cutting  the 
rope  by  which  it  was  tied,  and  that  on  that  day,  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  the  defendant,  the  rope  was  cut  or  un- 
tied by  a  persons  or  persons  not  in  the  defendant's  employ,  and 
that  the  accident  prqducing  the  death  of  the  child,  Franklin^ 
G.  Hedrick,  occurred  before  the  fact  that  the  rope  had  been 
cut  or  unfastened  became  known  to  the  defendant  or  its 
officers,  then  I  charge  you  that  the  defendant  is  not  liable  in 
this  action. 
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'*  2.  If  the  defendant  so  fastened  the  turn-table  that  it  could 
sot  be  reyolyed  so  as  to  injure  a  person  or  a  child,  and  in 
the  absence  of  the  officers  of  defendant,  some  person  wrong- 
fully cat  or  untied  the  fastenings  so  that  the  turn-table  could 
be  leTolTed,  and  thereby  the  deceased  receiyed  the  injury  that 
caused  his  death,  I  charge  you  that  the  defendant  is  not 
fiable,  and  your  verdict  should  be  in  favor  of  defendant" 

The  court  modified  the  first  of  these  instructions  by  adding 
thereto,  ^  unless  there  was  want  of  ordinary  care  in  the  method 
or  manner  in  which  the  company  undertook  to  secure  the 
tam-table,  and  you  believe  that  this  method  was  the  proxi- 
mate and  controlling  cause  of  the  injury  ";  and  the  second,  by 
adding  the  words,  "  if  you  do  not  further  find  that  the  accident 
or  injury  was  the  result  of  want  of  ordinary  care  in  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  company  undertook  to  secure  the  turn-table, 
and  that  such  want  of  ordinary  care  was  the  proximate  and 
eontrolling  cause  of  the  injury.**  As  so  modified,  the  court 
gave  both  instructions.  Whether  this  action  of  the  court  was 
erroneous  or  not  must  depend  upon  the  measure  of  duty 
which  appellant  owed  to  the  deceased  under  the  circumstances. 
It  had  erected  this  alluring  and  dangerous  machine  in  an 
open,  public  place,  and  its  agent  and  manager  not  only  knew 
that  young  children  were  instinctively  attracted  by  it,  and 
were  in  the  habit  of  pla3ring  upon  and  around  it,  but  that  the 
method  adopted,  if  any,  to  prevent  them  from  so  doing  was 
wholly  insufficient.  It  certainly  would  not  have  been  a  mat- 
ter of  very  great  inconvenience  to  have  securely  fastened  or 
locked  this  unused  turn-table  before  the  deceased  was  in- 
jured, as  was  done  immediately  afterwards.  And  we  think 
it  was  the  duty  of  appellant  to  so  secure  it  as  to  prevent 
injury  to  those  who,  by  reason  of  their  tender  years,  were 
incapable  of  comprehending  its  dangerous  character,  either  by 
locking  it,  or  in  some  other  way  preventing  access  to  it;  and 
a  failure  to  take  such  precaution  was  negligence  on  the  part 
of  appellant:  GtUf^  Colorado^  and  Santa  Fi  Ry  Co,  v.  Styron,  66 
Tex.  421;  Pittsburg^  Alleglieny^  and  Manchester  Pass,  Ry  Co.  v. 
Caldwell,  74  Pa.  St  421;  Nagel  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Ry  Co,,  76 
Ho.  653;  42  Am.  Rep.  418;  East  Saginaw  City  Ry  Co,  v.  Bohn, 
27  Mich.  503;  Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr,  88  Pa.  St  882;  2 
Borer  on  Railroads,  1121,  1122.  The  instruction  asked  by 
appellant,  in  effect  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  as 
matter  of  law,  that  if  they  found  that  appellant  took  the  pre- 
cautions  and  used  the  means  claimed  by  it  to  secure  theturn-- 
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table,  It  would  not  be  liable  in  this  action.  And  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  court  committed  no  error  in  refusing  to  give 
the  instruction  as  requested.  The  question  whether  or  not 
appellant,  under  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case, 
was  guilty  of  negligence  was  for  the  jury,  and  was  fairly  8a1>- 
mitted  by  the  instructions  given  by  the  court:  Sioux  City  etc* 
R.  R,  Co.  T.  Stout,  17  Wall.  657;  Hoye  v.  Chicago  etc.  Ry  Co.^ 
62  Wis.  666;  Hydravlie  WotH  Co.  ▼.  Orr,  88  Pa.  St  882. 

There  appearing  no  error  in  the  recordi  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  must  be  affirmed. 

lUxiAOAD  CoMPAims-^KBaLieBraB-^IinrAirEa— Whtrt  a  penon  hwm 
vpoii  his  premifM  mftchinery,  tool%  implementi^  or  propmrty  wfaloh  are 
d*ngeroiu  to  ohildrtn  as  plaything!  or  otherwiM^  and  in  their  nature  aflbrd* 
ing  apeoial  temptation  to  ohildreny  he  mmt  guard  tham  so  aa  to  proteot  him- 
•elf  from  liabilitj  (or  injnriee  aoatained  by  children  while  playing  with  them: 
Note  to  freel6reo*T.  Mi>bik  €ki,  IL  B.  Cb.,  U  Am.  8t  Bop.  095,  590;  MonrtB- 
MSfT./Vovkieiioiela  A&0b.»16R.L271.  And  thia  nilo  haa  been  applied  to 
tnm-tablea  of  railway  oompaniea  left  nngoarded  and  nnfaatened  in  pnblio 
localitiea:  Note  to  Wutbrook  ▼.  MobU$  ete.  B.  R  Oo.,  14  Am.  St.  Bep.  595; 
O'McMe^  ▼.  St.  Paui  etc  ICy  Co.,  a  Minn.  289;  G^T  eto  iTy  Oo,  ▼.  Mo- 
WUrttr,  77  Tex.  366;  19  Am.  St  Rep.  766. 

NKouasHOi  ~  MsAsuBi  07  Damages  fob  KdjUVO  a  Osnjx^A  pe* 
oaniary  injniy  reealting  from  the  death  of  a  ohild  mnat  be  meaaored  by  the 
atandard  of  the  peooniary  yalne  of  the  life  of  the  child,  and  ita  loaa  to  the 
peraoQ  or  persona  entitled  to  damagea:  Bqjiwweki  ▼.  MaUroad  Oo,,  74  Mioh. 
21.  A  parent  may  reoover  the  loaa  of  hia  ehild'a  eervioea*  aa  damagee  reanlt- 
ing  from  hia  death  through  the  negligenoe  of  a  railroad  company:  Perry  ▼. 
Georgia  R.  JU  ^  B,  Oo.,  85  Oa.  193;  but  it  mnat  appear  that  the  parent  waa 
dependent  upon  the  child,  to  enable  him  to  recover  for  the  value  of  the  life  ol 
the  deceaaed  ohild:  Clay  v.  Central  A  B.  ^  B.  Co.,  84  Qa.  846.  Under  the 
Colorado  atatute,  the  parenta  of  an  unmarried  adult  child  may  recover  dam- 
agea meaeured  by  their  pecuniary  loaa  reaulting  from  the  death  of  auoh  child 
through  another's  negligenoe:  Denver  ele,  B.  B»Oo,  v.  WUaon,  12  Col.  20;  and 
to  the  same  effect,  substautially,  la  Fordyee  ▼.  MeCanU,  61  Ark.  610.  Com- 
pare LouimriUe  etc,  B*y  Co.  v.  Ooodyhoonin,  IS  Am.  St  Rep.  881-883. 

NsQLioiNOB  18  Ordinabilt  A  QuBSTiON  fOB  THB  JuBT  to  determine: 
LaeeU  v.  Kapp,  83  Mich.  36;  Chieago  etc  Co,  v.  Havelidt,  131  HL  179;  Lake  8hor^ 
etc,  B*y  Co.  v.  Parker,  131  lU.  668;  Abbot  v.  DwineU,  74  Wia.  516;  Walker  v. 
Boston  etc,  B.  B.  Co.,  64  N.  H.  414;  FUher  v.  Monongahela  etc  B'y  Co,,  131  Pa. 
St.  293;  Murray  v.  Miseouri  P.  B'y  Co.,  101  Mo.  236;  80  Am.  St.  Rep. 
601,  and  note;  and  ao  is  the  question  of  contributory  negligenoe;  Samp* 
eon  etc.  Co.  v.  Schaad,  16  Col  197;  Matheum  v.  Cedar  Bapkie,  80  Iowa,  469; 
20  Am.  St.  Rep.  436,  and  note.  But  where  the  facta  are  undisputed,  the 
question  of  negligence  ia  one  of  law  for  the  court:  Dewald  v.  KaaMoe  CHy  ete. 
B.  B.  Co.,  44  Kan.  686;  Breeee  v.  Powers,  80  Mich.  172;  WUton  v.  PetmayU 
9ama  Ky  Co.,  138  Pa.  St  27;  WWOne  v.  SL  LouU  eta.  Ry  Co.,  101  Mo.  94w 
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▼aujb  ov  Pebsoital  Propbrtt,  how  Psotkd  in  Absinob  Of  Local 
Mauext.  -» Where  the  value  of  personal  property  cannot  be  fixed  bjr 
the  proof  of  loeal  markets,  it  may  be  done  by  proof  of  valne  at  the 
nearaet  point  where  similar  property  ia  bought  and  sold,  with  proper 
additioa  or  deduction  for  coet  of  transportation  and  the  hazard  and  ex- 
pense incident  thereto,  according  as  the  property  is  held  for  sale  or  for 
IM.  But  evidence  of  the  value  of  such  property  in  a  distant  market  is 
not  admissible  unless  it  is  proved  that  there  is  no  adequate  local  market^ 
or  that  the  two  markets  are  interdependent  and  sympathetia 

Dirosinoir  Bzoludbd  vob  iNOOMPsrifiNGT  shoitld  bb  Offbbsd  Avbw,  up 
Subsbqcbut  Eyidbztob  Rbybals  its  Coicpbtbnot. — A  deposition 
wfaidi  is  properly  excluded  for  incompetency  in  the  state  of  the  case 
when  H  is  offered  should  be  offered  in  evidence  again,  if  subsequent 
evidenoe  reveals  its  competency.  And  if  the  party  offering  it  fails  to  do 
this,  he  cannot  complain  of  the  ruling  of  the  court  excluding  it» 

Action  to  recover  damagee  for  the  killing  of  a  oolt  in  White 
Coanty.  Before  the  trial,  the  court,  on  motion  of  the  defend- 
ant, excluded  certain  parts  of  the  depositions  of  certain  wit- 
nesses residing  at  Leslie,  Michigan,  tending  to  prove  the  value 
of  the  colt  at  that  place.  The  plaintiff  subsequently  sliowed 
that  there  was  no  adequate  local  market  for  such  an  animal 
at  the  place  of  the  killing.  The  plaintiff,  who  claimed  the 
€olt  to  be  worth  one  thousand  dollars,  recovered  a  verdict  for 
four  hundred  dollars,  and  he  aj^aled,  alleging  as  error  the 
exclusion  of  said  testimony. 

ITS 
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W.  R,  Ooody^  for  the  appellant 
Dodge  and  Johmon^  for  the  appellee. 

Hkminowat,  J.  For  an  injury  to  property,  the  owner  is  en* 
titled  to  be  oompensated  by  a  recovery  against  the  wrong-doer 
to  the  extent  of  his  injury.  If  personal  property  be  damaged 
to  the  extent  of  destruction,  its  owner  may  have  eompensa- 
tion  by  a  recovery  of  its  value  at  the  time  and  place  of  its 
destruction.  The  correct  rule  for  measuring  the  damage  is 
found  in  a  statement  of  the  right,  and  about  it  there  is  no 
room  for  difference.  But  difficulty  in  applying  the  rule  in 
different  cases  has  arisen  in  determining  what  evidence  ie 
competent  to  prove  the  value  of  property  destroyed. 

To  establish  value,  as  to  prove  other  facts,  the  law  requires 
the  best  evidence  that  can  be  had.  In  most  cases  this  rale 
would  require  proof  of  value  in  the  market  at  the  time  and 
place  of  the  injury;  for  if  the  property  was  held  for  sale,  this 
shows  the  extent  of  the  loss  in  not  being  able  to  sell  it;  and 
if  it  was  held  for  use,  this  shows  what  it  would  cost  to  re- 
place it. 

But  while  the  principle  which  exacts  the  best  evidenoe  is 
general,  what  constitutes  the  best  evidence  varies  with  the 
circumstances  of  the  different  cases.  There  may  have  been, 
in  a  particular  case,  an  injury  to  property  of  a  kind  not  sold, 
and  therefore  without  market  value,  at  the  place  of  injury; 
still,  it  had  a  value  there,  either  for  its  utility  or  because  it 
might  be  transported  and  sold  at  distant  markets;  and  as  all 
rules  of  evidence  are  adopted  for  practical  purposes  in  the  ad- 
ministration of  justice,  they  should  not  preclude  a  recovery 
because  a  loss  occurred  at  a  place  where  there  was  no  market 
for  the  particular  kind  of  property.  The  law  accomplishes  no 
such  result,  but  accords  to  the  party  injured  the  right  to  re- 
cover the  amount  of  his  loss,  and  exacts  no  more  in  proof  of 
the  amount  than  the  best  evidence  of  which  his  case  is  sus- 
ceptible. This  implies  that  proof  of  the  market  price  at  other 
points  may  be  admitted;  but  does  it  imply  that  proof  may  be 
admitted  of  the  market  price  at  any  or  all  distant  points  at 
which  there  may  be  a  market?  This  conclusion  would  be  as 
unreasonable  as  that  the  absence  of  a  local  market  should 
exclude  all  proof  of  value. 

It  would  not  be  oontended  that  in  an  action  by  a  fiurmer  in 
one  of  our  Western  states  for  corn  destroyed  in  his  barn,  it 
would  be  competent  to  prove  the  value  of  corn  in  Dublin;  or 
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that  in  troTer  for  furs  converted  in  Alaska,  it  would  be  com«^ 
petent  to  prove  the  value  of  similar  articles  in  Berlin  or  Rome» 
If  SQch  proof  tended  in  some  slight  degree  to  establish  value^ 
other  and  better  proof  is,  in  the  nature  of  things,  to  be  had 
tending  more  nearly  and  directly  to  that  result 

Am  the  ain  of  the  law  is,  in  such  cases,  to  ascertain  value,, 
eoorts  should  not  admit  proof  of  it  which  is  to  a  great  extent 
misleading,  when  it  is  susceptible  of  proof  without  the  mis- 
leading elements  that  is  manifestly  to  be  had. 

So  we  find  it  established  that  where  value  cannot  be  fixed 
by  the  proof  of  local  markets,  it  may  be  done  by  proof  of  value 
at  the  nearest  point  where  similar  property  is  bought  and  sold, 
with  80ch  addition  or  deduction  for  cost  of  transportation,  and 
the  hazard  and  expense  incident  thereto,  as  may  be  necessary 
to  determine  its  actual  value  at  the  place  of  the  injury.  If  it 
was  held  for  sale,  the  amount  of  recovery  should  be  a  sum 
which  would  have  been  realized  upon  a  sale,  and  in  such  case 
there  should  be  a  deduction  from  its  value  in  the  distant  mar* 
ket;  while  if  it  was  held  for  use,  the  recovery  should  be  of  a 
sum  aafficlent  to  replace  it,  and  there  should  be  an  addition 
to  the  price  in  the  distant  market  to  meet  the  cost  and  hazard 
of  transportation:  Coolidge  v.  Choate^  11  Met.  79;  Chrand  Tower 
Mining  Co.y.  PhiUipSy  23  Wall.  471;  2  Sutherland  on  Dam- 
ages, 878. 

In  what  we  have  said  we  have  not  attempted  to  formulate 
a  rule  of  universal  application;  for  there  are  states  of  case  in 
which  courts,  in  order  to  ascertain  actual  value  and  arrive  at 
a  just  finding,  have  adopted  a  different  rule  for  the  admission 
of  evidence,  not  violating,  but  really  conserving,  the  principles 
that  we  have  announced. 

Thns  in  the  ease  of  Harris  v.  Panama  R.  R  Oo.^  68  N.  Y. 
660,  whieh  was  an  action  for  killing  a  race-horse  on  the  Isth- 
mus of  Panama,  the  court  held  that  proof  of  the  value  of  the 
horee  in  San  Francisco  was  admissible,  it  appearing  that  there 
was  no  local  market  for  such  animals,  and  that  it  was  being 
transpinried  to  Ban  Francisco  when  killed. 

So  in  other  oases,  it  is  held  that  proof  of  distant  markete 
may  be  received  when  they  and  the  local  market  are  interde- 
pendent  or  sympathetic:  2  Wharton  on  Evidence,  1290. 

The  absence  of  a  local  market  was  not  disclosed  by  the 
state  of  case  when  the  court  suppressed  the  depositions,  nor 
did  it  appear  that  the  market  value  of  similar  animals  in 
Leslie,  Michigan,  had  any  reasonable  or  satisfactory  tendency 
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to  prove  theyalueof  plaintiff^s  animal  when  and  where  it  was 
killed.  No  such  deduction  conld  be  drawn  from  the  relative 
situation  of  the  two  places,  or  from  their  ordinary  business  in* 
Cercourse.  It  follows  that  the  depositions  were  irrelevant  and 
incompetent. 

If  for  any  reason  not  apparent  they  were  competent,  the 
"plaintiff  should  have  advised  the  court  of  the  reason,  with  an 
offer  to  prove  it  on  the  trial;  if  he  had  done  so,  the  court 
would  doubtless  have  admitted  the  depositions  when  proof 
revealed  their  competency.  As  plaintiff  failed  to  do  this,  the 
court  could  determine  the  question  of  relevancy  only  in  the 
light  of  the  depositions  excepted  to  and  the  pleadings;  and 
as  they  disclosed  no  relevancy,  it  was  right  in  sustaining  the 
motion  to  suppress. 

If  in  the  progress  of  the  trial  plaintiff  made  proof  in  con* 
nection  with  which  the  depositions  became  competent,  he 
should  then  have  offered  them  in  evidence;  this  he  failed  to 
do.  If  he  had  done  so,  and  the  court  had  excluded  them, 
we  would  be  called  to  decide  whether  they  were  competent, 
in  connection  with  the  proof  that  there  was  no  market  for  the 
injured  animal  at  the  place  of  its  injury.  But  the  circuit 
court  did  not  rule  on  that  state  of  the  case,  and  it  is  not  be- 
fore us  for  review. 

No  other  ground  of  reversal  is  urged,  and  as  there  was  no 
•error  in  the  court's  action  in  this  regard,  the  judgment  will 
be  affirmed.  

Pbbsonal  Pbopxbtt,  Valvb  or,  how  Ditkbmivsd. — The  price  for 
whidi  goode  lold  at  Miction  is  admissible  at  evidence  of  their  valne:  Keni  ▼• 
Wkiime^^  0  Allen,  62;  S6  Am.  Dee.  739.  The  market  raloe  of  property  at  a 
given  time  ia  preeumed  to  be  the  highest  price  obtainable  for  it  at  that  timc^ 
in  the  abeence  of  proof  to  the  contrary:  Ki$l%ng  ▼.  8ha^  33  GaL  426;  91  Am. 
Dec  644.  Bridenoe  that  personalty  hae  no  market  value  is  immaterial, 
where  it  is  shown  that  the  property  was  never  offered  for  sale:  Doraai  v. 
JhUm^  40  Minn.  39.  The  valae  of  four  bales  of  cotton  in  a  city  in  Georgia 
cannot  be  proved  by  showing  the  valae  of  six  bales  of  cotton  in  a  city  in 
•Ohio:  Simpson  v.  dndmnaii  etc  R'y  Co.,  81  Ga.  496.  The  price  for  which 
the  owner  of  a  number  of  fmit-trees  had  contracted  to  sell  them  at  the  point 
of  destination  is  admissible  as  affording  some  evidence  of  their  valoe  at  that 
place:  CUmenU  v.  Burlington  etc  IVy  Co.,  74  Iowa,  442.  Where  the  animal 
-  whose  value  is  in  question  is  merely  a  graded  Jersey  cow,  evidence  as  to  the 
value  of  a  thoroaghbred  Jersey  cow  at  the  time  and  place  of  the  accident  is 
.  inadmissible:    Western  R'y  Co.  v.  Lazarus,  88  Ala.  453. 

In  ascertaining  the  value  of  property  for  taxation,  consideration  may  be 
taken  as  to  its  market  value  at  a  sale  for  cash  which  is  not  a  forced  sal^ 
vaod  its  profit-yielding  capacity:  State  v.  BienvUle  Water  S.  Co.,  89  Ala.  82fi. 
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BowDSN  V.  Bland. 

[61  AlKAMIAl,  Ml] 

OoiTBT  ov  Bqvrt  OANiffOT  RsfORM  DscD  07  Mabrisd  Wokah.  -*  A  eoQrl 
of  diaaoary  Mimot  reform  th«  deed  of  a  married  woman  not  acting  as 
a  /tme  mtle.  And  where  a  husband  and  wife  join  in  a  oonreyanoe  of 
her  land,  which  by  mistake  conveys  only  her  dower  interest  therein, 
although  she  intended  to  eonvey  her  entire  estate,  acts  passed  to  cure 
defectively  acknowledged  deeds  of  married  women  do  not  apply  to  snoh 
eonveyanosb 

Ejbcthsnt.    The  opinion  states  the  case. 

W,  S.  MeCainy  and  Wells  and  WUliafMony  for  the  appellants. 

Harrison  and  Harrison^  for  the  appellees. 

Hughes,  J.  Appellants  brought  an  action  of  ejectment  for 
an  undivided  one-seventh  interest  in  the  "  Wiley  place,"  in 
Drew  County,  alleging  that  the  plaintiffs'  ancestor,  Catherine 
Bowden,  inherited  a  one-seventh  interest  in  the  land  from  her 
father,  Edward  Wiley,  who  died  seised  of  the  land;  that 
plaintiffs  inherited  from  said  Catherine,  and  that  defendants 
are  in  possession  under  a  deed  made  in  1882  by  Catherine's 
husband,  Jesse  Bowden,  Sen.,  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  to  one 
Bowling,  under  whom  defendants  (appellees)  claim  by  mesne 
conveyances;  that  Bowden,  the  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  ii 
dead,  and  that  defendants  (appellees)  refuse  to  surrender, 
pray  judgment  for  possession,  and  for  rents  and  profits. 
Defendants  answered,  admitting  the  above  facts,  but  stating 
as  a  defense  that  Catherine  Bowden,  the  maternal  ancestor 
of  the  plaintiffs,  intended  to  join  her  husband  in  the  deed  to 
Bowling  as  a  grantor  in  fee,  but  that,  by  mistake  of  the  par- 
ties and  the  draughtsman  who  prepared  the  deed,  it  was  so 
worded  as  to  purport  to  convey  only  a  dower  interest  in  the 
land  upon  her  part.  They  pleaded  the  statute  of  limitations, 
which,  however,  is  not  insisted  on  in  the  brief  of  counsel,  and 
will  be  treated  as  waived.  They  made  their  answer  a  cross- 
complaint;  averred  that  the  plaintiffs,  as  heirs  of  Jesse  Bowden, 
had  inherited  from  his  estate  assets  equal  in  value  to  their 
interest  in  the  land  in  controversy;  that  they  had  made  valu* 
able  improvements  upon  the  land;  pleaded  a  counterclaim, 
prayed  that  plaintiffs'  complaint  be  dismissed,  and  that  their 
title  be  quieted.  The  cause  was  transferred  to  equity.  Ap- 
pellants demurred  to  the  cross-complaint  and  counterclaim. 
The  demurrer  was  overruled,  and  they  excepted. 

The  appellants  then  filed   their  separate  answers  to  the 


180  BowDKB  «.  BukflBL  [ArkaoBaa, 

coonterelahii  and  erosa-eomplaint  of  aj^dlees,  and  the  chan- 
eellor,  haTicg  found  the  facts  alleged  in  die  answer  to  be  trne 
aa  to  tlie  intention  and  purpose  of  Mrs.  Catherine  Bowden 
in  the  execution  of  the  deed  to  Bovrling,  dismissed  plaintiffs^ 
complaint,  decreed  reformation  of  Mrs.  Bowden's  deed,  and 
thai  the  title  of  appellees  be  qoieted.  Appellants  prayed  an 
appeal,  and  brooght  the  caoae  to  this  oonri. 

The  main  question  presented  in  the  case  is,  Has  a  court  of 
chancery  the  power  to  reform  the  deed  of  a  married  woman 
made  in  1S52?  The  deed  of  Mrs.  Catherine  Bowden  is  not 
defective  in  execution  or  acknowledgment;  it  is  executed  in 
good  form,  and  proiierly  acknowleiged.  But  it  is  the  deed  of 
the  husband  in  fee  to  the  wife's  land,  in  which  the  wife  joined, 
purporting  only  to  relinquish  a  right  or  possibility  of  dower. 

In  Ifarttn  ▼.  Hargardine^  46  111.  822,  it  was  adjudged  that 
**  where  the  husband  and  wife  joined  in  the  execution  of  a 
mortgage,  which  by  mistake  described  the  wrong  tract  of  land, 
a  court  of  chancery  has  no  power  to  correct  the  mistake  so 
that  the  relinquishment  of  dower  shall  apply  to  land  not 
described  in  the  mortgage,  although  such  land  was  intended 
by  all  the  parties  to  be  described  therein."  At  common  law, 
a  married  woman  had  no  power  to  convsy  her  land,  except 
by  fine  and  recoTvy,  and  it  is  only  by  statutory  enlargement 
of  her  powers  that  she  can  now  do  sa  ^  The  conveyance  of  a 
feme  covert,  except  by  some  matter  of  record,  was  abeolately 

void  at  law If  there  is  a  defect  in  a  wife's  conveyance, 

rendering  it  void  at  law,  it  is  equally  so  in  a  court  of  equity; 
and  the  latter  tribunal  has  no  jurisdiction  to  cure  it,  or  com- 
pel a  conveyance  from  her  in  due  form,  even  though  the 
purchase-money  has  been  paid'':  2  Kent's  Com.  150;  1  Bishop 
on  Married  Women,  sec.  599;  Leonid  y.  Laztaroviehj  55  CaL 
52;  Drury  v.  Foster,  2  Wall.  24;  Knowlee  r.  McCandy^  10 
Paige,  342;  Gehh  v.  Rose,  40  Md.  3S7;  Townsby  ▼•  C&aptn,  12 
Allen,  476.  By  a  decided  weight  of  authority,  it  is  well  set- 
tled that  a  court  of  chancery  cannot  reform  the  deed  of  a 
married  woman  not  acting  as  a  feme  sole.  It  is  well  settled 
in  this  state  that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  decree  specific  per^ 
fbrmance  of  a  married  woman's  agreement  in  writing  to  con- 
vey her  land:  MUwee  v.  MUwee,  44  Ark.  112;  RochafeUaw  v. 
Oliver,  41  Ark.  169;  Felkner  v.  Tighe,  39  Ark.  357;  Wood  v. 
Terry,  30  Ark.  385;  R-gers  v.  Brooks,  80  Ark.  612;  Stidham 
V.  Matthews,  29  Ark.  GoO. 

This  being  true,  a  court  of  equity  could  not  decree  that  the 
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intention  of  a  married  woman,  not  expressed  in  her  deed,  tc 
convey  the  fee  in  her  lands  should  be  enforced.  Do  the  cura- 
tive acts  of  1883  and  1885  make  this  deed  of  Mrs.  Bowden 
effective?  The  first  was  passed  in  March,  1883,  and  was  8ub« 
stantially  re-enacted  in  1885  (Acts  of  1885,  p.  191)  as  "An 
act  for  the  better  quieting  of  titles,"  and  is  as  follows:  **A11 
deeds  and  other  conveyances  recorded  prior  to  the  first  day 
of  January,  1883,  purporting  to  have  been  acknowledged  be« 
fore  any  officer,  and  which  have  not  heretofore  been  invalidated 
by  any  judicial  proceeding,  shall  be  held  valid  to  pass  the 
estate  which  such  conveyances  purport  to  transfer,  although 
such  acknowledgment  may  have  been  on  any  account  defect- 
ive." 

The  second  of  these  acts,  passed  on  the  14th  of  March,  1883, 
is  entitled  "An  act  to  cure  defective  acknowledgments,"  and  is 
as  follows:  **A11  conveyances  and  other  instruments  of  writing 
authorized  by  law  to  be  recorded,  or  which  have  been  here- 
tofore recorded  in  any  county  in  this  state,  the  proof  of  the 
execution  whereof  is  insufficient  because  the  officer  certifying 
such  execution  omitted  any  words  in   his  certificate, .  •  •  • 
shall  be  valid  and  binding  as  though  the  certificate  of  ac- 
knowledgment or  proof  of  execution  was  in  due  form."    In 
Johnson  v.  Parker,  51  Ark.  421,  Chief  Justice  Cockrill,  deliv- 
ering the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  "In  the  case  of  Johnson 
V.  Richardson,  44  Ark.  365,  we  ruled  that  these  provisions  of 
the  statute  validated  a  previously  defective  acknowledgment 
of  a  relinquishment  of  dower,  and  that  no  vested  right  was 
disturbed  thereby.    In  that  case,  however,  the  certificate  of 
the  officer  showed  that  the  wife  had  made  an  ineffectual  effort 
to  relinquish  dower,  and  the  curative  acts  were  permitted  to 
supply  the  defect  in  the  certificate But  when  the  ac- 
knowledgment is  in  form  for  that  purpose,  the  fact  that  the 
wife  joins  in  the  deed  with  her  husband  as  grantor  is  sufficient 
to  bar  her  dower,  even  though  there  is  no  clause  in  the  deed 
expressly  relinquishing  it:   DiUUm  v.  Stuart,  41  Ark.  101. 
....  If  she  joins  with  her  husband  in  the  conveyance,  as  a 
grantor,  her  estate  passes.    The  deed  is  sufficient  to  pass  her 
title,  right,  or  interest,  whatever  it  may  be,  provided,  only,  the 
requirements  of  the  statute  as  to  acknowledgments  are  ob- 
served.    A  deed  of  general  warranty  purports  to  convey  a  per- 
fect title  or  estate Our  statutes  are  designed  to  operate 

upon  the  ceremony  of  the  execution  of  conveyances, — a  subject 
wholly  within  the  control  of  the  legislature;  and  as  was  said 
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in  ICrs.  Richardson's  case,  iupra,  the  power  which  prescribed 
the  form  to  be  observed  in  the  execution  of  a  conveyance  has 
said  that  a  non-compliance  with  it  shall  be  excused,  in  order 
that  the  contract  made  by  the  parties  shall  have  effect  accord* 
ing  to  its  purport." 

But  as  the  deed  does  not  purport  to  convey  the  fee,  but  only 
a  dower  interest,  and  is  not  defective  either  in  execution  or 
acknowledgment,  the  curative  acts  do  not  apply.  There  is 
nothing  for  them  to  operate  upon.  It  therefore  follows  that 
the  chancellor  erred  in  overruling  appellants'  demurrer  to 
the  cross-complaint  of  the  appellees. 

The  decree  is  reversed,  and  as  there  seems  to  be  an  agree- 
ment of  counsel,  implied  from  their  briefs  in  the  case,  that  the 
appellees  are  entitled  to  betterments,  the  clerk  of  this  court  is 
directed  to  ascertain  and  state  the  value  of  same. 


Mabbibd  Wombn  ~  Deeds.  — A  married  woman  can  only  pass  her  title 
to  land  in  the  manner  provided  hy  statute;  and  the  burden  is  upon  the  party 
claiming  under  her  deed  to  show  that  such  deed  was  executed  and  acknowl- 
edged as  required  by  law:  Logan  r,  Gardner,  136  Pa.  St.  588;  20  Am.  Sl 
Rep.  939,  and  note;  Hayden  ▼.  MoffaU,  74  Tex.  647;  15  Am.  St  Rep.  866, 
and  note;  FratMn  ▼.  Pollard  Mill  Co.,  88  Ala.  318;  Rooney  ▼.  Michael,  84 
Ala.  585;  Danglarde  r.  EUaa,  80  GaL  65;  Qage  v.  Wheeler,  129  HI.  197;  Met- 
tier  V.  Miller,  129  111.  631;  Thompson  ▼.  Smith,  106  N.  0.  357;  Barer  t.  Roan- 
eke  NaL  Batik,  83  Va.  589.  A  court  of  equity  will  not  reform  a  deed, 
defectively  executed  by  a  husband  and  wife,  purporting  to  convey  the  wife's 
land,  on  the  ground  of  mistake:  Connor  v.  Armstrong,  86  Ala.  262;  nor  will  it 
specifically  enforce  such  a  deed:  Wynn  v.  Louihan,  86  Vil  946;  nor  give  any 
equitable  relief  whatever  with  respect  thereto:  Cox  r.  Holeomh,  87  Ala.  589; 
18  Am.  St.  Rep.  79.  But  see  Gardner  v.  Moore,  75  Ala.  394;  51  Anu  Rep. 
454,  and  note  458-462,  as  to  what  defects  in  the  deeds  of  married  women  msj 
be  reformed  in  equity. 


Griffith  v.  Langsdalb. 

[68  AaKXMBAS,  n.] 

ArrAomnziT  or  Dbbtob's  Pbopkrtt  hot  Bnjoihsd  whsw.  —When  a 
debtor  and  his  creditor  are  domiciled  in  different  states,  and  the  credi- 
tor in  the  courts  of  his  oWn  domicile  proceeds  to  attach  the  property  of 
the  debtor  which  is  exempt  by  the  law  of  the  latter't  domicile,  the 
courts  of  the  debtor's  domicile  will  not  enjoin  the  creditor  from  pro- 
eeeding,  even  though  he  is  temporarily  found  within  their  jurisdiotion; 
and  if  in  such  a  case  an  injunction  if  improvidently  granted,  and  the 
oreditor  violates  it  by  taking  judgment  in  a  eourt  of  his  domicile,  and 
appropriating  to  its  payment  the  property  attached,  the  court  that 
issued  the  injunction  will  not  render  judgment  against  the  oreditor  for 
the  value  of  the  property  so  appropriated. 
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Suit  for  injunotion.  Langsdale,  a  resident  of  Texas,  sued 
Griffith^  a  resident  of  Arkansas,  in  a  court  in  Texas.  A  non* 
resident  citation  was  returned  as  served  on  Griffith  in  Arkan* 
sas.  A  writ  of  garnishment  was  issued  against  a  debtor  of 
Griffith  resident  in  Texas,  and  returned  served.  A  personal 
judgment  was  rendered  against  Griffith  for  the  amount  of  the 
plaintiff's  claim,  and  the  debtor  garnished  in  Texas  an* 
■wered  admitting  indebtedness  to  Griffith  for  personal  ser* 
vices.  Thereupon  Griffith  sued  Langsdale  in  Arkansas  to 
restrain  him  from  prosecuting  the  garnishment  proceeding  in 
the  Texas  oourti  claiming  that  the  latter  was  endeavoring  to- 
defitiud  him  of  his  constitutional  exemptions.  A  temporary 
injunction  was  granted.  Pending  this  suit,  the  money  gar* 
nished  was  paid  by  the  garnishee;  and  these  facts  were  set 
up  in  a  supplemental  complaint.  After  hearing,  the  complaint 
was  dismissed,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Arnold  and  Oook^  for  the  appellant 

F.  D,  Cook^  for  the  appellee. 

CocxBiLL,  G.  J.  A  creditor  who  attempts  to  evade  the 
exemption  laws  of  his  state  by  resort  to  attachment  proceed* 
ings  in  the  court  of  another  state  against  the  property  of  a 
debtor  who  is  a  resident  of  the  state  of  the  creditor's  domi- 
cile may  be  enjoined  by  the  courts  of  the  latter  state  from: 
prosecuting  his  suit  in  the  foreign  jurisdiction:  Col$  v.  Cun-- 
ningham,  133  U.  8.  107;  Eeyaer  v.  Rice,  47  Md.  203;  28  Am. 
Rep.  448;  Snook  v.  Snetter,  25  Ohio  St  616;  Wilson  v.  Joseph^ 
107  Ind.  490;  Eager  v.  Adams,  70  Iowa,  746. 

In  restraining  the  proceeding,  the  court  acts,  not  upon  the 
court  of  foreign  jurisdiction,  but  upon  the  person  of  the  cred- 
itor: PiekeU  v.  Ferguson,  45  Ark.  177;  55  Am.  Rep.  645.  The 
equitable  jurisdiction  in  this  class  of  oases  arises  from  tho 
creditor's  effort  to  evade  the  law  of  the  state  of  his  domicile. 
When,  therefore,  the  debtor  and  creditor  are  domiciled  in  dif* 
ferent  states,  and  the  creditor  proceeds  by  attachment  in  tha 
courts  of  the  state  of  his  domicile  against  the  property  of  his 
debtor,  there  is  no  cause  for  the  interference  by  injunction  on 
the  part  of  the  courts  of  the  debtor's  domicile,  even  though 
the  creditor  be  temporarily  found  within  their  jurisdiction.. 
That  was  the  state  of  the  case  presented  by  the  appellant  in 
this  cause.  There  was  no  error,  therefore,  in  refusing  the  in- 
junction. 

But  the  creditor  collected  through  his  Texas  attachment  a 
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debt  dne  the  appellant  after  the  complaint  in  this  cause  was 
filed.  That  fact  was  set  up  in  an  amendment  to  the  com- 
plaint, and  it  is  argned  that  the  court  erred  in  not  rendering 
judgment  tn  personam  against  him  for  the  amount  so  collected. 
If  it  had  been  ooUeoted  in  disobedience  of  a  rightful  injunc- 
tion, the  plaintiff  might  have  been  entitled  to  that  relief: 
Eager  y.  Adams,  70  Iowa,  746.  But  he  was  not  entitled  to 
that  measure  of  relief  for  the  disobedience  of  the  provisional 
restraining  order  which  had  been  improvidently  isbuc  J.  Nor 
does  he  show  any  other  cause  for  the  recovery  from  the 
appellee  of  the  money  collected  by  him  under  the  Te:(a8  judg« 
ment.  The  effort  of  the  Texas  court  to  render  a  binding 
judgment  in  personam  against  the  appellant,  upon  service  of 
process  had  in  Arkansas  was  futile;  but  a  writ  of  garnish- 
ment was  sued  out  at  the  institution  of  the  suit  and  served 
upon  the  appellant's  debtor,  who  paid  the  amount  in  suit  to 
the  appellee  under  the  order  of  the  Texas  court 

The  appellant's  complt  int  contained  no  allegation  that  the 
Texas  court  was  withou  jurisdiction  to  attach  and  condemn 
the  debt.  It  admits  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  seeks  to 
avoid  the  effect  of  the  judgment  upon  other  grounds.  But 
the  jurisdiction  to  seize  and  condemn  the  debt  being  admitted, 
no  ground  for  recovery  is  shown. 

Affirm.  

IvjUNonoirs,  Jurisdiotion  with  Respbot  to.  —  While  the  ooarte  of 
equity  of  one  state  may  by  injunction  prevent  ite  cituena  from  prosecuting 
■nits  in  another  state:  Pickett  v.  Ferguson,  45  Ark.  177;  66  Am.  Rep.  645; 
Engel  ▼.  Seheuermant  40  Ga.  206;  2  Am.  Rep.  573;  aiLch  aa  suite  ao  institated 
for  the  purpose  of  evading  exemption  laws:  Note  to  Mumper  v.  WUnn,  2  Am* 
St.  Rep.  242;  yet  after  such  a  suit  has  been  commenced  by  one  in  the  courts 
of  another  state,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  interfere  with  its  prosecution: 
IlarrU  r.  PuUman,  84  Bl.  20;  25  Am.  Rep.  416. 

ExBOUTiON,  ExiMinov  ov  Propxbty  prom.  ^  Exemption  laws  have  no 
-extraterritorial  effsct^  but  are  restricted  in  their  operatioa  to  the  state  in 
which  they  are  enacted:  Carson  v.  JRaihoay  Co.,  88  Tenn.  646;  17  Am.  St.  Rep. 
^1,  and  note;  note  to  Mumper  ▼.  WiUoi,  2  Am.  St  Rep.  240-242.  Exemp- 
tion lawa  cannot  avail  a  debtor  in  a  suit  commenced  against  him  in  another 
state:  BaM  Tennessee  etc  R.  R,  Co,  v.  Kennedy,  S3  Ala.  462;  3  Am.  St.  Rep. 
755,  and  note;  ffarweU  v.  Sharp,  85  Ga.  124;  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  149,  and  note^ 
But  see  Drake  v.  Lake  Shore  etc  R'y  Co,,  69  Mich.  168;  13  Am.  St  Rep.  38% 
and  note;  Biark  v.  Bare,  38  Kan.  100;  7  Am.  St  Rep.  537. 
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Statb  National  Bank  v.  Neel. 

[68  Abkawsab,  110.] 

JoimaAXi  SaiiBp  CoimBMATiov  or,  in  Disoritiow  ov  Coubt.  —  In  Jndioial 
•ales  th«  court  is  the  rendor,  and  it  may  ooafirm  or  refuse  to  confirm  a 
•ala  made  under  its  order*  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  judicial  discretion. 
The  oonrt  may  confirm  such  sale  upon  the  condition  that  the  pnrchaeer 
shall  increase  his  bid  to  a  certain  amount. 

Qmi^BR  GbHTiKifnro  Judioiai.  Sale  is  Final  JuBOicurr.  —  An  order  con- 
firming a  jndioial  sale  is  a  final  judgment,  and  the  court  has  no  power 
to  act  it  aside  at  a  term  subsequent  to  that  at  which  it  is  rendered. 

PmnoN.    The  opinion  states  the  case. 
N.  71  WhiUj  for  the  appellanta. 
AT.  L.  Bellf  for  the  appellee. 

HuoHSB,  J.  In  the  suit  of  appellants,  attaching  ereditors  of 
C.  M.  Neel,  John  M.  Clayton  was  appointed  receirer,  and  was 
ordered  hj  the  court  to  sell  part  of  the  property  that  came  to 
hie  hands;  and  on  the  14th  of  February,  1887,  the  receiver 
filed  his  report  of  the  sale.  Exceptions  were  filed  to  his  re- 
port of  the  sale  of  eighty-two  mules,  purchased  by  C.  M.  Neel, 
Jr.,  by  the  creditors,  who  alleged  that  the  price  at  which  they 
were  bid  off  was  inadequate,  being  an  average  of  $63.72  per 
bead,  and  they  offered,  if  a  resale  should  be  ordered,  to  make 
them  bring  $90  per  head.  The  court  ordered  that  unless 
G.  M.  Neel,  Jr.,  would  pay  the  sum  of  twenty  dollars  per 
head  more  than  his  bid  for  the  mules,  the  sale  should  be  set 
aside,  and  a  resale  ordered,  but  that  if  he  would  accept  the 
terms  proposed,  and  give  his  note  for  the  increased  price, 
the  sale  should  be  confirmed.  Neel  accepted  the  terms,  and 
gave  his  note  accordingly.  This  was  at  the  March  term 
(tenth  day  of  March),  1887,  of  the  Jefferson  circuit  court. 
At  the  same  term  of  court,  on  the  17th  of  June,  1887,  C.  M. 
Neel,  Jr.,  filed  his  petition  to  be  relieved  of  the  $1,640,  the  in- 
creased price  of  the  mules  as  fixed  by  the  court  On  the  13th 
of  July,  1887,  after  the  attachments  of  appellants  had  been 
sustained,  the  court  ordered  the  receiver  to  disburse  the  funds 
amongst  the  various  creditors.  At  the  September  term  of  the 
court  in  1887,  on  the  tenth  day  of  January,  1888,  the  court 
appointed  the  receiver  and  two  other  persons  a  committee  to 
ascertain  and  report  to  the  court  the  value  of  the  eighty-two 
mules  purchased  by  C.  M.  Neel,  Jr.,  and  the  reasonableness  of 
the  bid  therefor.  The  receiver  reported  that  the  mules  were 
worth  from  eighty  to  one  hundred  dollars,  and  one  of  the  other 
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oommittaemen  reported  that  the  first  sale  was  a  fair  one,  an<l 
that  the  price  bid  for  the  mules  was  reasonable.  The  other 
oommitteeman  did  not  report.  On  the  24th  of  February-, 
1888,  the  court  made  an  order  revoking  the  order  of  the  lOth 
of  March,  1887,  and  relieved  the  said  C.  M.  Neel,  Jr.,  from  tho 
payment  of  the  $1,640,  the  amount  of  the  increase  in  the  price 
of  the  mules  oyer  his  bid  for  the  same.  An  appeal  was  taken 
from  this  last  order.  Had  the  court  the  power  to  make  this 
order,  setting  aside  the  order  of  confirmation  of  the  sale,  after 
the  lapse  of  the  term  at  which  the  confirmation  was  made? 
Was  the  order  of  confirmation  a  final  judgment  from  which 
an  appeal  would  lie? 

In  judicial  sales,  the  court  is  the  vendor,  and  it  may  con- 
firm or  refuse  to  confirm  a  sale  made  under  its  order,  in  the 
exercise  of  a  sound  judicial  discretion:  Penn  v.  Tollesonj  20 
Ark.  661;  Sesdona  v.  Peay,  23  Ark.  39;  Thomason  v.  Craig^ 
head^  82  Ark.  391;  Morrow  v.  McGregor,  49  Ark.  67;  Rorer  on 
Judicial  Sales,  sees.  124, 126, 128,  394-396.  It  was  within  the 
discretion  of  the  court  to  refuse  to  confirm  the  sale  as  originally 
made  to  G.  M.  Neel,  Jr.,  and  to  confirm  it  upon  his  acceptance 
of  the  terms  of  the  court's  order  that  it  would  be  confirmed 
upon  his  agreeing  to  pay  twenty  dollars  in  addition  to  his  bid 
on  the  average  price  of  the  eighty-two  mules.  When  Neel  had 
done  this,  the  sale  was  confirmed,  and  he  became  liable  to  the 
attaching  creditors  of  C.  M.  Neel,  Sen.,  for  the  11,640.  C.  M. 
Neel,  Jr.,  became  a  party  to  the  controversy  only  by  becoming 
the  accepted  bidder  at  the  sale. 

The  confirmation  of  the  sale  vested  in  him  the  title  to  the 
mules,  and  determined  all  questions  as  to  the  sale,  and  was  a 
final  adjudication  and  judgment  as  to  its  regularity,  reason- 
ableness, etc.,  and  left  nothing  further  to  be  considered  or 
done  in  regard  to  it.  It  was  a  final  order  upon  this  branch  of 
the  case,  from  which  an  appeal  could  be  taken:  Sessions  y. 
Peay,  23  Ark.  39;  Penn  v.  ToUeson,  20  Ark.  652;  Rorer  on  Ju- 
dicial Sales,  sees.  24,  25,  132;  Koehler  y.  BaUj  2  Kan.  160; 
Williams  y.  Field,  2  Wis.  421;  60  Am.  Dec.  427,  and  cases 
cited  in  n5te.  It  cannot  be  assumed  that  there  was  any  fraud 
by  which  the  confirmation  of  the  sale  was  procured,  or  any 
mistake  in  making  the  order  of  confirmation,  for  which  the 
same  should  have  been  set  aside;  nor  did  the  purchaser  bring 
his  application  to  vacate  the  order  of  confirmation  within  any 
of  the  provisions  of  section  3909  of  Mansfield's  Digest.  When 
the  term  of  the  court  at  which  the  order  of  confirmation  of  the 
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Bale  was  made  lapsed,  the  order  became  final,  and  the  court 
had  no  power  to  set  it  aside  at  a  subsequent  term:  Tamer  v. 
Vaughatij  33  Ark.  464;  Ex  party  Hardy,  26  Ark.  94;  Leigh  v. 
Armor,  35  Ark.  123;  State  v.  ShaU,  23  Ark.  601. 

Wherefore  the  judgment  of  the  Jefferson  circuit  court  set- 
ting aside  the  order  of  the  10th  of  March,  1887,  and  releasing 
CM.  Neel,  Jr.,  from  his  agreement  to  pay  11,640,  which  he 
agreed  to  pay  in  addition  to  his  first  bid  for  the  eighty-two 
mules  sold  by  John  M.  Clayton  as  receiver,  was  erroneous, 
and  is  reversed,  and  this  cause  is  remanded  for  further  pro* 
eeedings  in  this  behall 

Jui>iCL4L  Baim,  OoMTiRMATioir  ov.  —  Thft  approval  or  diaapproval  of  a 
fndicial  sale  raats  in  the  diacretion  of  tiie  ooart:  Moron  v.  Clark,  90  W.  Va. 
ttS;  S  Am.  St.  Rep.  66;  for  tbe  eoart  haa  oomplete  control  over  the  eondaot 
ef  the  offieera  making  a  jndieial  sale,  nntil  after  the  report  of  raoh  sale  has 
been  confirmed:  Vtmrneier  v.  VamMter,  86  Ky.  448.  A  judicial  sale  is  not 
complete,  nor  is  the  bidder  considered  an  actual  purchaser,  until  the  sale  has 
been  confirmed:  VirgMa  F.  etc.  Itu.  Ch.  v.  OoUreU,  85  Ya.  867;  17  Am.  St. 
Rep.  106,  and  noto;  Neal  v.  Andrewt,  68  Ark.  445. 

JuDidAL  Saib,  Air  Obdxb  OovwEEoama  tbb  Rspobt  or,  Is  final,  and  can* 
not  be  vacated  or  modified  by  the  court  after  the  term  at  which  it  was  made: 
Kmcaid  V.  TwU,  86  Ky.  892. 

JuBioiAL  Sali^  BjnoT  ov  CoMFiBMATioii  ov.  —  Before  confirmation  of  a 
judicial  sale^  biddings  may  be  opened  on  an  offer  to  advance  the  price  in  a 
s«m  deemed  adequate;  but  this  cannot  be  done  after  confirmation,  except  in 
Hm  caae  of  fraud,  aoddent,  etc.:  Homdon  v.  Afcodt,  5  8need»  406)  78  Anu 
Deo.  181)  VUtrbaek  r.  MMeiiger,  86  Ya.  68L 


St.  LouiSy  Iron  Mountain,  and  Southbrn  Bail- 
way  CoMPANT  V.  Bennett. 

IBi  Abxahsas,  D6.] 

BoAB-MAmB  or  Railway  Compant  has  No  Ikplisd  AcrrHoaiTT  to 
BiKD  It  to  Pat  its  EiirLOTUBB'  BoABD.«It  is  not  incident  to  the 
operation  of  a  railroad  to  board  the  company's  employees;  and  it  Is  not 
within  the  apparent  scope  of  the  authority  of  its  road-master  to  bind 
Hie  company  to  pay  for  the  board  of  its  employees. 

fmaaiFAL'B  Aaanr  Nicmsabt  to  Bzhd  Him  vob  Aon  or  Aosmt  Outw 
nra  ov  ArPABBirr  Boorm  ov  hib  AirrHOBiTr.— The  authority  of  an 
agent  to  bind  his  prineipal  in  matters  outside  of  the  apparent  scope  of 
his  authority  is  not  estabUshed  by  proof  of  the  bare  fact  that  he  has 
SMTsfasd  such  authority,  unless  it  is  also  proved,  or  the  circumstances 
Joatify  the  inference^  that  the  person  to  be  charged  as  principsl  assented 
tosueb 
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Thb  opinion  states  the  case. 

Dodge  and  Johnmm,  for  the  appellant. 

GocERiLL,  G.  J.  The  appellee  furnished  board  to  employees 
of  the  railway,  and  failing  to  receive  his  pay,  sued  the  rail- 
way therefor,  claiming  that  the  road-master  of  the  company 
had  employed  him  to  board  the  men  for  the  company.  There 
was  a  jury  trial,  and  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  railway  insists  that  the  proof  fails  to  show  that  the  road- 
master  was  authorized  to  charge  it  by  contract  for  the  par- 
pose.  We  quote  all  the  proof  upon  that  point.  It  was,  that 
the  company's  road-master  had  '^made  contracts  to  board 
section-men  all  along  the  road";  and  that  it  was  '^the  CU9- 
tom  of  railroads  in  that  section  of  country  for  road-masters  to 
hire  boarding  bosses.'' 

Now,  it  is  not  incident  to  the  operation  of  a  railroad  that  it 
should  pay  the  board  of  its  employees*  It  is  not  within  the 
apparent  scope  of  the  authority  of  a  road-master  to  bind  the 
company  to  do  so;  and  his  contract  to  pay  for  board  does 
not  bind  the  company,  unless  he  was  expressly  authorized, 
or  the  facts  justify  the  inference  that  he  had  the  implied 
authority.  There  is  no  reason  to  contend  that  there 
express  authority,  and  the  question  is.  Can  the  proof  be 
to  justify  the  jury  in  the  conclusion  that  he  had  implied  au- 
thority? 

Whether  the  contract  which  the  road-masters  were  in  the 
habit  of  making  was  of  a  character  to  bind  the  company  to 
pay  the  board  of  its  employees,  or  to  see  that  the  employees 
settled  their  accounts,  or  what  the  nature  of  the  contract  was, 
is  not  disclosed.  But  conceding  that  the  usage  of  the  road- 
masters  on  other  roads  would,  in  any  event,  be  competent 
proof  to  throw  liability  upon  the  defendant  for  the  unauthor- 
ized action  of  its  road-master,  it  could  only  be  when  it  was 
shown  that  there  was  a  well-defined  and  publicly  known 
usage  for  road-masters  to  bind  the  company  to  pay  the  board 
of  its  employees  unconditionally.  The  nature  of  the  contracts 
which  the  defendant's  own  road-master  had  frequently  made 
is  not  clearly  defined;  but  whatever  it  was,  the  proof  fails  to 
show  that  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  he  had  made  contracts 
was  ever  brought  home  to  the  company,  or  that  it  ever  rati* 
fied  or  assented  to  the  road-master's  action  in  any  form.  The 
employees  may  have  paid  their  own  board  without  the  road- 
master's  contracts  being  made  known  to  the  company,  or  the 
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company  may  hare  repudiated  all  the  other  contracts  made 
by  him,  just  as  it  does  this  one. 

When  one  has  frequently  authorized  his  agent  to  do  acts 
OQtrida  the  line  of  his  ordinary  employment  and  beyond  the 
scope  of  his  apparent  authority,  or  has  commonly  ratified 
such  acts  when  done,  other  persons,  with  knowledge  of  the 
£icts,  who  deal  with  him  in  reference  to  similar  matters,  are 
justified  in  presuming  that  he  is  empowered  by  his  principal 
to  bind  him  in  reference  thereto.  But  the  authority  is  not 
established  by  proof  that  the  agent  has  frequently  so  acted, 
unless  it  is  also  proved,  or  the  circumstances  justify  the  in- 
ference, that  the  person  to  be  charged  as  principal  assented 
to  such  acts.  The  authority  of  an  agent  is  never  proved  by 
the  bare  fact  that  the  person  claiming  the  power  has  exercised 
it  That  alone  proves  nothing  against  the  supposed  princi- 
pal.    Yet  that  is  all  that  was  proved  in  this  case. 

The  verdict  is  not  sustained  by  the  evidence,  and  the  judg- 
ment must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new 
trial. 


AoiNCT—  Principal's  Liabilitt  iob  Aoint's  Unauthorized  Acis.  —  A* 
to  third  persons,  a  principal  is  bound  by  the  acts  of  his  agent  done  within 
ike  apparent  soope  of  his  authority;  WaehUr  v.  Phoenix  A§8ur,  Co,,  132  Pa. 
St.  428;  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  600;  ISmimm  v.  DetroU  etc  Co,,  78  Mioh.  462; 
Amerieaun  O.  Co,  ▼.  Mmneaipolu  etc  ffy  Co.,  44  Minn.  98;  Levy  ▼.  Fint  Nat, 
Bank,  27  Keb.  557;  Lorton  v.  Rueeell,  27  Neb.  872;  WaU  y.  Borne,  123  N.  Y. 
593;  Metey  ▼.  Smyder,  76  Wis.  625;  Du  Souehet  ▼.  Duteher,  113  Ind.  249; 
Kmfmke  t.  Street,  87  Ala.  857;  Bergetrwn  r,  FrankUn,  74  Tex.  8S.  And  this 
is  trae,  notwithstanding  private  instmotions  to  the  agent,  limiting  his  aathor- 
ily,  which  are  not  known  to  third  persons:  Waekter  ▼.  Phemks  Aeetir,  Co.^ 
132  Pa.  St.  428;  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  600;  Roeeer  ▼.  Dardei^  82  Oa.  219;  Inglitk 
y,  Ayer^  79  Mioh.  516;  TUx  ▼.  RuaeeU,  43  Minn.  66;  Rugglee  y.  Americam 
/ml  Cb.,  114  N.  T.  415;  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  674,  and  note;  Phmkb  Im.  On.  y. 
Sfien^  S7  Ky.  286;  Howea  r,  Graf,  25  Keb.  ISa 

But  it  is  eqoally  well  settled  that  a  principal  cannot  be  bound  by  Hm  aets 
ol  his  agent  when  they  are  done  outside  the  actual  or  apparent  soope  of  hia 
anthority:  Bdvmrdt  r.  Dooley,  120  N.  T.  510;  SmUh  v.  James,  53  Ark.  135; 
Veacelhu  y.  MarUn,  11  Col.  391;  Amen  y.  Moir,  130  HI.  583;  DecUheragev, 
ffendereon^  48  Kan.  685;  Kane  y.  Barttow,  42  Kan.  465;  16  Am.  St.  Rep. 
490,  and  note  493,  494.  In  Kane  y.  Barstow,  42  Kan.  465,  16  Am.  St. 
Rep.  490,  it  is  decided  that  the  rule  that  a  principal  is  bound  by  the 
acts  of  his  agent  within  the  apparent  scope  of  his  authority  is  applicable 
only  when  there  have  been  prior  transactions  of  a  like  nature,  in  which 
the  agent  exceeded  his  anthority,  but  which  were  ratified  by  the  principal 
in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  convey  to  third  parties  notice  of  a  limitation 
of  Uie  agent's  authority.  And  it  has  been  decided  that  an  agent's  authority 
may  be  proved  from  the  habits  and  course  of  business  pursued  by  his  princi* 
pal  in  previous  transactions  of  the  same  character:  Mitchum  v.  Dunlap,  98 
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Ma  419;  MoHiuom  t.  Kevada  Bakk^  81  CaL  106.  The  ImrdMi  is  upon  Um 
partj  raatntaining  that  aa  oatennble  aothority  existed,  to  proT«  that  be  kii«w 
of  the  ftusts  giving  oolor  of  aothority  to  the  soppooed  agwii:  Harrit  ▼• 
Sm  Diyo  i".  Oo.,  87  GaL  526. 

A  prinoipal  may,  however,  render  himself  liable  for  aots  done  by  his  ag«nt 
not  within  the  actual  or  apparent  soope  of  his  authority,  by  a  subsequent 
ratification  thereof:  Du  Soueket  t.  Duieher,  113  Ind.  249;  Lm  t.  Lord,  76 
Wis.  682.  And  a  ratification  may  be  presumed  from  the  principal's  acquies- 
cence or  sileoce:  King  r.  Bm,  18  Col.  69;  Cooper  ▼.  MuUi&r,  74  Mich.  87§. 
Bat  no  ratification  can  be  made  by  the  principal  without  full  knowledge  of 
all  the  facts:  Singer  Mfg,  Co,  T.  Belgart,  84  Ala.  619;  Hurley  t.  Watwn,  68 
Mioh.  631.  For  instances  where  the  evidence  failed  to  show  a  ratificatioii  on 
the  part  of  the  principal,  see  Beebe  v.  Bquitahle  etc  Asa'n,  76  Iowa,  129;  Jbib- 
ari  V.  Boekm^  48  Minn.  271;  TaU  v.  Mareo,  27  8.  a  493;  Bna/or  v.  igcswer, 
71  Wis.  11.  A  subsequent  ratification  by  a  principal  of  an  unanthcriaed 
of  his  ageot  win  not  infringe  the  rights  of  third  persons,  acquired  betw4 
the  sot  of  the  agent  and  its  ratification  by  the  principal:  /Vugimy  v.  /lyfasfly, 
28  &  a  846;  Hardwaro  Oo.  v.  Doert,  68  Ark.  140. 

Where  a  person  deals  with  an  agent  having  a  speoial  avthortty,  he  miMl 
acquaint  himself  with  the  extent  of  such  agent's  authority:  SmHeg  v.  WaU 
§OH,  68  Mich.  681}  Footer  v.  Virtue,  17  Or.  607.  For  when  the  agent  exoeada 
his  powers,  the  prinoipal  ii  not  liable:  Biair  v.  Bheridm,  86  Ya.  527;  nnlaaa 
be  subsequently  ratifies  tiie  aot:  Raibvad  Co.  v.  Tatet,  24  Fla.  9L  Tbe  bar- 
den  of  showing  a  ratifloatkn  ii  «poo  him  whe  aUsges  iti  Bmrkg  v.  WeOeom, 
68  Mich.  68L 


Triblb  V.  Nichols. 

[68  Abkamsas,  i7L] 
(BOBBOQATIOV,    RlQBT    VO^    OAMHOT    AUBB    IBOM     AOB— fWIT    Tom 

UsuBT.  — There  is  no  basts  for  the  application  of  the  equitable  dootrino 
of  subrogation,  where  the  claim  to  subh  subrogation  grows  out  of  an 
agreement  which  is  void  by  reason  of  usury.  Where,  therefore,  the 
owner  of  land,  to  secure  a  valid  loan,  conveys  it  to  another  by  a  deed 
absolute  in  form,  and  subsequently,  in  order  to  pay  off  this  loan,  borrows 
money  from  a  third  person  at  a  usurious  rate  of  interest,  and  procures 
the  former  grantee  to  convey  it  to  suoh  third  person  by  an  absolute  deed, 
subh  conveyance  is  void,  and  the  latter  grantee  will  not  be  ■nbtojsirf 
to  the  rights  of  the  former. 


Unlawful  dstaineb.    The  opinion  8tate8  the 

A,  B,  and  IL  B.  Williams^  for  the  appellant 

Atkinson  and  England^  for  tbe  appellee. 

GocKRiLL,  C.  J.  Trible  borrowed  money  from  Oglesby,  and, 
to  secure  the  loan,  executed  to  him  a  deed  absolute  in  form  to 
the  land  in  question.  Subsequently,  at  Trible's  request,  Oglesby 
executed  a  deed  to  the  same  land  to  Nichols.  We  think  the 
chancellor  was  amply  sustained  by  the  proof  in  the  finding 
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that  the  consideration  for  the  deed  from  Ogleshy  to  Nichols 
was  a  usurious  loan  of  money  from  Nichols  to  Trible,  the  deed 
being  intended  as  security  therefor.  A  part  of  the  loan  was 
applied  by  Nichols,  at  the  request  of  Trible,  in  paying  oflf 
Trible's  debt  to  Oglesby;  the  residue  was  paid  to  Trible.  The 
chancellor  held  that  Nichols  should  be  subrogated  to  the  rights 
that  Oglesby  had  under  his  mortgage,  and  decreed  a  foreclos- 
ure of  the  same  for  Nichols's  benefit.  The  correctness  of  that 
ruling  is  the  legal  question  presented  by  the  appeal. 

The  general  rule  is  well  established  that  one  who,  at  the  re- 
quest of  another,  pays  off  an  encumbrance  upon  the  latter's 
land  is  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  the  security;  and  it  is 
also  a  settled  rule  that  when  a  valid  security  is  canceled  by 
means  of  a  subsequent  agreement  and  security  which  is  void 
for  usury,  the  original  security  is  not  invalidated,  but  equity 
will  revive  and  enforce  it.  But  Nichols  cannot  invoke  the  aid 
of  either  of  these  principles.  One  who  seeks  protection  under 
the  equitable  doctrine  of  subrogation  must  come  into  court 
with  clean  hands.  It  is  not  applied  to  relieve  one  of  the  con- 
sequences of  his  own  wrongful  or  illegal  act.  Where,  therefore, 
the  claim  to  subrogation  grows  out  of  an  agreement  which  is 
void  by  reason  of  usury,  it  furnishes  no  basis  for  the  equitable 
doctrine:  Sheldon  on  Subrogation,  sees.  42, 44;  Perkins  v.  Hall, 
105  N.  Y.  539. 

If  Nichols  had  been  the  owner  of  the  Oglesby  mortgage,  and 
subsequently  entered  into  the  usurious  contract  he  actually 
made,  and  by  means  of  it  had  canceled  the  first  mortgage, 
the  case  would  be  like  that  of  Oerwig  v.  Sitierly^  56  N.  Y.  214, 
which  he  relies  upon  to  sustain  his  contention.  There  it  was 
not  necessary  to  resort  to  the  illegal  contract  to  take  the  bene- 
fit of  the  binding  security.  And  in  Patterson  v.  Birdsall,  64 
N.  Y.  294,  21  Am.  Rep.  609,  the  other  case  relied  upon  by 
Nichols,  it  did  not  become  necessary  to  resort  to  any  dealings 
between  the  usurer  and  the  debtor,  in  order  to  establish  the 
right  to  the  first  mortgage  when  the  usurious  security  was  an- 
nulled. But  the  position  of  Nichols  is  such  that  he  is  forced 
to  resort  to  proof  of  his  illegal  contract  to  establish  any  claim 
whatever.  The  agreement  to  take  the  legal  title  from  Oglesby, 
who  held  it  in  trust  for  Trible,  instead  of  from  Trible  himself, 
and  the  payment  of  Oglesby 's  debt,  are  inseparable  parts  of  the 
usurious  agreement.  But  as  it  is  against  the  policy  of  the  law 
to  found  any  right  upon  an  illegal  contract,  Nichols  cannot 
have  the  benefit  of  the  Oglesby  mortgage. 
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The  two  ea66B  cited  by  Nichols  are  commented  upon  and 
distinguished  from  this  class  of  cases  in  PerKru  ▼.  Hall^  105 
N.  Y.  689,  and  Baldwin  v.  Moffett,  94  N.  Y.  82. 

Reverse  the  judgment,  and  remand  the  cause,  with  direc- 
tions to  enter  judgment  for  Trible.  Nichols  will  be  decreed 
the  amount  of  taxes  paid  on  the  land,  as  found  hj  the  court 
below,  and  interest.  ^^_^ 

SUBROOATIOir,    WHBIf  THV  RlGHT  TO,   AhI81S»   AHD  WHVV    VOT. — Sobro- 

gation  *'  if  Ml  equity  by  whidh  one  person,  who  is  secondarily  liable  for  a  debt, 
and  has  paid  the  same,  is  pnt  in  the  place  of  the  creditor,  so  as  to  entitle  him 
to  make  use  of  all  the  securities  and  remedies  possessed  by  the  ereditor,  in 
order  to  enforce  the  right  of  exoneration,  as  against  the  principal  debtor,  of 
eontribntion  against  others  who  may  be  liable  in  the  same  rank  with  himself  ": 
Note  to  BowieU  ▼.  Orkoe,  18  Adl  Dea  297,  298;  Johuon  r.  BarrtU,  117  Ind. 
651;  10  Am.  St  Rep.  83,  and  note;  Appeal  qf  ForeH  OU  Oo.,  118  Pa.  St.  138; 
4  Am.  St.  Rep.  584,  and  note.  But  subrogation  cannot  be  allowed  when  it 
conflicts  with  the  legal  or  equitable  rights  of  other  creditors  of  the  oommon 
debtor:  FideBif  ln$.  etc  Ob.  ▼.  Shenandoah  V.  B,  B.  Oo.,  86  Ya.  Ij  19  Am> 
St  Rep.  858;  OrtetUaw  ▼.  PeUU,  87  Tenn.  467. 


Heoht  V.  Seaggs. 

(tt  ABKA.NBAS,  291.) 

Suaarr^  LuBnjrr  oir  Adiokistratob's  Bokd  n  wot  TmicnrATiD  sr 
Hn  Dkath,  but  extends  to  the  entire  term  of  the  administration. 

Ds¥iBiB  or  Smart  Liable  to  Make  Contribution  whbn.  —  Where  the 
liability  of  a  deceased  surety  to  make  contribution  to  his  oo-surety  is 
not  inonrred  until  after  his  estate  is  fully  administered,  and  land  ax- 
oeeding  in  yalue  the  amount  of  his  liability  passes  to  his  deyisee,  judg- 
ment against  the  latter  will  be  rendered  for  the  amount  of  the  liabilitj, 
to  be  charged  as  a  lien  upon  such  land. 

AonoH  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  to  oompel  her 
to  make  contribution  as  between  oo-eureties.  J.  P.  Blaok, 
James  Russell,  and  plaintiff  Hecht  became  soretieii  on  an  ad- 
ministrator's bond.  Hussell  died,  leaving  property  worth  five 
thousand  dollars  to  defendant  as  his  sole  dcTiseo.  Subse- 
quently, judgment  was  rendered  on  the  bond  for  $2,984,  ot 
which  the  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  pay  $1,914.  Plaintiff 
prayed  that  defendant  be  required  to  contribute  the  ratable 
share  of  this  amount  due  from  her  testator.  The  court  found 
that  the  waste  by  the  administrator  was  committed  after 
Russell's  death,  and  dismissed  the  complaint  The  plaintiff 
appealed.     Other  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
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/.  C7.  Hawthorne^  for  the  appellant. 

Hektngway,  J.  The  statute  requires  every  person  to  whom 
letters  of  administration  have  been  granted  to  execute  a  bond, 
with  two  or  more  sufficient  sureties,  to  be  approved  by  the 
clerk.  The  general  tenor  of  the  condition  is,  that  the  adminis- 
trator shall  well  and  truly  administer,  according  to  law,  all  and 
singular  the  goods  and  chattels,  rights  and  credits,  of  the 
deceased  which  come  to  the  hands,  possession,  or  knowledge 
of  the  administrator,  and  shall  well  and  truly  do  and  perform 
all  matters  and  things  touching  the  administration  that  are  or 
may  be  prescribed  by  law,  or  enjoined  on  the  administrator 
by  the  order,  sentence,  or  decree  of  any  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction.  The  obligation  of  the  surety  in  this  bond  is  not 
limited  by  its  terms  to  any  period  of  time,  but  extends  to  the 
entire  term  of  the  administration;  but  the  learned  judge  who 
tried  this  cause  below  seems  to  have  considered  that  it  was 
limited  to  breaches  that  occurred  in  the  lifetime  of  the  surety. 
There  is  no  law  that  so  provides. 

The  statute  provides  that  that  if  any  surety  has  become,  or 
is  likely  to  Ijecome,  insolvent,  or  has  died  or  removed  from  the 
state,  the  court  may  require  a  new  bond  to  be  given:  Mans- 
field's Digest,  sec.  34.  But  these  are  all  contingencies  that 
affect  merely  the  financial  sufficiency  of  the  bond,  and  author- 
ize, but  do  not  require,  the  giving  of  a  new  one;  and  it  could 
not  be  argued  that  either  insolvency  or  removal  effected  a  re- 
lease from  liability  thereafter  accruing.  Why  should  the 
death  of  a  surety  have  such  an  effect? 

Where  the  contract  of  the  decedent  is  personal,  and  con- 
templates in  its  performance  the  skill  and  servioe  of  the 
promising  party,  it  is  held  that  the  contract  does  not  survive. 
The  rule  may  be  illustrated  by  the  contract  of  an  artist  to  paint 
a  picture  or  execute  an  engraving,  or  the  contract  of  a  surgeon 
to  perform  an  operation.  In  such  cases,  the  skill  and  servioe  of 
the  promiBing  party  is  the  essence  of  the  contract,  and  it  can- 
not be  supposed  that  the  deceased  was  promising  such  skill  or 
service  for  his  administrator. 

But  a  contract  to  pay  money  survives,  although  it  falls  due 
after  the  death  of  the  obligor.  An  administrator's  bond  is 
but  a  promise  to  pay  money  in  the  future.  True,  it  is  condi- 
tional, and  no  time  of  payment  is  fixed;  but  the  contingency 
upon  which  the  payment  shall  be  made  is  declared,  and  there 
is  no  limitation  placed  upon  the  undertaking  except  a  com- 
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pliance  with  its  conditions.  The  surety  could  bind  his  legal 
representatives,  and,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  under  con- 
sideration, did  so:  Mansfield's  Digest,  sec.  3898;  Moore  ▼.  JVcU* 
liSf  18  Ala.  458;  Brandt  on  Suretyship,  sec.  113;  Royai  Ins.  Co, 
V.  Daviea,  40  Iowa,  469;  20  Am.  Rep.  581;  White's  Ex'rs  v. 
Commonwealth^  39  Pa.  St.  167;  Hightower  y.  Moore,  46  Ala. 
387;  Green  v.  Young,  8  Greenl.  14;  22  Am.  Dec.  218;  FTnotts 
V.  Butler,  10  Rich.  Eq.  143;  Gordon  v.  CalveH,  2  Sim.  253. 

It  follows  that  the  court  erred  in  holding  that  the  oblig^a- 
tion  of  James  Russell  did  not  survive  against  his  legal  repre* 
sentatives. 

The  appellant,  having  paid  on  account  of  a  breach  of  the 
condition  of  the' bond  various  sums,  —  to  wit,  February  23, 
1887,  $137.97;  April  16,  1887,  1713.38;  February  19,  1881, 
$350.51;  and  on  the  14th  of  May,  1887,  $713.38,— and  the  prin- 
cipal in  the  bond,  as  well  as  the  third  surety,  being  insolvent,  is 
entitled  to  contribution  against  the  estate  of  Russell,  his  co- 
surety, in  half  those  amounts,  with  interest  from  the  dates 
they  were  paid  at  six  per  cent  per  annum. 

The  estate  of  Russell  was  fully  administered  before  the  lia- 
bility was  fixed  or  the  money  paid,  and  lands  exceeding  in 
value  the  amount  claimed  for  contribution  passed  to  the  ap- 
pellee under  his  will.  The  appellant  is  therefore  entitled  to 
a  judgment  against  appellee  for  the  amount  claimed  as  above, 
to  be  charged  as  a  lien  on  the  lands  devised. 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  will  be  reversed  and  re- 
manded, with  directions  to  enter  judgment  in  accordance  with 
this  opinion. 

SuRYiVAL  or  AonoNS,  Obmkrallt:  Sm  note  to  Boor  t.  £«torcy,  6S  Am. 
Rep.  526-639.  Actione  for  peraonal  injuries  do  not  tarTive  against  the'per> 
Booal  representatives  of  the  defendant:  OU  ▼.  Kcn^fman^  68  Md.  66.  Bat  an 
action  may  be  maintained  against  the  personal  representatives  of  a  deceased 
vendor  to  enforce  his  oontraots  for  the  sale  of  personalty:  Sabre  ▼.  Smith,  6S 
K.  H.  663.  Judgments  rendered  against  a  defendant  during  his  lifetime  may 
he  revived  after  his  death:  Oarr  v.  Biseher,  119  N.  Y.  117;  Cfromr  v.  Boon, 
i24  Pa.  8t  899. 

Surbttbhip^Dkatk  of  Suritt,  and  LiABiLrrr  ov  his  Ebtaxb.  —  One 
who  obligates  himself  that  another  will  faithfully  perform  the  dutiec  of 
an  office  is  liable  upon  the  default  in  the  performance  of  such  duties,  even 
though  the  default  takes  place  after  the  death  of  the  surety;  Oreem  ▼.  Toung, 
S  Greenl.  14;  22  Am.  Pec  218;  Stuiong  v.  Vaiden,  10  &  0.  247;  30  Am.  Rep. 
60,  and  note  66-6a  Compare  Rapp  v.  Phanux  Iw.  Co.,  113  111.  390;  66  Abb. 
Bep.  427.  In  an  action  against  the  personal  representatives  of  a  deceased 
.surety  on  a  bond,  evidence  tending  to  show  that  such  surety  had  forgotten 
all  about  the  bond  is  incompetent:  Dickton  v.  Oourdin,  29  S.  C  84Sb 
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St.  Louis,  Iron  Mountain,  and  Southern  E ail- 
way  Company  v.  Ramsey. 

[SS  AXKAV9AB,  814.1 

Tan  ov  Nayxoabilxtt  ot  Bjtbr.  —  The  test  of  the  navigftbility  of  a  river 
is  its  me  ae  a  navigable  stream,  or  its  capability  of  being  nsed  as  such. 

RiPABIAH    OWNBR    ON   NaYIOABLS    BiYSR    TaKBS   TO    HlOH-WATXB    MaBK 

OHiiT.  «-  a  riparian  owner  on  a  navigable  stream  who  derives  his  title 
from  the  government  of  the  United  States  takes  to  high-water  mark 
only,  and  not  to  the  middle  of  the  stream. 

HioB-WATKB  Mark,  how  Determined.  —  The  line  of  high- water  mark  of . 
a  stream  is  to  be  foand  by  examining  the  bed  and  banks,  and  ascertain- 
ing where  the  presence  and  action  ot  water  are  so  common  and  usualy 
and  so  long  con  tinned  in  all  ordinary  years,  as  to  mark  npon  the  soil  of 
tlia  bed  a  eharaoter  distinct  from  that  of  the  banks,  in  respect  to  vegeta* 
tion,  as  well  as  in  respect  to  the  natare  of  the  soil  Itself. 

AooKxnoN  AVD  Alluyion,  Detinitions  or.  —  Accretion  is  the  increase  of 
real  estate  by  the  addition  of  portions  of  soil  by  gradual  deposition 
through  the  operation  of  natural  causes  to  that  already  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  owner..  Alluvion  is  the  term  applied  to  the  deposit  itseii^ 
while  accretion  denotes  the  act. 

Okavel  Bab  nr  Navioablb  Riyeb  is  not  Alluvion  when.  —  A  gravel 
bar  in  the  bed  of  a  navigable  river,  over  which  steamboats  can  pass  in 
ordinary  high  water,  and  on  which  no  trees  or  soil  grow,  is  not  alluvion 
added  to  the  land  of  the  riparian  owner. 

Action  to  recover  the  value  of  certain  gravel  taken  from  a 
gravel  bar  in  the  bed  of  a  river.    The  opinion  states  the  case. 

Dodge  and  Johnson^  for  the  appellant. 

J7.  8.  Coleman  and  J.  O.  Yancey,  for  the  appellees. 

Hughes,  J.  Appellees  being  the  owners  as  tenants  in 
common  by  inheritance  from  an  ancestor  who  derived  title 
under  a  patent  from  the  United  States  government  of  the 
northwest  fractional  part  of  section  21,  township  13  north, 
range  6  west,  on  the  bank  of  and  bordering  on  White  River, 
in  Independence  County,  containing,  according  to  the  patent, 
22.59  acres,  the  patent  for  which  bears  date  the  12th  of  De- 
cember, 1823,  brought  suit  against  the  railway  company  to 
recover  the  value  of  8,658  car-loads  of  gravel,  which  the  ap- 
pellant took  from  a  gravel  bar  which  the  appellees  alleged 
in  their  complaint  was  lying  immediately  adjacent  to  and  be- 
tween the  high  bank  and  the  water  in  the  main  channel  of 
White  River.  They  alleged  that  this  bap  had  formed  against 
the  bank  by  long  years  of  accretion,  and  that  it  is  not  now 
part  of  the  main  or  ordinary  channel  of  the  river,  but  that  it 
has  become  a  part  of  their  said  tract  of  land   by  accretion, 
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and  lies  immediately  in  front  of  the  same  between  the  banka 
of  said  stream. 

The  appellant  answered,  admitting  the  location,  as  de- 
scribed, of  the  tract  of  land,  and  the  taking  of  the  gravel 
from  the  bar,  but  denied  that  the  gravel  bar  was  a  part  of  the 
tract  of  land  owned  by  the  plaintiffs. 

The  proof  showed  that  the  gravel  bar  was  not  a  part  of  tbe 
northwest  fractional  quarter  of  section  21,  township  13  north, 
range  6  west,  but  that  it  lay  '^  in  the  river-bed,  in  front   of 
the  tract  of  land";  that  twenty-five  years   ago,  the  bed    of 
White  River  ran  where  the   gravel  bar  now  is;  that  before 
that  time  the  river  ran  along  the  edge  of  the  bank;  that   the 
gravel  bar  had  formed  slowly  for  years;  that  it  is  not  above 
the  ordinary  stage  of  high  water,  and   is  bare  at  low  water, 
and  that  a  rise  in  the  river  from  six  to  eight  feet  would  cover 
it;  that  from  ten  to  fifteen  feet  is  an  ordinary  high-water  rise, 
and  would  leave  the  gravel  bar  from  five  to  eight  feet  under 
water;  that  no  trees  or  soil  grew  on  the  bar;  that  the  position 
is  this:  first,  there  is  a  high  bank,  then  a  second  bottom, 
then  a  gravel  bar,  and  then  the  water;  that  the  second  bot- 
tom is  five  or  six  feet  higher  than  the  bar;  that  any  year, 
at  some  time,  the  water  in   the   river  rises  from   fifteen  to 
twenty-two  feet;  that  in  ordinary  high  water,  steamboats  can 
pass  right  on  the  gravel  bar  in  controversy;  that  there  is  a 
swag  between  the  gravel  bar  and  the  bank,  in  which  minnows 
have  often  been  caught;  that  the  water  often  rises  over  this 
gravel  bar  in  one  night. 

The  cause  was  submitted  to  a  jury  upon  the  evidence  and 
instructions  of  the  court,  and  there  was  a  verdict  for  appellees, 
which,  upon  motion  by  appellant  for  a  new  trial,  the  court 
refused  to  disturb,  whereupon  appellant,  having  saved  excep- 
tions to  the  giving  and  refusing  of  instructions  by  the  court, 
appealed. 

The  main  question  to  be  determined  is,  how  far  the  owner- 
ship of  the  appellees  in  the  land  between  the  banks  of  the 
river  in  front  of  their  tract  extends  by  virtue  of  their  own- 
ership of  the  land  upon  the  bank  of  the  river  under  the 
patent  from  the  government  of  the  United  States. 

At  common  law,  ^'  as  a  general  principle,  the  soil  of  ancient 
navigable  rivers,  where  there  is  a  fiux  and  reflux  of  the  sea, 
belongs  to  the  crown,  and  that  of  other  streams  to  the  sub- 
ject; that  is,  to  the  owners  of  the  adjacent  grounds,  to  each 
respectively,  as  far  as  the  middle  of  the  stream  ":  Woolrycb 
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on  Waters,  44  The  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide  in  a  river  was 
at  common  law  the  most  usual  test  of  its  navigability,  but 
was  not  a  conclusive  test:  Woolrych  on  Waters,  40. 

The  soil  under  navigable  streams,  at  common  law,  be* 
longed  to  the  king  as  parens  patrix,  for  the  same  reason 
that  the  waters  did;  that  is,  as  a  trust  for  the  public  use 
and  benefit:  Woolrych  on  Waters,  c.  1,  2;  Angel  on  Tide- 
waters, 19-67;  Hale,  De  Jure  Maris,  cited  in  note  to  Expart$ 
Jennings^  6  Cow.  639;  Chapman  v.  KimbaU,  9  Conn.  88;  21 
Am.  Dec.  707. 

Many  states  of  the  United  States  have  held  to  the  common* 
law  test  of  the  navigability  of  rivers,  and  to  the  doctrine  that 
only  those  rivers  are  navigable  in  a  legal  sense  in  which  the 
tide  ebbs  and  flows;  and  there  has  been  much  discussion  and 
conflict  of  authority  upon  this  question;  a  majority  in  number, 
perhaps,  of  the  courts  of  last  resort  maintaining  the  common- 
law  doctrine.  But  the  more  reasonable  test,  as  we  conceive, 
of  the  navigability  of  a  river  is  its  use  as  a  navigable  stream, 
or  its  capability  of  being  used  as  such.  The  ebb  and  flow  of  the 
tide  is  merely  an  arbitrary  test,  since  many  waters  where  the 
tide  flows  are  not  in  fact  navigable,  and  many,  especially  on 
this  continent,  where  it  does  not  flow  are  navigable.  '*It  is 
navigability  in  fact  that  forms  the  foundation  for  navigability 
in  law":  McManus  v.  Carmichael^  8  Iowa,  1;  Oenesee  Chief 
▼.  Fitzhugh,  12  How.  443. 

While  in  England  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide  is  the  most 
convenient,  certain,  and  usual  test  of  the  navigability  of  rivers, 
as  the  tide  in  fact  does  ebb  and  flow  in  all  the  navigable  rivers, 
it  is  wholly  inapplicable  in  this  country,  where  there  are  large 
fresh-water  rivers  thousands  of  miles  long,  flowing  almost 
across  the  entire  continent,  bearing  upon  their  bosom  the 
commerce  of  the  outside  world  in  part,  as  well  as  of  the  con- 
tinent.  The  longest  river  in  England,  the  Thames,  is  only 
about  250  miles  and  the  Severn  is  only  about  210  miles  in 
length. 

If  we  apply  the  principle  of  the  common  law  that  the  soils 
under  the  navigable  waters  belong  to  the  sovereign  for  the 
benefit  and  use  of  the  public,  and  are  not  governed  by  the  com- 
mon-law test  of  the  navigability  of  streams,  but  by  their 
navigability  in  fact,  we  are  constrained  to  maintain  that  the 
trae  doctrine  is,  that  the  beds  of  navigable  rivers  belong  to  the 
state,  notwithstanding  the  tide  does  not  ebb  and  flow  in  them. 
In  PMard's  Lessee  v.  Hagan,  3  How.  213,  it  is  held  that  "  the 
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shores  of  navigable  waters,  and  the  soils  under  them,  were  not 
granted  by  the  constitution  to  the  United  States,  but  were  re- 
served to  the  states  respectively;  and  the  new  states  have  the 
same  rights,  sovereignty,  and  jurisdiction  over  this  subject  as 
the  original  states."    And  Mr.  Justice  McKinley,  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  at  page  229,  says:  '^  Then  to  Alabama 
belong  the  navigable  waters,  and  soils  under  them,  in  contro- 
versy in  this  case,  subject  to  the  rights  surrendered  by  the 
constitution  to  the  United  States."     And  on  page  230  he  says: 
'^  To  give  to  the  United  States  the  right  to  transfer  to  a  citizen 
the  title  to  the  shores  and  the  soils  under  the  navigable  waters 
would  be  placing  in  their  hands  a  weapon  which  might  be 
wielded  greatly  to  the  injury  of  state  sovereignity,  and  de- 
prive the  state  of  the  power  to  exercise  a  numerous  and  im- 
portant class  of  police  powers."    Ooodtitle  v.  ^x66«,9  How.  471, 
affirms  the  doctrine  of  this  case,  and  holds  that  the  title  to 
the  soil  in  navigable  waters  below  high-water  mark  is  in  the 
state. 

In  the  case  of  McManiia  v.  Carmichael^  3  Iowa,  1,  the  court 
held  that  by  the  acts  of  the  United  States  relating  to  the  sur- 
vey and  sale  of  public  lands  (see  act  of  May  18,  1796,  etc.), 
and  also  by  the  law  establishing  the  general  land-ofSce,  the 
whole  bed  of  navigable  rivers  is  excepted  from  the  surveys,  and 
that  the  lands  of  the  United  States  are  sold  with  reference  to 
the  plats  and  field-notes  of  the  survey.  It  is  also  held  in  the 
same  case  that  the  rule  that  grants  are  to  be  construed  most 
strongly  against  the  grantor  does  not  apply  to  public  grants; 
but  that  the  government  being  but  a  trustee  for  the  public, 
its  grants  are  to  be  construed  strictly.  This  is  familiar  law. 
In  Middleton  v.  Pritchard,  3  Scam.  510,  38  Am.  Deo.  112,  Mr. 
Justice  Wilson,  in  a  dissenting  opinion,  says,  in  regard  to  the 
sale  of  lands  by  the  government:  ^*  The  land  authorized  to  be 
sold,  and  the  mode  of  selling  it,  is  prescribed  by  law,  and  all 

sales  in  violation  of  that  are  void These  surveys  and 

plats  are  the  guides  of  the  land-officers  in  making  their  sales. 
They  have  no  authority  to  sell  a  single  acre  that  has  not  been 
surveyed." 

In  Barney  ▼.  Keohuh^  94  U.  8.  824,  Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  in 
discussing  this  question,  says,  on  page  3S6:  *'  In  this  country, 
as  a  general  thing,  all  waters  are  deemed  navigable  which  are 
really  so  ";  and  on  page  338  he  says:  '*  In  our  view  of  the  sub- 
ject, the  correct  principles  were  laid  down  in  Martina.  WaddeU^ 
16  Pet.  367;  Pollard's  Lessee  v.  Hagan^  8  How.  212;  and  Ooodr 
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title  y.  Kibbey  9  How.  471.  These  cases  related  to  tide-water, 
it  is  true;  but  they  enunciate  principles  which  are  equally  ap- 
plicable  to  all  navigable  waters.  And  since  this  court,  in  the 
case  of  Oenesee  Chief  y.  Fitzhughj  12  How.  443,  has  declared 
that  the  Great  Lakes,  and  other  navigable  waters  of  the  country 
above  as  well  as  below  the  flow  of  the  tide,  are,  in  the  strictest 
sense,  entitled  to  the  denomination  of  navigable  waters,  and 
amenable  to  the  admiralty  jurisdiction,  there  seems  to  be  no 
sound  reason  for  adhering  to  the  old  rule  as  to  the  proprie* 
torship  of  the  beds  and  shores  of  such  waters.  It  properly 
belongs  to  the  states  by  their  inherent  sovereingty,  and  the 
United  States  has  wisely  abstained  from  extending  (if  it  could 
extend)  its  surveys  and  grants  beyond  the  limits  of  high 
water.  The  cases  in  which  this  court  has  seemed  to  hold  a 
contrary  view  depended,  as  most  cases  must  depend,  on  the 
local  laws  of  the  states  in  which  the  lands  were  situated." 

But  it  is  necessary  to  a  full  understanding  of  the  rights  of 
a  riparian  owner  and  of  the  public  in  the  lands  between  the 
banks  of  a  river  to  determine  the  legal  meaning  of  the  phrase 
"  high  water."  It  does  not  mean,  as  has  been  sometimes  sup- 
posed, the  line  reached  by  the  great  annual  rises,  regardless  of 
the  character  of  the. lands  subject  at  such  times  to  be  over- 
flowed. But,  as  decided  in  the  case  of  Houghton  y,  C.  D.  & 
M.  Ry  Co,j  47  Iowa,  370,  '^  high-water  mark,  then,  as  the  line 
between  the  riparian  proprietor  and  the  public,  is  to  be  re- 
garded as  co-ordinate  with  the  limit  of  the  river-bed.  What- 
ever difficulty  there  may  be  in  determining  it  in  places,  this, 
doubtless,  may  be  said:  What  the  river  does  not  occupy  long 
enough  to  wrest  from  vegetation,  so  far  as  to  destroy  its  value 
for  agriculturci  is  not  river-bed." 

In  Howard  v.  IngerBoU^  13  How.  881,  Mr.  Justice  Curtis 
gave  a  satisfactory  definition  of  the  bank  and  bed  of  a  river. 
He  says:  *'  The  banks  of  a  river  are  those  elevations  of  land 
which  confine  the  waters  when  they  rise  out  of  the  bed;  and 
the  bed  is  that  soil  so  usually  covered  by  water  as  to  be  dis- 
tinguishable from  the  bank  by  the  character  of  the  soil  or 
vegetation,  or  both,  produced  by  the  common  presence  and 
action  of  flowing  water.  But  neither  the  line  of  ordinary  high- 
water  mark  nor  of  ordinary  low-water  mark,  nor  of  a  middle 
stage  of  water,  can  be  assumed  as  the  line  dividing  the  bed 
from  the  banks.  This  line  is  to  be  found  by  examining  the 
bed  and  banks,  and  ascertaining  where  the  presence  and  ac- 
tion of  water  are  so  common  and  usual,  and  so  long  continued 
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in  all  ordinary  years,  as  to  mark  upon  the  soil  of  the  bed  a 
character  distinct  from  that  of  the  banks,  in  respect  to  vege- 
tation, as  well  as  in  respect  to  the  nature  of  the  soil  iteelf. 
Whether  this  line  between  the  bed  and  the  banks  will  be  found 
above  or  below  or  at  a  middle  stage  of  water  must  depend 

upon  the  character  of  the  stream But  in  all  cases  the 

bed  of  a  river  is  a  natural  object,  and  is  to  be  sought  for,  not 
merely  by  the  application  of  any  abstract  rules,  but  as  other 
natural  objects  are  sought  for  and  found,  by  the  distinctive 
appearances  they  present;  the  banks  being  fast  land,  on  which 
vegetation  appropriate  to  such  land  in  the  particular  local* 
ity  grows  wherever  the  bank  is  not  too  steep  to  permit  such 
growth,  and  the  bed  being  soil  of  a  different  character,  and 
having  no  vegetation,  or  only  such  as  exists  when  commonly 
submerged  by  water.'' 

The  owner  of  land  on  the  margin  of  a  navigable  stream  in 
this  state,  holding  under  a  grant  from  the  United  States  gov- 
ernment, does  not  take  ad  medium  filum  aqum^  but  to  high- 
water  mark,  as  limited  and  defined  above;  and  the  beds  of 
all  navigable  rivers  in  the  state  belong  to  the  state,  in  trusty 
for  the  use  of  the  public. 

Was  the  gravel  bar  an  accretion  to  appellee's  land  ? 

Accretion  to  a  land  on  a  stream  navigable  or  unnavigable 
belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  land;  therefore,  if  appellee's  con- 
tention that  this  bar  has  become  a  part  of  his  land  by  accre- 
tion has  been  maintained,  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is 
correct:  Warren  v.  ChamherSy  25  Ark.  120;  4  Am.  Rep.  23; 
New  OHeana  v.  Ur^ited  States^  10  Pet.  662;  Jones  v.  Soulard, 
24  How.  41;  Saulet  v.  Shepherd,  4  Wall.  502;  1  Am.  <fe  Eng. 
Ency.  of  Law,  sec.  5,  p.  137,  and  cases  cited.  Accretion 
is  the  increase  of  real  estate  by  the  addition  of  portions  of 
soil  by  gradual  deposition  through  the  operation  of  natural 
causes  to  that  already  in  the  possession  of  the  owner.  The 
term  '^ alluvion"  is  applied  to  the  deposit  itself,  while  accre- 
tion rather  denotes  the  act:  3  Washburn  on  Real  Property^ 
60,  61;  Bouvier's  Law  Diet.,  tit.  Accretion;  Woolrych  on 
Waters,  lateral  p.  29. 

Fleta  says:  *'  We  acquire  a  right  to  things,  according  to  the 
law  of  nations,  by  accession.  That  which  a  stream  has  added 
to  our  land  by  alluvion,  for  instance,  belongs  to  us  by  virtue 
of  the  same  law  ":  Fleta's  Com.  Juris.  Aug.,  lib.  3,  c.  2,  sec.  6. 

Does  the  testimony  in  this  case  show  that  the  gravel  bar  is 
alluvion  added  to  the  land  of  the  appellees  by  accretion? 
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We  think  not.     On  the  contrarv,  the  evidence  shows  that  the 
gravel  bar  is  a  part  of  the  bed  of  White  Riveri  within  the 
above  definition. 
Reversed  and  remanded. 

Watsbs — What  n  a  Natioablb  Watebooursb.  —  A  wateroonne  ia 
■avigabl*  when  it  is  oapable  of  being  aotually  need  for  the  purposes  of  navi* 
gstion:  Fubmr  r.  WUUamM,  122  Pa.  St.  191;  9  Am.  St.  Bep.  88,  and  note  94» 
96;  Neuter  t.  ChiOagher,  19  Or.  375.     And  it  need  not  be  navigable  through- 
'  eat  the  entire  year:  Morriion  r.  Coleman,  87  Ala.  655.    The  common  law 
making  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide  the  controlling  element  in  determining 
the  narigability  of  waters  does  not  hold  good  in  this  country:  RoherU  ▼. 
BammQtttien,  110  N.  Y.  380;  yet  rivert  above  tide-water  are  frima/ade  non* 
navigable:  Sipte^  River  N.  Co.  ▼.  Owr^fia  P,  R.  R.  Co,,  87  Ala.  154.    In 
OardweU  w,  Saeramenio  Qmntif,  79  GaL  847,  the  American  River  was  held  to 
be  not  naTigabli^  inasmuch  as  it  was  dropped  from  the  list  of  rivert  declared 
by  the  legtslatnre  as  navigable,  and  was  not  in  fact  navigable  for  any  pur- 
poses during  the  ordinary  stages  of  water.     See  McLaughlin  v.  Hope  Mfg, 
Co.,  103  N.  0.  100,  for  a  classification  of  watercourses  with  respect  to  navi« 
gability  in  that  state.    Ck>mpare  fuOtr  v.  DaiipAin,  124  111.  542;  7  Am.  St. 
Rspii  968.     The  burden  of  proving  navigability  is  upon  the  party  alleging  it^ 
when  the  stream  is  not  one  which  is  navigable  at  common  law:  Siptey  River 
N.  Co,  T.  ^eor^id  P,  R.  R,  Co,,  87  Ala.  154;  Morrison  v.  Coleman,  87  Ala. 
€55;  and  the  question  of  such  navigability  is  for  the  jury:  OUve  v.  State,  86 
Ala.  88. 

WaTBBS  —  TiTLB  or  RiPABIAK  OwVBBfl    OB    LaNDS    BoUKDBD  OB  NaVI- 

OABLB  Watbbs.  —  The  state  owns  lands  covered  by  navigable  waters:  Rch^ 
«iU  V.  Barnngofien,  110  K.  Y.  380;  Fulmer  v.  Wmame,  122  Pa.  St.  191;  9 
Am.  St.  Kep.  88;  SewaU'v.  Boston eie.  Co.,  147  Mass.  61;  BaeeeU  v.  Franklin, 
15  &.  I.  67^  A  grant  bounded  upon  a  navigable  stream  extends  to  the  low- 
watsr  mark:  iWmer  v.  WUlkum,  122  Pa.  St.  191;  9  Am.  St.  Bep.  88;  Paimer 
▼.  FarrtU,  129  Pa.  St.  162;  but  in  People  v.  Jonee,  112  N.  Y.  597,  the  rule  is 
isid  down  that  the  line  of  riparian  ownership  extends  only  to  the  high- water 
mirk.  A  state  doee  not  surrender  the  control  of  its  navigable  waters  by 
granting  its  beaoh  or  water-lot  property:  Payne  v.  Bnglieh,  79  CaL  540. 

As  to  what  title  a  grantee  acquires  under  a  conveyance  describing  prop* 
•rty  ss  bounded  on  navigable  waters,  see  Meyers  v.  Mathis^  42  La.  Ann.  471; 
21  Am.  St  Rep.  385,  and  note.  Conveyances  describing  lands  bounded 
vpoo  a  meandered  body  of  navigable  water  convey  such  land  up  to  the 
vatera,  even  though  the  meandered  line  mentioned  in  the  conveyance  is  not 
ideoti(»l  with  the  actual  line  of  the  body  of  water:  Bverson  v.  City  qf 
Waseea,  44  Minn.  247;  Ladd  v.  Osborne,  79  Iowa,  93;  unless  the  grantor 
•▼idenlly  intended  to  limit  his  conveyance:  Palmer  v.  Farrell,  129  Pa.  St. 
1Q8;  for  he  may  make  whatever  reservations  to  himself  that  he  may  see  fit: 
Terntr  v.  Holland,  65  Mich.  453.  And  this  rule  applies  as  well  to  lands 
boanded  by  small  inland  lakes  as  to  lands  upon  navigable  waters:  Clute  t. 
lUkcr,  66  Mieh.  48. 

An  net  deelaring  a  navigable  river  non-navigable  does  not  invest  the  ripi^ 
ma  owners  with  title  to  the  middle  of  the  stream,  and  they  continue  to  hold 
«ly  to  high*water  mark:  Steele  v.  Sastchez,  72  Iowa,  65;  Chicago  etc.  R'y  Co. 
t.  Porter,  72  Iow^  426. 

The  waters  of  lakes  cannot  be  legally  drawn  down  below  their  natural  low* 
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water  mark,  quImb  by  legislative  perminion:  Femald  t.  Knox  Wooitn  Oa,^ 
82  Me.  48.  So  a  deed  purporting  to  convey  the  soil  beyond  the  low- water 
mark  of  a  stream  or  lake  that  ia  navigable  is  inoperative  and  void,  for  siioh 
soil  belongs  only  to  the  stote:  Lake  Syperior  L.  Co.  t.  Bmenon,  38  Minn.  406; 
8  Am.  St  Rep.  679. 

Watbss  —  DmiriTioiia.  —  For  the  meaning  of  the  words  "  sea-shore  **  mud 
"  high  seas,"  see  Morgcm  v.  NagodUh,  40  La.  Ann.  S246. 

AcoBBTiON  —  Allttvion — DEnNiTiONS. — For  definitions  of  the  terms  **  ao* 
oretion"  and  "alluvion/'  see  note  to  Lomngston  v.  8L  Clair  Cowii^,  16  Am. 
Rep.  526,  627;  note  to  Hagan  v.  Campbell,  33  Am.  Dec.  276.     Lend  formed 
by  natural  accretion  upon  the  bank  of  a  navigable  stream  belongs  to  the 
riparian  owner  of   the  bank,  even  though  the  accretion  has  so  materi- 
ally reduced  the  sise  of   the    stream    as    to    render    it    non-navigablet 
FiUnujre  v.   Jeiminge,  78  Cai  634.     Where  a  railway  company  has   built 
its  embankment  into  the  bed  of  a  river,  below  the  high-water  marie,    and 
such  mark   is   changed   to    the    farther   side   of   the   embankment^    the 
riparian  owner  cannot  claim  to  the  last  high-water  mark,  claiming  title  by 
accretion:  Chicago  etc,  R'y  Co.  v.  Porter,  72  Iowa,  426.    Nor  can  a  riparian 
owner  claim  title  to  land  by  accretion,  when  the  accretion  occurred  before 
he  obtained  his  grant  from  the  government,  and  the  government  had  already 
sold  the  land  claimed  as  accretion  to  other  parties:  BIbhU  v.  Fleteher,  27 
Neb.  582.    A  riparian  owner,  upon  conveying  realty  upon  navigable  waten^ 
may  reserve  to  himself  the  right  to  any  subsequent  accretions:  PeopU  w» 
/ones,  113  K.  T.  597. 
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IvDiifiinoB,  Judomutt  lOAZirsT  Pbuvoipal  not  Ck^NOLUBivB  AOAcnr^ 
WHXH.  — Where  a  constable  sues  upon  a  bond  given  to  indenmify  him 
for  the  seizure  of  property  under  execution,  a  judgment  against  him  for 
damages  for  making  such  seizure,  rendered  in  a  suit  of  whidi  the  in« 
demnitors  had  no  notice,  is  only  prima  fade  evidence  against  them,  and 
they  may  defend  by  showing  that  the  oonstaUe  had  a  good  defense  to 
the  action  against  him. 

Action  on  an  indemnity  bond.  The  opinion  statee  the  case. 
Walter  D.  Jacoway^  for  the  appellants. 
Dav%%  and  BvUoch^  for  the  appellees. 

HuGHBSf  J.  Appellees  sued  appellants  npon  a  bond  of  in* 
demnity,  given  by  them  to  W.  L.  Baskins,  as  special  consta* 
ble,  under  section  8021  of  Mansfield's  Digest,  to  indemnify 
them  against  the  damages  they  might  sustain  in  consequence 
of  the  seizure  or  sale  of  the  property  of  the  judgment  debtor 
of  appellants,  who  was  one  J.  B.  McGhee,  against  whom  they 
had  obtained  judgment  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Perry 
County,  Arkansas,  and  upon  which  execution  had  been  issued 
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and  placed  in  the  bauds  of  said  special  constable.  The  con- 
stable sold  the  property  at  public  sale,  and  at  the  sale  one 
Deshaser  claimed  the  property  and  forbade  the  sale.  Deshazer 
brought  salt  in  trespass  against  the  constable  and  the  other 
appellees,  parchasers  of  the  property  at  the  sale,  and  recov- 
ered fifty  dollars  and  costs  as  damages. 

In  this  suit  against  the  appellants  (the  indemnitors),  they 
offered  to  prove  by  witnesses  that  J.  B.  McGhee,  against  whom 
appellantB  had  obtained  judgment,  was  the  sole  owner  of  the 
property  sold  by  the  constable,  and  that  Deshazer  never 
owned  or  had  any  interest  in  it,  and  that  McOhee  was  not  in- 
debted to  Deshazer.  And  they  also  offered  to  prove  that  at 
the  time  of  the  judgment  against  McGhee,  he  was  absent 
fi-om  Perry  County,  where  he  resided,  and  that  upon  his  re- 
turn, Deshazer  admitted  that  his  claim  to  the  property  was 
groundless,  and  offered  to  repay  McGhee  every  cent  he  had 
received  for  the  same.  This  testimony  was  excluded  upon  the 
ground  that  appellants  were  concluded  by  the  judgment 
against  appellees  in  favor  of  Deshazer,  which  appellees  had 
been  permitted  to  read  in  evidence  over  the  objection  of  ap- 
pellees. There  was  judgment  for  appellees,  and  an  appeal  to 
this  court 

Were  appellants  estopped  and  concluded  by  the  judg- 
ment against  appellees  in  favor  of  Deshazer?  They  were  not 
parties  to  the  suit  in  which  the  judgment  was  rendered,  and 
there  is  no  evidence  that  they  had  notice  to  it.  As  a  rule,  a 
judgment  binds  only  parties  and  privies:  Freeman  on  Judg- 
ments, sees.  164-161.  Res  inter  alios  acta  alieri  nocere  non 
debet:  Broom's  Legal  Maxims,  735.  Mr.  Freeman,  in  his 
work  on  judgments  (sec.  184),  says:  '^  Covenants  to  indem- 
nify against  the  consequences  of  a  suit  are  of  two  classes : 
1*  Where  the  covenantor  expressly  makes  his  liability  depend 
on  the  event  of  a  litigation  to  which  he  is  not  a  party,  and 
stipulates  to  abide  the  result;  and  2.  Where  the  covenant  is 
one  of  general  indemnity  merely,  against  claims  or  suits.  In 
cases  of  the  first  class  the  judgment  is  conclusive  evidence 
against  the  indemnitor,  although  he  was  not  a  party  and  had 
no  notice,  for  its  recovery  is  the  event  against  which  he  cove- 
nanted. In  those  of  the  second  class,  the  judgment  is  prima 
facie  evidence  only  against  the  indemnitor,  and  he  may  be 
let  in  to  show  that  the  principal  had  a  good  defense  to  the 
claim."  The  indemnitor  can  in  either  class  show  collusion,  for 
the  purpose  of  charging  him.   See  also  the  cases  cited  in  notes 
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2  and  8  to  sections  184  and  181,  Freeman  on  Judgmeats.  See 
also  Wells  on  Res  Adjudicata  and  Stare  DecUUy  sec.  196; 
Bridgeport  Ine.  Co.  v.  Wilson^  34  N.  Y.  280,  and  cases  cited; 
Boyd  V.  Whitfield^  19  Ark.  447;  Smith  v.  Corege^  68  Ark,  295. 

The  appellants,  having  had  no  notice  of  the  suit  by  I>e8ha« 
ser  against  appellees,  are  not  concluded  bj  the  judgment  in 
said  suit,  and  should  have  been  let  in  to  make  their  defense. 
The  judgment  was  only  prima  facie  evidence  and  not  conclu- 
sive against  them. 

Reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 

liTDKicvrroRa,  how  Fab  BomrD  bt  Jin>OMXNTa  aoaxwst  thvtb  Pfinrai- 
PALS.  ^  In  the  note  to  Charles  ▼.  ffodiiu,  83  Am.  Dec.  380-390,  the  qaeation 
when  a  judgment  is  concIuaiTe  against  the  aarety  of  the  defendant,  or  ^aiiiat 
one  who  ia  liable  orer  to  the  defendant,  ia  discuaaed  at  length.  In  that  note 
attention  was  called  to  the  distinction  between  a  mere  surety  and  one  wrho 
enters  into  a  contract  of  indemnity.  In  thia  note  it  is  proposed  to  consider 
the  question  to  what  extent  those  who  have  entered  into  contracts  of  in- 
demnity are  bound  by  judgments  rendered  against  those  whom  they  haw 
contracted  to  indemnify. 

Judgments,  whin  Conolttsitb  upon  Indvmvitors.  ^  A  person  may.  of 
oourse,  contract  to  be  answerable  to  another  upon  such  lawful  conditions  aa 
he  sees  fit.    If  a  person  enters  into  a  contract  of  indemnity  whereby  he 
agrees  to  become  responsible  for  the  result  of  a  litigation,  or  if,  by  operation 
of  law,  such  a  responsibility  is  cast  upon  him  without  any  agreement,  he 
will,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  collusion,  be  condusirely  bound  by  the  jndg« 
ment  rendered,  whether  he  had  notice  of  the  action  in  which  it  was  entered 
or  not:  Freeman  on  Judgments,  4th  ed.,  sec.  176;  Wells  on  Res  Adjudicata, 
sec.  196;  Riddle  ▼.  Baker,  18  Cal.  295;  Pico  ▼.  Webster,  14  Cal.  202;  73  Am. 
Dea  647;  MUm  t.  Mitchell,  6  Fla.  364;  Davii  ▼.  Smith,  79  Me.  351;   Po^e- 
walk  T.  BoUma%  Sup.  Ct  Keb.,  May,  1890;    Chaos  t.  Hinman,  8  Wend. 
452;  24  Am.  Dec.  39;  DougUue  v.  Howkmd^  24  Wend.  86;  Rapelye  v.  Prince^ 
4  Hill,  119;  40  Am.  Dec.  267;  Fay  ▼.  Ames,  44  Barb.  327;  OW)ert  ▼.  Wkisan, 
1  N.  Y.  550;  49  Am.  Dec.  359;  Methodist  Churches  ▼.  Barker,  18  K.  Y.  463; 
Brviifeport  F.  S  M.  Ins,  Co.  v.  Wilson,  34  N.  Y.  275;  Cornier  ▼.  Reeves,  103 
N.  Y.  527;  affirming  35  Hun,  507;  Jaynes  y.  PktU,  47  Ohio  St.  262;  PaUon  ▼. 
Caldwell,  1  Dall.  419;  Lincoln  ▼.  Blanchard,  17  Vt  464.     In  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court  in  Conner  v.  Reeves,  103  N.  Y.  530,  Andrews,  J.,  said: 
"The  covenantor,  in  an  action  on  a  covenant  of  general  indemnity  against 
judgments,  is  concluded  by  the  judgment  recovered  against  the  covenantee 
from  questioning  the  existence  or  extent  of  the  covenantee's  liability  in  the 
action  in  which  it  was  rendered.     The  recovery  of  a  judgment  is  the  event 
against  which  he  covenanted,  and  it  would  contravene  the  manifest  intention 
and  purpose  of  the  indemnity  to  make  the  right  of  the  covenantee  to  main* 
tain  an  action  on  the  covenant  to  depend  upon  the  result  of  the  retrial  of  an 
issue  which,  as  against  the  covenantee,  had  been  conclusively  determined  in 
the  former  action,  '  always,  however,  saving  the  right,  as  the  law  must  in 
every  case  where  the  suit  is  between  third  persons,  to  contest  the  proceeding 
on  the  ground  of  fraudulent  collusion,  for  the  purpose  of  charging  the  surety.'* 
Korval,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Pasewalk  v,  BoUman, 
t>up.  CL  Neb.,  May,  1890,  said:  *'It  will  be  observed  that  the  bond  on  which 
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fUi  mCuxi  ii  baaad  iodeiimifies  the  obligee  '  from  all  harm,  trouble,  damagei^ 
eMfei^  nuti^  aetioii%  jadgmenta,  and  exeeatione  that  shall  or  may  arise,  come^ 
•r  be  broaght  against  him.'    The  soreties  imdertook  to  save  the  officer  harm- 
len  from  any  judgment  that  might  be  reoovered  against  him  by  reason  of 
the  levyiiig  of  the  ezeontions.    It  was  no  part  of  the  agreement  that  the 
■oreties  should  be  notified  of  the  pendency  of  the  action.     If  the  sareties 
denred  noiioe  of  the  prooeedings  to  obtain  the  judgment,  they  should  have 
■tipiilatad  for  it  in  the  bond  of  indemnity;  not  having  done  so,  the  failure  to 
leoeive  snch  noiioe  doee  not  affect  their  liability.    They  agreed  absolutely  to 
be  bound  by  any  judgment  rendered  against  the  officer."    And  Spear,  J.,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  /oynet  v.  PlcUt,  47  Ohio  St.  273,  dis- 
eessiBg  the  differenoe  between  the  obligation  in  official  bonds  and  that  in 
bonds  oi  indemnity  against  judgments,  said:  "In  general,  the  obligation  in 
official  bonds  is,  that  the  surety  will  be  responsible  in  case  the  officer  fails 
to  faithfully  disoharge  the  duties  of  the  office.     The  question  in  issue  in  an 
action  00  the  bond  against  the  sureties  is,  Has  there  been  dereliction  of 
official  duty  within  the  meaning  of  the  bond?  and  has  the  party  complaining 
been  damnified?    In  this  dass  of  cases  the  question  is  different.     It  is:  Did 
the  plaintiff  reoover  judgment^  and  for  what  amount?  and  did  the  defendant 
tdtusfy  it?    Proof  that  a  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  in  attach* 
ment  whioh  the  defendant  has  not  satisfied  shows  a  breaoh  of  the  bond. 
And  of  such  judgment  it  would  seem  that  the  record  itself  is  not  only  the 
best,  but  the  only,  evidence,  and  until  impeached  for  fraud,  collusion,  or 
manifest  mistake,  ought  to  be  held  eonolusive."    In  that  case,  the  judgment 
IB  question  was  rendered  in  an  action  on  a  bond  given  to  supersede  an  at- 
tachment.    The  obligation  of  the  bond  was:  "  We  bind  ourselves  to  the  said 
plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  eleven  thousand  dollars  that  the  said  defendant  shall 
perform  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  this  action."    In  Conner  v.  Reeves^  103 
N.  T.  527,  it  was  held  that  where  the  judgment  was  taken  by  consent  of  the 
obligee,  whild  he  is  not  excluded  from  the  protection  of  the  indemnity,  the 
judgment  is  presumptive  evidence  only  against  the  sureties,  and  they  are  at 
liberty  to  show  that  it  was  not  founded  upon  any  legal  liability,  or  that  it 
exceeds  such  liability;  but  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  impeaching  the 
fsumoM  or  justice  of  the  claim,  or  tending  to  show  that  the  judgment  ex- 
seeded  the  legal  liability  of  the  obligee,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  the  amount 
of  the  judgment  in  an  action  against  the  sureties  on  the  bond.    In  that  case, 
Andrews,  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion,  while  considering  that  it  would  be 
too  strict  an  interpretation  of  the  contract  to  hold,  as  matter  of  law,  that  the 
oonditions  of  the  bond  only  covered  judgments  obtained  upon  hostile  and 
adverse  litigation,  and  that  no  discretion  was  left  to  the  sheriff  to  oonsent  to 
a  judgment,  although  he  believed  that  by  so  doing  money  would  be  saved  to 
the  parties  ultimately  liable,  said:  "But,  at  the  same  time,  to  hold  that  a 
judement  entered  by  oonsent  of  the  parties,  and  without  notice  to  or  ap- 
proval by  the  sureties,  is,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  fraud  or  collusion,  con- 
^osive  against  them  would  open  the  door  to  the  perpetration  of  secret  frauds,, 
and  subject  snretiee  to  a  most  hazardous  responsibility,  and  to  the  discretion 
and  judgment  of  a  third  peraon,  which  might  seriously  imperil  them."    A 
covenant  of  indemnity  against  the  recovery  of  a  judgment  is  broken  the  mo- 
ment judgment  is  recovered  against  the  covenantee,  and  a  cause  of  action 
thereon  is  complete  for  damages,  whioh  are  measured  by  the  amount  of  the 
judgment. 

Judgment  Oojiolusivb  whxn  iNDSMNrroR  Notifibd  of  Surr.  —  In  the 
csae  of  a  geiidral  indeumity  agaiust  claims  and  suits,  a  judgment  against  tha 
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coTena&tee  wIH  be  held  eooolaiiTe  agaimt  the  indemnitor,  where  notice  has 
been  giTen  to  the  Utter  to  oome  in  and  defend  the  eait  in  which  it  wms  ren- 
dered, and  an  opportunity  wm  giTen  him  to  do  so:  8mUk  t.  Ooreffe^  SS 
295;  £hUU  r.  Pacheoo,  21  CaL  438;  82  Am.  Deo.  749;  InhabUanU  <f  T€ 
Penobmoi  R.  R.  Co.,  49  Me.  119;  Dam»  ▼.  SmUh,  79  Me.  861;  C%  qfBaaion  ▼. 
Worthington,  10  Gray,  496;  71  Am.  Dee.  678;  Train  ▼.  Oold,  5  Pick.  379;  Maetey 
▼.  Fisher,  86  Mum.  848;  LUtition  r.  BiehanUtm,  84  N.  H.  179;  66  Am.  1>ee. 
769;  Kip  v.  Brigkam,  6  Johns.  168;  Aberdem  t.  Blackmar,  6  Hill,  824;  OSi^ 
qf  Chicago  T.  Bobbim,  2  Blaok,  428.    In  enoh  cases,  if  the  parfy  doly  notified 
has  the  right  to  appear  and  defend  the  action,  he  is  no  longer  regarded  aa  a 
stranger  to  the  action,  and  he  will  be  as  much  bonnd  by  the  judgment  as  if 
he  had  been  the  real  and  nominal  party  npon  the  record.    In  Machey  ▼. 
Fuher,  36  Minn.  848,  Berry,  J.,  who  delivered  the  <^nieii  of  the  eourt,  said: 
**  The  Judgment^  being  thns  admissible^  might  properly  be  fmind  eoneltiaive 
upon  the  defendanti^  because  it  mighty  upon  the  eTidenoe^  properly  be  found 
that  they  had  notice  of  the  action  in  which  it  was  rendered,  and  that  thejr 
had  an  unobstracted  opportunity  to  defend  it;  that  they  had  promised  and 
assumed  to  defend  it;  that  it  failed  to  be  defended  because  they  flailed  te 
keep  their  promise."    In  that  case,  the  defendants  contracted  in  writing  to 
erect  a  building  for  the  plaintiflEs,  and  to  be  responsible  for  any  loss  or  injury 
to  person  or  properfy  occasioned  by  their  negligence  in  and  about  the  erec- 
tion of  the  building.    One  Moran  was  injured  through  the  negligence  of  the 
defendants,  and  brought  suit  against  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants  to« 
gather.      The  defendants  interposed  an  answer,  but  the  plaintiffii,  having 
failed  to  answer  within  the  time  allowed  by  law,  applied  for  leave  to  answer 
after  that  time,  but  their  application  was  denied.    Moran  thereupon  dis- 
missed as  to  the  defendants,  and  the  default  of  the  plaintiffi  having  been 
entered,  took  judgment  against  them,  and  this  judgment  they  were  compelled 
to  pay.    In  the  action  brought  by  them  to  reoover  the  amount  of  this  judg- 
ment from  the  defendants,  the  evidence  tended  to  show  that  after  Moran's 
action  was  brought,  the  defendants  promised  and  assumed  "  to  take  care  of 
it,"  and  to  put  in  aa  answer  for  all  the  parties,  and  there  was  no  evidence  to 
show  that  there  was  any  obstacle  to  prevent  them  from  so  doing.     It  was 
held  that  the  jury  were  at  liberty  to  find  that  the  defendants  were  concluded 
by  the  judgment  obtained  by  Moran.     The  California  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, section  1055,  provides  that  "  if  aii  action  be  brought  against  a  sheriff 
for  an  act  done  by  virtue  of  his  office,  and  he  give  written  notice  thereof  to 
the  sureties  on  any  bond  of  indemnity  received  by  him,  the  judgment  re- 
covered therein  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  of  his  right  to  recover  against 
such  sureties."    In  DutU  v.  Pacheeo,  21  CaL  438,  82  Am.  Deo.  749,  it  was 
held  that  this  provision  is  founded  upon  the  principle  that  the  action  is^  in 
such  oircumatances,  in  substance,  against  the  indemnifier,  and  that  he  cannot 
therefore  maintain  a  bill  in  equity  to  set  aside  the  judgment  obtained  therein. 
In  BarUett  v.  Campbell,  1  Wend.  60,  it  was  decided  that  in  an  action  against 
one  on  a  joint  and  several  promise  of  indemnity  by  two,  notice  to  one  Is 
notice  to  both.    In  Tracy  v.  Ooodurin,  6  Allen,  409,  it  was  decided  that  a 
judgment,  recovered  without  fraud  or  oollusion,  against  a  constable  for  a 
wrongful  attachment  is  conclusive  against  him  and  his  sureties,  upon  a  bond 
executed  by  them  jointly  and  severally.     Chapman,  J.,  delivering  the  opin- 
ion in  that^^ase,  said:  "  The  sureties  have  so  made  their  bond  thai  a  joint 
judgment  must  be  rendered  in  this  suit  against  all  the  defeudants."    In 
WesterveU  v.  Smith,  2  Duer,  449,  it  was  held  that  in  an  action  on  a  bond 
given  to  indemnify  a  sheriff  for  damages  sustained  by  him  by  reason  of  the 
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dsfanlts  of  his  deputy,  a  }adgment  against  the  8heri£F  it  at  least  prtma  faidt 
•▼idaaee  against  the  surety  saed,  where  the  deputy  had  notioe  of  the  suit  in 
friuch  it  was  rendered,  although  the  surety  himself  had  no  notice.     And 
in  Aqf  ▼•  ilmes,  44  BarU  827,  it  was  decided  in  a  similar  case  that  the  judg- 
ment was  ooQolnsive  against  the  sureties,  and  that  they  were  not  at  liberty 
to  litigate  over  again  the  liability  of  the  sheriff  in  the  former  action,  nor  to 
pfOTo  facta  in  exoneration  of  their  principal  which  tha  latter  set  up  as  a  de« 
feoflo  in  the  former  suit.    In  that  case  it  was  held  that  where  parties  join  in 
a  bond  of  indemnity  m  principal  and  suroties,  they  are  in  pririty  of  contract 
with  each  other,  and  are  to  be  regarded  and  treated  q^aoad  the  contract^  and 
tile  rights  and  liabilities  connected  with  and  growing  out  of  it,  as  one  per- 
•eo;  and  in  such  case  notioe  to  one  is  notice  to  alL    F(xy  y.  AmM^  44  Barb. 
127t  aeeme,  however,  to  have  been  indirectly  OTerruled  in  the  subsequent 
ease  of  Tkoman  ▼.  Htibbetl,  35  N.  T.  120,  where  it  was  held  that  the  sureties 
en  a  deputy  sheriff's  bond  are  not  concluded  by  a  recovery  against  the  sheriff, 
where  they  had  no  opportunity  to  appear  and  defend. 

Judgment  Pbima  Faas  Evidence  omlt,  where  Notioe  ov  Suit  m  not 
Grvmr.  —  Where  a  person  enters  into  a  covenant  of  general  indemnity  merely 
against  eUims  and  suits,  a  want  of  notice  to  him  of  the  suit  brought  against 
hia  principal  does  not  go  to  the  cause  of  action,  but  the  judgment  rendered 
tiierein  is  ytima/ticie  evidence  only  in  an  action  against  such  indemnitor,  and 
he  may  be  let  in  to  show  that  the  principal  had  a  good  defease  which  he 
neglected  to  make:  Wells  on  Res  Ad  judicata,  sec  196;  Duffield  v.  ScoU,  3 
Term  Rep.  374;  Smiih  v.  Compton,  3  Barn,  ft  Adol.  407;  Lyon  v.  Northrup,  17 
Iowa,  314;  Train  v.  Gold,  5  Pick.  379;  Stewart  v.  Thomas,  46  Mo.  42;  Lee  v. 
dark,  1  Hai,  66;  Thorruu  v.  Hubbeli,  15  K.  T.  405;  69  Am.  Dec.  619;  Bridge- 
port  F.  <fr  M.  Ina.  Co.  ▼.  WiUon,  34  N.  T.  275;  8taU  v.  CoUrick,  3  Ohio,  487; 
Hmtard  v.  Nagle,  40  Pa.  St.  178;  Stephens  v.  Sha/er,  48  Wis.  54;  33  Am.  Rep. 
793.     The  queetion  how  far  a  judgment  against  an  executor  or  administra- 
tor condudee  his  sureties  is  discussed  in  the  note  to  Heard  T«  Lodge^  32  Am. 
Dea  202-204. 


Chase  v.  Cartright. 

[68  Aekaksas.  86a.] 

DsvisB  TO  ExBODTOBS  Pa88B8  Titls  19  Fu  WHIN.  —  WheT6  a  testator 
by  his  will  gives  his  property,  both  real  and  personal,  to  his  executors, 
with  power  to  diipose  of  it  to  the  best  of  their  judgment^  directs  them  to 
pay  certain  large  legaoies»  and  deriBes  over  tha  estate  then  remaining, 
the  ezeoators  hold  the  legal  title  to  the  property  in  f ee^  in  trust,  for  the 
CTffwiff  owe  tfMttttA* 

SxBOUTOtt  HOT  EsTOPPSD  BT  HiB  OwN  VoiD  DuD.  —  An  ezeoutoT  is  not 
estopped  by  his  own  void  deed  of  land  from  snhig  to  dispossess  persons 
claiming  under  it. 

Statitte  ov  LnoTATiONs,  CssTUi  QuB  Trust,  whsn  Barrkd  bt.  —  Where 
a  trustee  holding  the  legal  title  to  land  in  fee  is  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations,  all  the  oeshns  que  trustent  are  barred,  whether  they  are  en- 
titled in  possession  or  in  remainder,  vested  or  oontingent,  and  whether 
they  are  tui  juris  or  under  disability. 
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ViNDOftV  Lnnr  BxpiRn  when  Dbbt  is  Babrbd.  «-  The  lien  of  a  Taadoir 
of  land  ree0rv«d  in  the  faoe  of  th«  deed  ezpirw  whmi  Um  dobi  it  fauraA 
by  the  atatato  of  Umitatiooa. 

The  opinion  states  the  case. 

W.  M,  Randolph^  for  the  appellants. 
W*  0.  Weatherfordf  for  the  appellees. 

HsiaNQWAT,  J.  The  appellants,  as  residnarj  devisees  and 
legatees  under  the  will  of  Daniel  Hughes,  deceased,  brought 
this  suit. 

Daniel  Hughes  died  resident  in  Shelbj  County,  Tennessee, 
on  the  10th  of  February,  1862,  seised  of  the  land  in  contro- 
versy. By  last  will,  which  was  duly  admitted  to  probate  in 
that  county  in  March,  1862,  he  disposed  of  his  estate  as 
follows:  '*  All  my  real  and  personal  estate  I  give,  in  trust,  to 
my  executors  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  it  to  the  best  of 
their  judgment,  for  the  support  and  education  of  my  two  chil* 
dren,  the  children  of  Eliza  Darragh,  and  the  support  of  the 
said  Eliza.  For  that  purpose  they  are  to  give  the  said  Eliza 
one  thousand  dollars  a  year  until  the  eldest  child  is  nine  years 
old  (it  is  now  nearly  two),  and  if  either  of  the  children  should 
die  before  then,  there  shall  be  no  change  made  as  to  the 
amount  of  a  thousand  dollars  a  year.  Should  both  children 
die  before  they  are  of  age,  Eliza  Darragh  is  to  receive  out  of 
my  estate  five  hundred  dollars  a  year  during  her  life.  Should 
the  net  income  of  my  estate  be  two  thousand  dollars  a  year 
after  paying  the  legacies  hereinafter  mentioned,  I  wish  my 
father  to  have  five  hundred  dollars  a  year  of  this  income  dur- 
ing his  life,  and  if  my  mother  outlives  him,  she  is  to  receive 
it  after  his  death.  The  residue  is  to  be  invested  in  Memphis 
City  bonds  until  the  children,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  is  sent 
to  college.  I  desire  my  executors  to  exercise  their  best  judg- 
ment in  the  selecting  of  a  suitable  school,  and  to  be  liberal,  if 
the  means  are  in  their  hands  to  procure  them  a  good  educa- 
tion. But  my  executors  are  requested  to  check  and  stop  the 
supplies  if  they  should  be  satisfied  there  is  extravagance  by 
the  children,  and  to  pay  no  bills  of  theirs  not  authorised  by 
the  executors  before  contracted  by  the  child  or  children;  I 
wish  the  children  plenty,  but  not  waste."  And  the  follow- 
ing: **  In  the  event  of  the  death  of  both  of  my  children,  men- 
tioned above,  before  they  have  a  child  or  children  to  inherit 
to'  them,  I  give  to  Elizabeth  Higgins  and  Mary  Ann  Hughes 
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all  my  Mtats  remaining,  except  the  annuitiee  as  above  men* 
tioned.'*  And  the  following:  *^I  appoint  James  Hnghee  {my 
father),  William  Park,  and  John  Cannavan  the  executors  of 
my  wilL  I  know  it  is  an  unpleasant  task,  but  I  would  render 
either  of  them  any  service  in  my  power.  They  are  to  be^ 
required  to  give  no  security,  for  they  will  not  abuse  their 
trust.'* 

Of  the  parties  named  as  executors,  James  Hughes  never 
qualified,  and  William  Park,  who  qualified,  resigned  in  1865.. 
John  Cannavan,  the  remaining  executor,  died  in  1877,  with- 
out, as  it  appears,  having  resigned  or  concluded  his  trust. 

The  will  was  duly  admitted  to  probate  in  Crittenden 
County,  this  state,  on  the  second  day  of  March,  1866.  There 
seems  to  have  been  at  different  times  a  scrambling  ad  minis* 
tration  of  the  estate,  conducted  by  various  parties  under  ap- 
pointment from  the  probate  court  in  that  county;  but,  in  the 
view  of  the  case  taken  by  us,  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the 
legal  aspect  or  effect  of  the  administration  in  this  state.  It 
was  characterised  by  unseemly  conduct,  which  cannot  be  con- 
templated without  condemnation. 

On  the  16th  of  October,  1866,  John  Cannavan,  the  only  act- 
ing executor,  sold  and  conveyed  to  Asa  Hodges  the  land  in 
controversy  for  $1,280  in  cash,  and  $1,280  payable  twelve 
months  after  the  date  thereof,  to  secure  which  a  lien  was  ex- 
pressly reserved  in  the  face  of  the  deed.  The  appellees  claim 
title  by  purchase  from  Hodges. 

Liszie  Darragh,  one  of  the  children  named  in  the  will,  died 
before  the  testator;  Eliza  Darragh,  her  mother,  died  in  1866; 
Daniel  Darragh,  the  second  child,  left  his  residence  in  Mem- 
phis about  1870,  and  was  not  afterwards  heard  from  by  his 
relatives  or  friends,  and  is  presumed  to  be  dead.  He  was  un- 
married, and  died  without  a  child  to  inherit  from  him.  The 
appellant,  Mary  Ann  Winters,  was  a  married  woman  when 
Daniel  Darragh  died,  and  so  continued  to  the  bringing  of  this 
suit. 

The  appellants  seek,  —  1.  To  recover  the  land  conveyed  by 
Cannavan,  as  executor,  to  Hodges;  but  in  the  event  that  they 
are  not  entitled  to  that  relief,  they  seek,  —  2.  To  recover  the  sum 
of  $1,280,  with  interest,  being  the  unpaid  installment  of  pur- 
chase-money secured  by  him  on  the  land,  in  the  deed  above 
mentioned.  In  support  of  their  claim  they  say, — 1.  That  the 
wiU  did  not  confer  a  power  of  sale  on  the  executors;  2.  That 
the  power  conferred  could  not  be  executed  by  one  only  of  the 

Sz.  hMF^  Vol.  XXIL— 14 


"310  Ghabb  v.  Cabtright.  [Arkansas, 

execnton;  and  8.  That  a  sale  was  authorized  only  apon  stated 
eoDditions,  whioh  did  not  exist  when  it  was  made. 

The  appellees  insist, — 1.  That  a  power  of  sale  was  conferred 
by  the  will;  2.  That  it  was  duly  executed;  3.  That  they  pur- 
chased in  good  faith,  and  entered  immediately  into  possession 
of  the  land;  that  they  had  continually  held  it  for  seven- 
teen years,  claiming  title  against  the  world;  and  that  they  had 
food  title  by  limitation;  4.  That  the  installment  of  purchase- 
money  was  paid;  and  5.  That  it  was  barred  by  limitation. 
The  proof  sustained  their  contention  as  to  their  possession  of 
the  land.  There  was  trial  by  the  court,  and  judgment  for  the 
defendant. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  judgment  is  wrong,  and  should  be  re- 
versed for  many  reasons  pressed  upon  our  attention.  In  the 
Tiew  we  have  taken,  it  is  essential  for  us  to  consider  only  the 
defense  of  limitation  and  such  other  matters  as  are  involved 
in  its  correct  determination. 

The  appellants  contend  that,  until  the  death  of  Daniel 
Darragh,.they  had  no  right  in  possession,  but  only  in  re- 
mainder; that  they  were  not  entitled  to  bring  any  suit  either 
•for  the  land  or  the  purchase-money  during  his  life;  that  the 
statute  was  not  set  in  motion  against  them  until  he  died,  and 
that  they  brought  this  suit  in  apt  time  thereafter.  If  mis- 
taken in  that  contention,  their  claim  to  the  land  must  fail 
against  the  plea  of  limitation.  Is  it  correct?  Our  answer 
must  depend  upon  the  construction  of  the  will,  for  it  makes  a 
great  difference  whether  the  executors  are  held  to  haye  ac- 
quired the  legal  title  for  life  or  in  fee. 

The  language  of  the  will  leaves  no  room  for  doubt  as  to  the 
^sh  of  the  testator  in  that  regard.  His  purpose  as  to  the 
disposition  of  his  estate  is  clearly  and  concisely  stated  in 
the  first  clause  of  the  will.  It  gives  all  his  real  and  personal 
^estate,  in  trust,  to  his  executors,  for  the  purpose  of  disposing 
of  it  to  the  best  of  their  judgment,  for  the  support  and  educa- 
tion of  his  two  children  and  for  the  support  of  Elisa  Darragb. 
The  executors  are  directed  to  pay  certain  annuities  and 
money  bequests,  the  latter  aggregating  about  ten  thousand 
dollars.  If  the  two  children  die  without  leaving  a  child  or 
children  who  could  inherit,  the  estate  remaining  is  devised 
over  to  the  appellants.  The  language  of  the  grant  to  the 
executors  in  its  ordinary  acceptation  would  be  held  to  con- 
vey an  estate  in  fee:  1  Sugden  on  Powers,  129, 130.  There  is 
cnothing  to  limit  the  estate  passed  to  a  life  estate  only,  as  in 
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the  cam  of  PaUy  ▼.  OooUby,  51  Ark.  61.  That  the  natural 
import  of  the  terms  of  the  grant  correctly  reflect  the  wish  of  the 
teBtator  gains  support  from  the  power  given  them  to  dispose 
of  realty  and  personalty  alike  in  their  best  judgment,  from 
the  directions  to  pay  out  large  sums  of  money,  to  supply  which 
no  other  means  are  indicated,  and  from  the  devise  over  of  all 
his  estate  remaining. 

The  phrase  ^  estate  remaining  "  was  evidently  not  used  in 
the  legal  sense  of  a  remainder,  but  to  cover  what  was  left  after 
special  directions  were  executed.    The  testator  intended  his 
executors  to  take  absolutely  the  legal  title  to  all  his  property 
to  pay  off  the  special  bequests,  —  to  provide  as  he  directed  for 
Elisa  Darragh  and  her  children,  —  and  to  those  ends,  to  sell 
or  otherwise  dispose  of  his  property  as  their  judgment  might 
direct.    Whatever  was  not  sold  or  consumed  in  paying  the 
bequests  and  the  matured  annuities,  the  trustees  were  to  hold 
for  the  purposes  indicated;  and  if  both  children  died  without 
a  child  to  inherit,  the  estate  remaining  was  to  go  to  the  ap- 
pellants, subject  to  the  payment  of  the  future  annuities  to 
Eliza  and  his  father.    The  grant  to  the  executors  and  the 
power  to  sell  are  co-extensive,  and  neither  can  be  restricted 
to  a  life  estate  or  an  estate  less  than  a  fee,  without  importing 
into  the  terms  of  the  grant  a  meaning  they  do  not  express. 
As  we  have  seen,  there  is  no  purpose  indicated  that  requires 
such  a  construction,  but  on  the  contrary,  the  natural  import 
of  the  terms  consists  with  the  general  purpose  of  the  testator 
as  indicated  in  the  will. 

The  executors  had  no  beneficial  interests  in  the  property; 
but,  holding  the  legal  title  to  the  fee  in  trust,  they  were  trus- 
tees for  all  persons  who  had  equitable  interests  carved  out  of 
the  fee,  whether  in  possession  or  in  remainder.  If  the  con- 
▼eyauoe  by  Cannavan  was  void,  and  the  grantees  entered 
under  it,  a  right  then  accrued  to  the  executors  to  dispossess 
them,  and  being  trustees  of  an  express  trust,  they  could  have 
sued  in  their  own  names.  If  the  deed  was  inoperative  for 
want  of  legal  authority  to  make  it,  Cannavan  was  not  estopped 
to  sue  to  dispossess  persons  claiming  under  it,  as  was  expressly 
ruled  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case 
of  Meeks  v.  Olpherts,  100  U.  S.  564;  Bigelow  on  Estoppel,  5th 
ed.,  349;  PeUs  v.  Webquish,  129  Mass.  469;  Mason  v.  Mojon, 
140  Mass.  63;  James  v.  Wilder,  25  Minn.  305. 

Seven  years'  adverse  possession  was  sufficient  to  bar  the 
right  of  the  trustees,  they  being  under  no  disability;  but  when- 
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ever  the  right  of  action  in  the  trustees  is  barred  by  limitation, 
the  right  of  eesiuis  qus  trust  thus  represented  is  also  barred: 
Hil]  on  Trustees,  403;  Wood  on  Limitations,  sec  208;  SmUie 
▼.  Biffle,  2  Pa.  St.  52;  44  Am.  Dec.  156;  UeeU  v.  OipheriSy  100 
U.  S.  564;  Trimble  v.  Woadhsad,  102  U.  S.  647;  Molton  v.  Hen- 
der%my  62  Ala.  426;  Wingfield  v.  Virgin^  51  Ga.  139;  Clayton 
▼.  Cagle,  97  N.  C.  800. 

This  rule  was  applied  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States  in  the  case  of  Meeh%  ▼.  Olpherts^  100  U.  S.  564»  againat 
the  right  of  ceitui  que  trust  in  a  vested  remainder.  It  has  been 
applied  similarly  by  other  courts,  and  there  are  now  no  doubts 
that  it  is  sound  in  principle  and  accepted  by  the  courts. 

The  question  of  the  application  of  the  rule  to  claims  of  con- 
tingent remainders  seems  to  have  arisen  in  but  few  American 
cases;  but  it  has  been  held  by  the  courts  of  last  resort  in  two 
states  that  when  the  trustee  is  barred,  the  cestui  que  trust 
holding  a  contingent  remainder  is  also  barred:  Edwards  ▼. 
Woolfolk,  17  B.  Mon.  876;  Waring  ▼.  Cheraw  and  DarUngian 
R.  R.  Co.,  16  8.  C.  416. 

In  our  investigation  we  have  found  no  case  in  which  a 
contrary  rule  was  favored;  and  as  the  trustee  represents  alike 
all  cestuis  que  trusty  whether  entitled  in  possession  or  in  re- 
mainder, vested  or  contingent,  we  think  the  same  rule  should 
apply  to  the  claim  of  each  of  them  in  determining  the  effect 
upon  it  of  the  bar  of  the  trustee's  right  by  limitation. 

The  disability  of  the  cestui  que  trust  is  immaterial,  if  the 
trustee  is  under  none:  Hill  on  Trustees,  504,  and  cases  above 
cited. 

This  court  has  repeatedly  held  that  the  bar  by  limitation 
of  the  right  of  the  lifs  tenant  does  not  affect  the  right  of  the 
remainderman,  against  whom  limitation  will  not  run  until  his 
right  of  possession  accrues.  Those  were  cases  in  which  the 
tenant  for  life  and  the  remainderman  eaoh  held  his  estate  at 
law,  and  where  no  right  of  action  accrued  in  behalf  of  the 
remainderman  until  the  estate  for  life  determined.  But  in 
this  case,  as  we  have  seen,  the  right  of  action  accrued  to  the 
trustees  for  the  benefit  of  all  beneficially  interested  as  soon  as 
the  adverse  possession  began,  and  if  they  failed  to  institute 
suit,  the  eestuis  que  trust  might  have  resorted  to  equity  for  the 
protection  of  their  interests. 

The  rule  does  not  apply  to  the  claims  of  the  eestuis  que 
tr%L8t  against  the  trustee  or  against  those  who  purchase  trust 
property  from  the  trustee  in  fraud  of  the  trust. 
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The  lien  reserved  in  the  face  of  the  deed  is,  as  contended, 
an  equitable  mortgage;  but  by  its  terms  it  only  charges  a  lien 
on  the  land  in  favor  of  the  creditor,  and  does  not,  like  the 
mortgage  in  law,  invest  the  creditor  with  title  to  the  land  to  be 
held  as  security.  In  the  case  of  Stephens  v.  SJuinnoUj  43  Ark. 
464,  this  court  held  that  the  lien  so  reserved  was  but  an  inci- 
dent to  the  debt  thereby  secured,  and  that  the  lien  expired 
when  the  debt  was  barred  by  limitation. 

It  follows  that  the  right  to  recover  the  land,  and  also  the 
right  to  foreclose  the  lien  reserved  in  the  deed,  were  barred  by 
limitation,  and  that  the  judgment  below  was  correct. 

Affirmed.  

DiTiBB  TO  EzicoTOB,  Cov8TRUcrioii  Of.  —'A  tastatoF  having  in  his  will 
made  the  prorimoa  that  hia  azeoator  thonld  hare  the  eare  and  onatody  of  hia 
aatata^  and  should  pay  the  legacies  therein  mentioned,  paying  the  net  income 
of  the  balance  to  certain  persons  at  stated  intervals,  the  executes:  takes  the 
fee  to  hold  it  in  trust  to  pay  the  income  as  directed:  Tnjqphagen  t.  Levy,  45 
N.  J.  Bq.  448. 

ExBCUTOBS  AND  Ai>iaNi8TBAT0BS — EsTOPPKi.  — The  grantee  in  a  void 
quitclaim  deed  executed  by  an  executor  cannot  take  any  title  by  way  of  es- 
toppel against  sach  executor:  Price  ▼.  King,  44  Kan.  639. 

Limitations  op  Actions  —  Tbusteb  and  Cxstui  qub  Trusv.  —  Where 
the  legal  title  of  land  is  vested  in  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  a  ceelui  que 
tnui,  the  statute  of  Umitations  will  run  against  the  former;  and  when  a  com* 
plete  bar  as  to  him,  the  eeetm  que  tnut  will  be  barred:  OolUna  v.  McCarty,  S8 
Tex.  150;  2  Anu  St  Bep.  476,  and  note;  Bareiay  t.  Ooodloe,  68  Ky.  493;  for 
when  the  legal  estate  is  barred,  so  is  the  equitiUile  estate:  Scui  Borne  Timm 
Co.  V.  Cothran,  81  Oa.  359.  Bat  the  statute  of  limitations  will  never  ma  in 
favor  of  the  trustee  as  against  the  eea^  que  trust  until  the  former  repudiates 
the  trust,  and  notice  of  such  repudiation  is  brought  home  to  the  cestui  que 
tnut:  Cooper  v.  Lee,  75  Tex.  114;  Wrem  ▼.  FoUowdi,  5fi  Ark.  76;  Dyer  T. 
Waiere.  46  N.  J.  Eq.  464;  MeCiure  ▼.  Colyear,  80  CaL  876. 

ViNix>B  AND  PuBORASBB  ->  ISxpiBATiOM  ov  ViNDoa's  XoiT.  — A  Ven- 
dor's equitable  lien  for  unpaid  purchase-money  of  land  is  not  lost  because  the 
statute  of  limitations  has  barred  the  action  upon  notes  given  therefor:  Biz- 
seO  V.  Ntc,  60  Ala.  281;  31  Am.  Rep.  38;  and  compare  cases  cited  in  the  note 
to  the  same  case,  41,  42.  The  vendor's  rfghi  to  his  vendor's  lien,  where  he 
hss  not  actually  parted  with  title,  cannot  be  aflbcted  by  the  lapse  of  time 
short  of  that  requisite  to  raise  the  presumption  of  payment:  Haima  v.  WH. 
mm,  3  Gratt.  243;  46  Am.  Dec.  190.  Though  an  action  at  law  to  recover  pur- 
chase priee  may  be  barred,  the  equitable  lien  of  a  vendor  is  not  barred  by 
say  time  insulBcieni  to  raise  the  presumption  of  payment:  ISmBtatt  v.  WUh' 
•1^  86  Ta.  88£;  oompare  Be^fe  v.  Belfe,  84  Ala.  600|  78  An.  Dm.  467,  and 
■oU;  Smffktan  r.  McQturrp,  85  Ky.  41. 
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Van  Burbn  v.  Wells.     Van  Bubbk  v.  Wright. 

Cassidy  v.  Texabkana. 

[68  ABXAH8A8,  868.] 

MuinoiPAL  Corporation  mat  Makb  Penal  Act  Which  n  Alrxabt  Ov- 
yiRSB  AOAIN8T  Statb.  —  A  municipal  corporation  baa  power  to  make 
pMud  an  act  which  haa  already  been  made  so  by  a  state  statute;  and 
whan  this  is  done,  sncfa  act  becomsa  a  separate  offense  against  the  state 
and  the  municipality.  In  that  case,  the  penalty  imposed  by  the  mnniei- 
pality  b  superadded  to  that  fixed  by  the  general  law  on  account  of  the 
additional  wrong  done  to  it^  and  the  wrong-doer  is  not  twice  ponished 
for  the  same  offsnse. 

Ordut AHOBS,  Powxm  ov  MnvioiPAL  CoRPORATiOKS  TO  PASs.  —  Under  etat- 
ntes  expressly  giving  to  municipal  corporations  *'  power  to  make  and  pab- 
liah  sneh  by-laws  and  ordinances,  not  inoonsittent  with  the  laws  of  the 
state,  as  to  them  shall  seem  necessary  to  provide  for  the  safety,  preserve 
the  health,  promote  the  prosperity,  and  improve  the  morals,  order,  com- 
fort^ and  convenience  of  such  corporations  and  the  inhabitants  thereof," 
ordinances  punishing  disturbances  of  the  peace,  the  carrying  of  concealed 
weapons^  and  the  keeping  open  of  saloons  on  Sunday  are  a  proper  ex* 
OTOiM  d  the  power  oonferred,  and  are  therefore  valid. 

PmnJOATioH  or  Mvnioipal  Ordinangi,  Burden  of  Proof  of.  —  In  a  prose- 
eution  for  the  violation  of  a  municipal  ordinance,  the  burden  is  on  the 
defendant  to  prove  that  the  ordinance  was  not  published  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  the  statute. 

Nimrod  T^rman^  for  the  appellant  in  the  first  two  oaeeB. 

WdUjpro  96* 

BcM  wid  Jone$,  for  the  appellant  Cassidy. 

Battle,  J.  In  the  first  case,  the  facts  are  as  follows:  Wells 
was  accused  and  convicted,  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  of 
Crawford  County,  of  carrying  a  pocket-pistol  concealed  about 
his  person  within  the  corporate  limits  of  the  town  of  Van 
Buren,  in  said  county,  and  in  this  state.  At  the  time  this 
offense  was  committed,  there  was  in  full  force  and  effect  an 
ordinance  of  the  town  of  Van  Buren  prohibiting  the  carrying 
of  such  pistols,  and  imposing  a  fine  on  every  person  violating 
the  same.  After  conviction  in  the  justice's  court,  he  was  ac- 
cused, before  the  mayor  of  the  town,  of  violating  this  ordi- 
nance, by  the  same  act  of  which  he  was  convicted,  and  for 
such  violation  was  arrested,  and  carried  before  the  mayor.  In 
the  mayor's  court  he  pleaded  his  former  conviction,  and  was 
tried  and  convicted.  He  appealed  to  the  circmt  court,  where 
his  plea  of  former  conviction  was  sustained,  and  he  was  dis- 
charged; and  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  this  court 

In  the  second  case,  Frank  Wright  was  accused  and  convicted 
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in  the  court  of  the  mayor  of  the  town  of  Van  Buren  of  a  viola- 
tion of  an  ordinance  of  Baid  town  by  ''  disturbing  the  peace  bjr 
fighting  and  attempting  to  fight,  and  by  boisterous  and  ob^ 
streperouB  conduct  and  carriage,  and  by  using  profane  Ian-- 
guage."  He  appealed  to  the  circuit  court,  and  there  he  demurred 
to  the  charge,  because, —  1.  The  records  of  the  town  of  Vaiv 
Bnren  do  not  show  that  the  ordinance  violated  was  published 
as  required  by  law;  and  2.  Because  it  imposes  a  fine  on 
persons  for  acts  declared  and  made  criminal  by  the  statute  of 
the  state.  The  court  sustained  the  demurrer  and  discharged 
the  defendant,  and  plaintiff  appealed. 

In  the  last  case,  Mike  Gassidy  was  accused  and  convicted 
before  the  mayor  of  the  city  of  Texarkana,  in  Miller  County^ 
in  this  state,  of  keeping  his  saloon  open  on  the  sabbath,  and 
retailing  wines  and  liquors  on  that  day,  in  violation  of  a  city- 
ordinance.  He  appealed  to  the  circuit  court,  was  again  con- 
victed, and  then  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  acts  of  which  the  defendants  in  the  first  and  third  case^ 
were  accused,  and  a  part  of  those  with  which  the  defendant  in 
the  second  case  was  charged,  are  made  penal  by  the  statutes 
of  this  state.  It  may  be  conceded  that  they  were  made  crim- 
inal before  any  of  the  ordinances  prohibiting  them  were  passed. 
Did  the  town  or  city  councils  that  enacted  the  ordinances  have 
the  authority  to  pass  them?  The  only  authority  which  ca]> 
rightfully  be  claimed  for  their  enactment  is  section  764  of 
Mansfield's  Digest  This  section  provides:  ^^  Municipal  cor- 
porations shall  have  power  to  make  and  publish,  from  time  tOi 
time,  by-laws  or  ordinances,  not  inconsistent  with  the  laws  of 
the  state,  for  carrying  into  effect  or  discharging  the  power  or 
duties  conferred  by  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  it  is  hereby 
made  the  duty  of  the  municipal  corporation  to  publish  such 
by-laws  and  ordinances  as  shall  be  necessary  to  secure  such 
corporations  and  their  inhabitants  against  injuries  by  fire,, 
thieves,  robbers,  burglars,  and  other  persons  violating  the  pub- 
lic peace;  for  the  suppression  of  riots  and  gambling  and  inde- 
cent and  disorderly  conduct;  for  the  punishment  of  all  lewd  and 
lascivious  behavior  in  the  streets  and  other  places;  and  they 
shall  have  power  to  make  and  publish  such  by-laws  and  ordi* 
nances,  not  inconsistent  with  the  laws  of  this  state,  as  to  then» 
shall  seem  necessary  to  provide  for  the  safety,  preserve  the^ 
health,  promote  the  prosperity,  and  improve  the  morals,  order,, 
comfort,  and  convenience  of  such  corporations  and  the  inhab* 
itants  thereof."     Its  language  is  sufficiently  comprehensive  tor 
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delegate  the  authority.    But  many  courts  have  held  that   a 
munioipal  corporation  can  only  pass  ordinances  punishing  tine 
vame  acts  which  are  punishable  under  the  general  laws  of  tlie 
dBtate,  when  expressly  authorized  to  do  so,  and  that  no  sucli 
:authority  will  be  presumed  from  a  grant  of  power  general  io 
its  nature.    If  this  be  true,  it  must  be  because  the  effect  of  such 
•ordinances  is  to  supersede  the  general  laws  upon  the  same 
iBubjecL    We. cannot  see  any  good  reason  why  such  authority, 
fitting  and  proper  to  be  delegated  to  a  municipal  corporation, 
and  plainly  conferred  in  general  terms,  cannot  be  exercised  bjr 
4he  municipality,  unless  it  be  because  it  is  inconsistent  with 
fthe  general  laws.    That  is  the  effect  of  the  authorities  which 
;hold  it  cannot  be.    Many  of  them  say  that  the  effect  of  such 
^ordinances,  if  enforced^  would  be  to  oust  the  state  of  jurisdic- 
tion, or  make  the  same  offense  punishable  twice,  once  by  the 
«tate  and  once  by  the  corporation,  contrary  to  the  constitution, 
and  therefore  they  are  invalid:  In  re  SiCy  73  CaL  142;  Jen- 
kins  V.  ThomasviUe,  35  Ga.  145;  Mayor  v.  Hus$ey,  21  6a.  80; 
68  Am.  Dec.  452;  Adams  v.  Albany,  29  6a.  56;   Vason  v.  Au^ 
gusta,  88  6a.  542;  Reich  v.  State,  53  6a.  73;  21  Am.  Rep.  265; 
Foster  v.  Browne  55  Iowa,  686;  Washington  v.  Hammond^  76 
N.  C.  33;  StaU  v.  Langston,  88  N.  C.  692;  State  v.  Brittain^  89 
U.  C.  574;  StaU  v.  Keith,  94  N.  C.  933;  Ex  parU  Smith,  Hemp. 
201;  Ex  parte  Bourgeois,  60  Miss.  663;  45  Am.  Bep.  420. 

But  we  do  not  think  the  ordinances  in  question  are  invalid 
l)ecause  they  make  offenses  twice  punishable.  Municipal  cor- 
porations '^  are  bodies  politic  and  corporate,  vested  with  po- 
litical and  legislative  powers  for  the  local  civil  government 
jind  police  regulations  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  particular 
districts  included  in  the  boundaries  of  the  corporations."  In 
•aome  respects  they  are  local  governments,  established  by  law 
to  assist  in  the  civil  government  of  the  country.  They  are 
founded  in  part  upon  the  idea  that  the  needs  of  the  localities 
for  which  they  are  organized,  "  by  reason  of  the  density  of 
population  or  other  circumstances,  are  more  extensive  and  ur- 
rgent  than  those  of  the  general  public  in  the  same  particu- 
lars." Many  acts  are  often  far  more  injurious,  while  the 
temptation  to  do  them  is  much  greater,  in  such  localities 
than  in  the  state  generally.  When  done  in  such  localities  they 
Are  not  only  wrongs  to  the  public  at  large,  but  are  additional 
wrongs  to  the  corporations.  To  suppress  them  when  it  can  be 
done,  and  when  there  is  a  failure  to  do  so,  to  punish  the  guilty 
parties,  in  many  cases  form  a  part  of  the  duties  of  such  cor- 
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porations.  Many  of  them  can  and  ought  to  be  made  penal 
by  the  incorporated  cities  and  towns,  although  they  are  already 
made  00  by  the  statute.  It  sometimes  becomes  necessary  for 
them  to  do  so  in  order  to  accomplish  the  objects  of  their  or- 
ganization. When  made  penal  by  the  state  and  the  city  or 
town,  each  act  becomes  a  separate  offense  against  the  state 
and  the  municipality.  In  that  event,  the  penalty  imposed  by 
the  city  or  town  is  superadded  to  that  fixed  by  the  general 
law,  on  account  of  the  additional  wrong  done, —  for  the  offense 
against  the  municipality.  In  such  a  case  the  wrong-doer  would 
not  be  twice  punished  for  the  same  offense. 

In  Fox  v.  State  of  Ohio,  5  How.  432,  the  supreme  court  of 
the  United  States  held  that  the  passing  a  counterfeit  coin, 
which  was  punishable  under  the  federal  law,  might  be  pun* 
ished  by  the  state  as  a  crime,  and  that  the  same  act  was  an 
offense  a^^nst  the  federal  government  and  against  the  state 
government.  In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Moore 
▼.  Illinoi$j  14  How.  19,  Mr.  Justice  Orier  said:  ''An  offense,  in 
its  legal  signification,  means  the  transgression  of  a  law.  A 
man  may  be  compelled  to  make  reparation  in  damages  to  the 
injured  party,  and  be  liable  also  to  punishment  for  a  breach 
of  the  public  peace  in  consequence  of  the  same  act,  and  may 
be  said,  in  common  parlance,  to  be  twice  punished  for  the 
same  offense.  Every  citizen  of  the  United  States  is  also  a  cit- 
iaen  of  a  state  or  territory.  He  may  be  said  to  owe  allegiance 
to  two  sovereigns,  and  may  be  liable  to  punishment  for  an  in- 
fraction of  the  laws  of  either That  either  or  both  may 

(if  they  see  fit)  punish  such  an  offender  cannot  be  doubted. 
Tet  it  cannot  be  truly  averred  that  the  offender  has  been 
twice  punished  for  the  same  offense;  but  only  that  by  one  act 
he  has  committed  two  offenses,  for  each  of  which  he  is  justly 
punishable.  He  could  not  plead  the  punishment  by  one  in 
bar  to  a  conviction  by  the  other." 

Judge  Cooley  says:  '*  Indeed,  an  act  may  be  a  penal  offense 
under  the  laws  of  the  state,  and  further  penalties,  under 
proper' legislative  authority,  be  imposed  for  its  commission  by 
municipal  by-laws,  and  the  enforcement  of  the  one  would  not 
preclude  the  enforcement  of  the  other."  And  further  says: 
^  Such  is  the  clear  weight  of  authority,  though  the  decisions 
are  not  uniform":  Gooley's  Constitutional  Limitations,  6th 
ed.,  p.  289,  and  cases  cited;  Mayor  v.  Allaire,  14  Ala.  400; 
Hnghee  v.  People,  8  Col.  53G;  Wrarig  v.  Penn  Township,  94  111. 
11;   34  Am.  Rep.  199;  Ambrose  ▼.  StaU,  6  Ind.  351;   WiUiame 
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v.  TTarMMO,  60  Ind.  457;  Town  of  Bloomfield  ▼.  Trimble,  54 
Iowa,  899;  87  Am.  Bep.  212;  Shafer  v.  Mumma,  17  Md.  331; 
79  Am.  Dec,  656;  Wayne  County  v.  Detroit,  17  Mich.  399; 
State  v.  Oleeon,  26  Minn.  507;  StaU  ▼.  Lee,  29  Minn.  445;  St. 
Louis  V.  Bentz,  11  Mo.  61;  S^  LoxUe  v.  Cafferata,  24  Mo.  94; 
Ztnn^fM  V.  Z>tt8iby,  19  Mo.  App,  20;  City  of  Kansas  v.  Clark, 
68  Mo.  588;  Ex  parte  Hollwedell,  74  Mo.  395;  St.  Louis  v.  Vertf 
84  Mo.  204;  £rotmviU«  y.  Cooik,  4  Neb.  101;  Howe  v.  Treasurer 
of  Plainfield,  37  N.  J.  L.  145;  State  v.  Bergman,  6  Or.  841;  iSto«^ 
v.  TFiUtanM,  11  S.  G.  288;  Greenwood  v.  StaU,  6  Baxt  567;  82 
Am.  Rep.  539;  St<Ue  ▼.  Shelby,  16  Lea,  240;  Hamilton  ▼.  5(aee, 
8  Tex.  App.  643;  McLaughlin  v.  Stephens,  2  Cranch  C.  G.  148; 
United  States  ▼.  Fetb,  2  Granch  G.  G.  45;  UniUd  States  y. 
HoUy,  8  Granch  G.  G.  656. 

In  Bishop  on  Statutory  Grimes,  it  is  said:  '*  If  the  statute 
so  authorizes,  it  is  not  apparent  why  a  city  corporation  may 
not  impose  a  special  penalty  for  an  act  done  against  it,  while 
the  state  imposes  a  penalty  for  the  same  act  done  against  the 
state":  Bishop  on  Statutory  Grimes,  1st  ed.,  sec.  23. 

In  Brizzolari  v.  State,  87  Ark.  364,  the  validity  of  an  ordi- 
nance passed  by  the  common  council  of  the  incorporated  town 
of  Fort  Smith  on  the  23d  of  December,  1873,  declaring  that  it 
shall  be  deemed  a  misdemeanor  for  any  able-bodied  person  to 
be  found  within  the  limits  of  the  corporation  having  no  visi- 
ble or  apparent  means  of  subsistence,  and  neglecting  to  apply 
himself  to  some  honest  calling,  punishable  by  fine,  came  in 
question.  It  was  insisted  that  this  ordinance  was  abrogated 
by  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  of  1874.  This  court  held 
that  although  the  constitution  of  1874  vested  exclusive  origi- 
nal jurisdiction  in  all  matters  relating  to  vagrants  in  the 
county  courts,  it  did  not  repeal  the  ordinance;  that  the  juris- 
diction vested  in  the  county  courts  as  to  vagrants  extended 
**  only  to  such  matters  of  police  regulations  as  are  designed 
to  prevent  them  from  becoming  burdensome  to  the  county,  or 
in  their  nature  local  or  of  special  concern  to  the  county," 
thereby  virtually  holding  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Judge 
Gooley, 

The  ordinances  in  question  are,  therefore,  not  inconsistent 
with  the  general  laws  of  the  state  upon  the  same  subject;  nor 
do  they  oust  the  state  of  any  jurisdiction,  if  enforced,  by 
making  the  same  acts  punishable,  and  are  not  invalid  for 
these  reasons.  The  only  question,  then,  is.  Did  the  municipal 
corporations  that  passed  them  have  the  power  to  do  so?    The 
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statutes  expressly  declare  that  they  "  shall  have  power  to 
make  and  publish  such  by-laws  and  ordinances,  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  laws  of  this  state,  as  to  them  shall  seem  ne- 
cessary to  provide  for  the  safety,  preserve  the  health,  promote 
the  prosperity,  and  improve  the  morals,  order,  comfort,  and 
convenience  of  such  corporations  and  the  inhabitants  thereof." 
The  only  limitation  upon  this  power  is,  the  by-laws  and  or- 
dinances must  "  not  be  inconsistent  with  the  laws  of  the 
state."  The  ordinances  in  question  do  not  fall  within  the 
limitation,  and  are  wholesome  provisions  for  the  prosecution 
and  improvement  of  the  order  and  morals  of  the  inhabitants 
for  whose  benefit  they  were  designed,  and  a  proper  exercise  of 
the  power  conferred.  They  are  consequently  valid:  Mayor  v. 
Allaire,  14  Ala.  400;  Bloamfidd  v.  Trimble,  54  Iowa,  399;  37 
Am.  Rep.  212;  Sl  Louie  v.  Bentz,  11  Mo.  61;  St  Louie  y.  Caf- 
foraia,  24  Mo.  94;  State  v.  WUliamey  11  S.  C.  288;  Hamilton 
▼.  State,  3  Tex.  App.  648;  McLaughlin  v.  Stephene,  2  Grancb 
C.  C.  148;  United  Statee  ▼.  Welle,  2  Cranch  C.  C.  45;  City  of 
SL  Louie  V.  Schoenbuech,  95  Mo.  618;  State  v.  Beattie,  16  Mo. 
App.  142;  Brownvitte  v.  Cook,  4  Neb.  101. 

The  only  remaining  question  is.  Was  the  burden  on  plain- 
tiffs to  prove  that  the  ordinances  were  published  in  the  man. 
ner  prescribed  by  the  statutes?  We  think  not  The  statute 
make3  printed  copies  of  the  ordinances  of  any  city  or  incor- 
porated town,  published  by  the  authority  of  such  city  or  town, 
and  manuscript  copies  of  the  same,  copied  by  the  proper  offi- 
cer, and  having  the  seal  of  the  city  or  town  attached,  evidence 
of  the  existence  of  the  ordinances  and  their  contents;  and 
makes  the  failure  to  publish  a  sufficient  defense  to  any  suit  or 
prosecution  for  the  fines  or  penalties  imposed  by  Uie  ordi* 
nances:  Mansfield's  Digest,  sees.  771-773,  2835. 

The  judgments  in  the  first  two  cases  are  reversed,  and  the 
judgment  in  the  last  is  affirmed. 


MnviGiFAL  GoRPOBATiOHS.  —Under  the  charter  of  the  eitj  of  Montgomery, 
npproTed  in  18S9,  a  oonviotion  in  the  mnnioipal  eonrt  of  an  offenae  which  is 
tleo  a  miedemeanor  nsder  a  general  statute  is  a  bar  to  a  proseontUa  by  tha 
state  for  the  misdemeanor:  Mmgeihardt  ▼.  SUOe,  88  Ala.  lOa  Ooidra,  McBea 
T.  Miifor,  09  Qa.  168;  27  Am.  Bep.  890. 

MuMiciPAL  ORDHfAiioiB  —  PuBLiOATioiff.—  It  IS  presttmed,  in  the  absence  of 
proof  to  the  oontrary,  that  an  ordinanoe  was  dnly  paUishedt  Bayard  ▼• 
BtAer,  76  Iowa»  22a 
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KeSSINGBB   v.  W1L8ON. 

(BS  AMJLAM9AB,  400.] 

8aui  ov  HomsniD  or  Dxoxdiht  dubino  Mnrourr  ov  hd  OHii.i>R.Kii 

▼on>.  ^  Where  land  owned  by  a  father  who  leaTee  minor  ohildron  ^nm 
%  homestead  at  the  time  of  his  death,  a  sale  thereof  made  dozing  tli«ir 
minority  is  void. 

■ratbs  of  Homestsad  akd  of  Inhbbitahoi  Skfakatf  AiTD  Dianirer 
WHFir.  —  Where  a  father  seised  of  a  homestead  dies  leaving  two  minor 
shildren  as  his  heirs,  they  have  two  separate  and  distinot  estates  in  the 
land, — an  estate  of  homestead  and  an  estate  of  inheritanoe,  —  their  ri^bt 
to  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  which  does  not  exist  at  one  and  tlM 
same  time,  and  neither  of  which  estates  is  merged  in  the  other.  Th« 
heirsi  in  such  case,  hare  two  rights  of  entry  upon  the  land,  — one  whan 
they  become  entitled  to  the  homestead,  and  the  other  when  the  jcungeir 
attains  his  majority. 

Lo«  OF  Orf  of  Two  OoNOVBRBirr  Rraars  of  IbrtBT  dobs  bot  Impais 
THB  Othib.  —  Where  the  same  person  has  two  separata  rights  ol  entry, 
the  loss  of  one  by  lapse  of  time  does  not  impair  the  other. 

LnfiTATioM  of  Fiyb  Ybabs  fob  Rbootbbt  of  Labds  Sold  at  Judioeaj. 
Sale  mot  Applioablb  whbn.  — A  right  of  actioQ  against  a  pu^aaer 
at  a  judicial  sale  which  accraes  to  the  party  claiming  it  mors  than  fiT« 
years  after  the  date  of  the  sale  is  not  barred  by  the  fire  years*  limita- 
tion of  the  statute  requiring  all  persons  to  bring  suits  against  porchaaerB 
at  judicial  sales  within  fire  years  after  the  date  of  the  sale,  or  be  there- 
after barred.  This  provision  applies  to  the  enforcement  of  only  sneh 
rights  to  recover  the  land  sold  as  can  be  enforced  in  an  aotioB  brought 
within  that  time. 

Bjbotksnt.    The  opinion  states  the  oaae. 
F.  0.  Taylor^  for  the  appellants. 
/.  (7.  Hawthorne,  for  the  appellees. 

Battle,  J.  On  the  5th  of  February,  1888,  appellanto 
brought  an  action  of  ejectment  against  appellees,  in  ttie  Clay 
circuit  court,  for  the  possession  of  certain  land  described  in 
their  complaint.  Appellees  pleaded  the  five  and  seven  years' 
statutes  of  limitations  in  bar  of  the  action.  On  the  trial  it 
was  admitted  that  Daniel  Kessinger  died  seised  and  pos- 
sessed of  the  land  in  the  month  of  July,  1862;  that  it  consti- 
tuted his  homestead  at  the  time  of  his  death;  that  he  was 
the  father  of  appellants,  Nancy  J.  Casey  and  John  Kessinger; 
that  Nancy  J.  was  born  on  the  10th  of  December,  1859,  and 
John  Kessinger  on  the  10th  of  December,  1861.  Evidence 
was  adduced  tending  to  prove  that  the  land  was  sold,  under 
an  order  of  the  probate  court  of  Clay  County,  on  the  twenty- 
second  day  of  January,  1872,  to  Abe  Roberts  to  pay  the 
debts  of  Daniel  Kessinger,  and  that  appellees  claim  and  hold 
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nnd^r  Abe  Roberts.  It  was  also  admitted  that  appellees  and 
those  ander  whom  they  claim  have  been  in  continnoas  and 
adverse  possession  of  the  land  at  all  times  since  the  first  day 
of  July,  1874,  and  that  there  is  no  record  evidence  that  the 
lale  to  Roberts  was  reported  to  the  probate  court  The  result 
of  the  trial  was  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  appellees. 

As  the  land  was  the  homestead  of  Daniel  Kessinger  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  and  he  left  minor  children,  the  sale  thereof 
during  their  minority  was  void.  The  only  question  involved, 
then,  is.  Was  this  action  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitationsf 

At  the  time  the  grantors  of  appellees  took  possession  of  the 
land  in  oontroversy  each  of  the  appellants  had  the  right  to 
hold  the  same  as  a  homestead  until  he  or  she  ceased  to  be  a 
minor.  They  were  also  heirs  of  Daniel  Kessinger,  and  the 
land  had  descended  to  them  subject  to  sale,  if  necessary,  for 
the  payment  of  their  father's  debts.  These  facts  present  the 
question,  Did  not  they  have  two  rights  of  entry, — one  at 
the  time  when  they  became  entitled  to  the  homestead,  and 
the  other  when  the  younger  of  them  reached  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years? 

The  land  was  set  apart  by  the  law  to  appellants,  when  their 
father  died,  as  a  home  and  means  of  maintenance  during 
their  minority.  Until  the  younger  of  them  reached  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  it  could  not  have  been  lawfully  sold  to 
pay  the  debts  of  their  father's  estate,  or  partitioned  between 
them:  NiehoU  v.  Shearon,  49  Ark.  76;  Kirkiey  v.  C6U,  47  Ark. 
504.  It  was  not  subject  to  sale,  but  might  have  been  rented 
to  raise  means  for  their  support  Until  the  younger  reached 
his  majority,  it  remained  set  apart  as  '^  a  place,  a  sanctuary, 
to  which  he  or  she  might  return  to  find  the  shelter,  comfort^ 
and  security  of  a  home  "  during  his  or  her  minority.  As  an 
entire  homestead,  it  remained  the  home  of  both.  Although 
the  land  constituting  it  descended  to  them  subject  to  be  sold 
to  pay  the  debts  of  their  father's  estate,  it  could  not  have 
been  lawfully  severed  or  diverted  from  the  full  occupancy 
and  enjoyment  by  both  of  them  as  a  home  during  the  minor* 
ity  of  either  of  them.  Their  homestead  right  was  like  a  joint 
tenancy  with  right  of  surrivorship.  As  each  of  them  arrived 
of  age,  his  interest  in  it  expired.  After  the  older  reached  her 
majority,  the  younger  was  entitled  to  the  exclusive  use  and 
enjoyment  of  the  land  as  a  home  until  he  became  twenty-one 
years  old,  and  then  both  became  entitled  to  have  and  to  hold 
as  tenants  in  common,  subject  to  the  right  of  the  adminis- 
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trator  of  Daniel  Kessinger  to  have  it  sold  to  pay  Eessinger's 
debts:  Kirhey  v.  Cole,  47  Ark.  604  The  homestead  right  or 
estate  and  the  estate  inherited  in  addition  thereto  were  like 
two  separate  and  distinct  estates,  vested  in  different  persons, 
and  following  in  immediate  succession.  Their  right  to  the 
enjoyment  and  possession  of  the  same  did  not  exist  at  one 
and  the  same  time,  and  neither  merged  in  the  other.  The 
former  did  not  merge  in  the  latter;  for  in  that  event,  the 
minor  children  would  have  lost  the  right  to  enjoy  the  home- 
stead during  their  minority,  and  the  land  constituting  it 
would  have  immediately  become  subject  to  sale  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  of  their  father's  estate,  it  being  insolvent, 
and  the  quality  of  the  homestead,  like  unto  a  joint  tenancy, 
would  have  been  changed  by  severance  to  tenancy  in  com* 
mon:  6  Oreenleaf  s  Cruise  on  Real  Property,  484,  and  cases 
cited.  And  the  estate  inherited  from  their  father,  being  the 
larger,  could  not  merge  in  the  homestead.  So  they  remained 
separate  and  distinct.  As  they  could  not  have  been  held 
otherwise,  appellants  necessarily  had  two  rights  of  entry 
upon  the  land, — one  when  they  became  entitled  to  the  home- 
stead, and  the  other  when  the  younger  was  twenty-one  years 
old. 

The  homestead  right  has  expired,  and  the  right  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  estate  inherited  in  addition  thereto  has  accrued. 
The  time  which  expired  before  the  last  right  of  entry  accrued 
did  not  affect  it.  The  statute  of  limitations  did  not  com- 
mence running  against  it  until  John  Kessinger  was  twenty-one 
years  old.  The  rule  is,  where  there  are  two  separate  rights  of 
entry,  the  loss  of  one  by  lapse  of  time  does  not  impair  the 
other.  It  has  often  been  held  that  "  a  remainderman  ex- 
pectant on  an  estate  for  life  or  years,  who  had  a  right  to  enter 
because  of  the  forfeiture  of  the  tenant,  is  not  bound  to  avail 
himself  of  the  forfeiture,  and  his  neglect  to  enter  at  the  time 
does  not  bar  him  of  bis  entry  on  the  limitation  of  the  estate 
by  efflux  of  time  or  the  death  of  the  tenant.''  According  to 
Plowden,  in  StowM  v.  Lord  Zoueh,  1  Plow.  874,  where  there 
were  three  separate  rights  in  the  same  person,  he  was  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  all  of  them,  the  same  as  though  they  existed 
in  three  different  persons.  The  maxim  of  the  law  is,  Qitando 
duo  jura  eoncurrwfit  in  una  persona,  «quum  est  oc  9%  essent  in 
diverris:  Hunt  v.  Bum^  2  Salk.  422;  Wells  v.  Prince,  9  Mass. 
«)8;  Stevens  v.  Winship,  1  Pick.  818;  11  Am.  Dec.  178;  Doe  ex 
dem.  Cook  v.  Danvers,  7  East,  299;  Qoodright  ex  dem.  Fowler  and 
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Burtcn  ▼.  Fare^ler,  8  East,  552;  Kemp  ▼.  Westhrool^  1  Vee.  Sr.  278; 
Doe  ex  dem.  AUen  ▼.  Blakeway,  5  Gar.  &  P.  663;  24  Eng.  Com. 
Lu  709;  6  Bac  Abr.  869;  2  Greenleaf  s  Cruise  on  Real  Prop- 
ertj,  vol.  8,  p.  447,  tit  81,  c.  22,  sees.  84-86;  Wood  on  Limi« 
taiions,  528,  note  1;  Angell  on  Limitationa,  6th  ed.,  aec.  876; 
4  Kent's  Com.  84. 

What  statute  prescribes  the  time  within  which  an  action 
for  the  recovery  of  the  land  must  be  brought  after  the  last 
right  of  entry  accrued?  Appellees  pleaded  the  five  years' 
statute.  That  statute,  as  enacted,  provides:  ''AH  actions 
against  the  purchaser,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  for  the  recovery  of 
lands  sold  by  any  collector  of  the  revenue  for  the  non-pay- 
ment of  taxes,  and  for  lands  sold  at  judicial  sales,  shall  be 
brought  within  five  years  after  the  date  of  such  sale,  and  not 
thereafter;  saving  to  minors,  persons  of  unsound  mind,  and 
persons  beyond  seas,  the  period  of  three  years  after  such  dis* 
ability  shall  have  been  removed."  Is  it  applicable  to  this 
case? 

In  EUioit  v.  Pearee,  20  Ark.  616,  it  was  pleaded  in  bar  of 
an  action  for  the  recovery  of  land  held  under  a  purchase  at  a 
tax  sale.  The  defendant  had  held  actual,  continuous,  ad« 
verse  possession  for  five  years  from  the  date  of  the  tax  sale. 
This  court  held  that  the  statute  began  to  run  from  the  date 
of  the  sale;  and  that  though  the  sale  was  irregular,  ^*  it 
was  sufficient,  in  connection  with  the  actual  possession  of  the 
land  by  the  defendant  during  the  entire  period  of  limitation, 
to  entitle  him  to  have  his  possession  protected,  and  his  title 
quieted." 

It  was  pleaded  in  Cofer  v.  Broohf  20  Ark.  642;  but  it  does 
not  appear  in  that  case  when  the  deed  was  executed,  and 
when  possession  was  first  taken  by  the  purchaser  at  the  tax 
sale.  It  does  appear,  however,  that  he  was  in  possession  on  a 
certain  day,  with  his  family,  residing  on  the  land,  clearing 
and  preparing  to  raise  a  crop.  This  court  said:  ^  It  may  be 
conceded,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  that  their  (the  deeds') 
recitals  fail  to  show  regular  and  valid  tax  sales,  and  that  the 
deeda  are  void;  yet  it  was  competent  for  the  appellee  to  intro- 
duce them,  in  oonnection  with  the  evidence  of  his  actual  and 
continuous  possession  of  the  land  for  the  fall  period  of  limita- 
tion, to  defeat  the  action  of  the  appellant,  as  held  in  EOioU  v. 
Pearee,  20  Ark.  516." 

It  was  again  pleaded  in  Pillow  v.  Roherte^  18  How.  472,  bat 
it  does  not  appear  in  that  case  when  possession  was  taken  of 
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the  land  in  ooniroversy  by  the  holder  of  the  tax  title.  It 
held  in  that  case  that  though  the  deed  executed  to  the  pur* 
chaser  at  the  tax  sale  for  the  land  sold  was  irregular  and 
worthless,  it  was  admissible  in  evidence,  in  connection  witb 
evidence  of  five  years'  adverse  possession,  in  order  to  establialm 
a  defense  under  the  five  years'  statute  of  limitations. 

After  this,  in  MiteheU  v.  EtteVf  22  Ark.  178,  it  was  again  con- 
sidered. The  land  in  controversy  in  that  case  was  wild  and 
uncultivated,  and  was  claimed  under  a  tax  sale.  This  court 
held  that  the  statute  began  to  run  in  that  case,  in  favor  of  the 
purchaser  at  the  tax  sale,  against  the  former  owner,  at  the  date 
of  the  sale,  whether  the  purchaser  was  in  the  actual  possession 
of  the  land  or  not. 

In  Phelpi  V.  Jackson^  81  Ark.  272,  this  court  held  that  an 
action  to  set  aside  a  sale  of  land  under  a  decree  of  court,  or  to 
have  the  land  conveyed  to  plaintiff,  it  having  been  purchased 
under  an  implied  trust  for  his  benefit,  did  not  come  within  the 
provision  of  the  five  years'  statute,  and  was  not  affected  by  it^ 
because  it  was  not  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  land. 

Statutes  similar  to  the  one  under  consideration  have  been 
construed  in  other  states.  In  Pennsylvania,  an  act  was  passed 
in  1804  which  decreed  that  no  action  for  the  recovery  of  land 
sold  under  it  should  lie,  unless  brought  within  five  years  after 
the  sale.  On  account  of  the  difficulty  in  bringing  an  action 
of  ejectment  against  a  purchaser  who  had  not  taken  actual 
possession,  it  was  held  that  the  limitation  did  not  commence 
running  until  possession  was  taken  under  the  sale,  and  that 
the  original  owner  might  bring  an  action  for  the  land  within 
five  years  after  possession  was  taken:  Wain  v.  Sherman,  8 
Serg.  ft  B.  867;  11  Am.  Dec.  624;  Cranmer  v.  Hcdl,  4  Watts  &  3. 
36.  After  this  an  act  was  passed  making  provision  for  bring- 
ing an  action  of  ejectment  against  a  purchaser  who  had  not 
taken  possession,  and  then  it  was  held  that  the  limitation  com* 
menced  to  run  from  the  delivery  of  the  deed  to  the  purchaser 
without  regard  to  possession:  Robb  v.  Bowen,  9  Pa.  Si  71; 
Sheik  V.  MeElroy,  20  Pa.  St.  31;  Burd  v.  Patter$on,  22  Pa.  St 
219;  Stewart  v.  Trevor^  56  Pa.  St.  385;  Rogers  v.  Johnson^  67  Pa. 
St.  48;  JohneUm  v.  Jaekeon,  70  Pa.  St  164;  Hole  v.  RitUnhouse^ 
19  Pa.  St  805;  MeReynolde  v.  Longenberger,  57  Pa.  St  18. 

In  Iowa,  a  statute  declares  that  no  action  for  the  recovery 
of  real  property  sold  for  the  non-payment  of  taxes  shall  lie, 
unless  the  same  shall  be  brought  within  five  years  from  the 
date  of  sale,  with  a  proviso  giving  further  time  to  infants  and 
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peraons.  The  supreme  court  of  that  state  holds  thai, 
statute  begins  to  run  against  the  purchaser  at  the  tax  sale,. 
and  those  claiming  under  him,  as  soon  as  his  right  to  a  deed 
becomee  complete,  and  against  the  original  owner  when  the- 
deed  is  recorded,  holding  that  the  word  "  sale ''  means  a  com- 
plete sale,  and  that  the  sale  is  not  completed  until  the  title  is 
▼eeted.    It  holds  that  the  Iowa  statutes  fix  the  time  when  the 

feed  ean  be  executed,  and  that  the  tax  purchaser  cannot,  hy 
eglecting  to  take  his  deed,  prevent  the  statutes  runnings 
against  him;  and  that,  under  the  statutes  of  that  state,  the 
title  does  not  vest  in  the  purchaser  until  the  deed  is  executed 
and  recorded:  Thornton  v.  Jone$^  47  Iowa,  897;  Eldridge 
▼.  Kuehl^  27  Iowa,  160;  Henderson  ▼.  Oliver^  28  Iowa,  20;^ 
McCready  v.  Sexton^  29  Iowa,  856;  Hintrager  v.  Henneesy^  4d 
Iowa,  600;  Bailey  ▼.  Howard,  56  Iowa,  290;  Thoma$  ▼•  StiekUf 
32  Iowa,  76;  Barrett  v.  Love,  48  Iowa,  103;  Francis  ▼.  Oriffin^ 
72  Iowa,  23.  And  it  held  that  this  statute  became  a  com- 
plete bar,  at  the  expiration  of  the  five  years,  to  the  mainte- 
nance of  an  action  brought  after  that  period  against  the  owner 
or  purchaser  for  the  recovery  of  the  land  sold  for  taxes,  if  such 
owner  or  purchaser  held  possession  of  the  land  at  and  before  the 
bar  became  complete,  although  such  possession  continued  for 
a  small  portion  of  the  statutory  period:  Barrett  v.  Love,  48 
Iowa,  103.  But  if  the  purchaser  was  in  the  constructive 
possession  of  the  land,  and  such  possession  was  taken  by  the 
owner  in  a  manner  and  under  circumstances  which  were  cal- 
culated to,  and  did,  deprive  the  purchaser  of  an  opportunity 
of  vindicating  his  right  to  the  land  by  bringing  suit  within 
the  time  prescribed  by  the  statute,  it  held  the  five  years  would 
be  no  bar:  FrancU  v.  Qriffin,  72  Iowa,  23;  Oriffin  v.  Turner^ 
75  Iowa,  260. 

Alabama  has  a  statute  precisely  like  that  of  Iowa.  There 
the  courts  hold  that  the  bar  of  their  statute  begins  to  run  only 
from  the  time  the  deed  is  executed  to  the  purchaser  at  the 
tax  sale;  and  that  when  the  purchaser  has  continued  in  the 
open  and  continuous  possession  of  the  land  sold  for  taxes, 
claiming  title  for  the  period  of  limitation,  the  statute  cuts  oflT 
all  inquiry  into  the  regularity  of  the  sale,  and  operates  a  bar 
to  an  action  brought  for  the  recovery  of  the  land:  Jone%  v. 
Randle,  68  Ala.  268;  Piugh  v.  YoM/ngUood,  69  Ala.  296. 

A  statute  of  Wisconsin  provides  that ''  any  suit  or  proceed- 
ing for  the  recovery  of  land  sold  for  taxes,  except  in  cases 
where  the  taxes  have  been  paid,  or  the  land  redeemed  as 
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provided  by  law,  shall  be  commenced  within  three  years  from 
the  time  of  recording  the  tax  deed  of  sale,  and  not  thereafter/' 
This  statute  wiEis  held  to  commence  running  from  the  date  of 
the  record  of  the  deed,  and  to  apply  to  the  original  owner  and 
the  tax  purchaser,  and  to  cut  off  either  the  original  owner  or 
tax  purchaser,  if  the  adverse  claimant  has  been  in  the  occu- 
pation of  the  land  for  the  three  years  from  the  date  of  the 
record:  Kn&x  lr.  Cleveland^  13  Wis.  245;  Jonea  ▼•  CoUifw,  16 
Wis.  694;  ParUh  v.  Eager,  15  Wis.  537;  Whitruty  v.  MarshaU^ 
17  Wis.  174;  Edgerton  v.  Bird,  6  Wis.  588;  70  Am.  Deo.  478; 
Sprecher  y.  Wakeley,  11  Wis.  432.  It  was  also  held  that 
^*  when  the  land  is  unoccupied,  the  holder  of  the  tax  title  has 
constructive  possession,  and  if  the  owner  of  the  original  title 
<loes  not  bring  ejectment  (which  the  statute  permits  in  such 
case)  within  the  three  years,  he  is  barred,  but  that  if  the  tax 
deed  is  void  on  its  face,  the  grantee  in  it  has  no  constructive 
possession,  and  in  such  case  the  statute  does  not  run  in  his 
favor,  though  it  would  do  so,  even  under  a  void  deed,  if  his 
possession  was  actual,  open,  and  notorious":  Knox  v.  Cleve^ 
land,  18  Wis.  245;  Parish  v.  Eager,  15  Wis.  537;  Jones  v. 
OoUins,  16  Wis.  594;  Lawrence  v.  Kenney,  82  Wis.  296;  HUl 
T.  Kricke,  11  Wis.  446;  Dean  v.  Earley,  15  Wis.  100;  Lain  v. 
Shepardson,  18  Wis.  59;  Cutler  v.  Hudbut,  29  Wis.  152;  Lind* 
my  v.  Fay,  25  Wis.  460;  Edgerton  v.  Bird^  6  Wis.  527;  70 
Am.  Dec.  473;  Sprecher  v.  Wakeley,  11  Wis.  482;  Oc(mio  Co, 
y.  Jerrard,  46  Wis.  826;  McMillan  v.  WeMe,  65  Wis.  685.  On 
the  other  hand,  a  similar  possession  on  the  part  of  the  original 
owner  for  any  part  of  the  statutory  period  would  interrupt  the 
running  of  the  statute  against  him,  notwithstanding  the  tax 
deed  is  recorded:  Lewis  v.  Disher,  82  Wis.  504;  WHUon  y. 
Henry,  85  Wis.  241;  40  Wis.  594;  Coleman  y.  Eldred,  4A  Wis. 
210;  Smith  y.  Ford,  48  Wis.  162;  Stephenson  y.  Wilson,  50 
Wis.  99. 

A  Kansas  statute  provides  that  **  any  suit  or  proceeding 
for  the  recovery  of  land  sold  for  taxes,  except  in  cases  where 
the  taxes  have  been  paid,  or  the  land  redeemed  as  provided  by 
law,  shall  be  commenced  within  two  years  from  the  time  of 
recording  the  tax  deed  of  sale,  and  not  thereafter."  The  de* 
cisions  of  the  courts  construing  this  statute  are  to  the  effect 
that  an  action  brought  after  a  tax  deed,  which  was  good  on 
its  face,  had  been  recorded  for  two  years,  for  the  recovery  of 
the  land  sold  for  taxes,  and  described  therein,  against  the 
grantee  in  the  deed,  or  one  holding  under  him,  who  was  in 
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pofiseflsion  of  the  same  and  had  been  for  two  yean,  was  barred 
by  this  statute,  but  that  it  was  not  barred  if  the  deed  was  void 
on  its  face,  although  the  grantee,  or  the  one  holding  under  hiiB| 
had  held  actual,  open,  notorious,  and  adverse  possession  for 
the  entire  two  years  next  after  the  date  of  recording:  Taylor 
▼.  MOeSy  5  Ean.  408;  7  Am.  Rep.  S58;  Shoat  v.  Walker,^  Kan. 
73;  Bowman  v.  CoclriUj  6  Kan.  311;  Sapp  r.  MarrUl^  8 
Ean.  677;  Hall  v.  Dodge,  18  Ean.  281;  Watenon  v.  Devoe,  18 
Ean.  223. 

A  Missouri  statute  is  as  follows:  **  Any  suit  or  proceeding 
against  the  tax  purchaser,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  for  the  recoT- 
ery  of  the  lands  sold  for  taxes,  or  to  defeat  or  avoid  a  sale  or 
conveyance  of  the  lands  for  taxes,  .  •  •  •  shall  be  commenced 
within  three  years  from  the  time  of  recording  the  tax  deed, 
and  not  thereafter."  In  Spurlock  v.  Dougherty^  81  Mo.  171, 
the  court  held  that  this  statute  did  not  apply  where  the  owner 
was  in  possession;  and  in  Mason  ▼.  Crowder^  85  Mo.  526,  it 
held  that  it  had  no  application,  except  where  the  tax  deed  ia 
valid  upon  its  face,  and  that  adverse  possession  under  a  tax 
deed,  void  on  its  face,  for  three  years  from  the  time  the  deed 
was  recorded,  would  not  constitute  a  bar  under  this  statute; 
that  the  limitation  of  the  statute  is  not  ba^ed  upon  adverse 
possession. 

From  the  foregoing  view  of  authorities,  it  appears  that  courts 
are  nearly  agreed  .in  construing  statutes  like  the  five  years' 
statute  pleaded  in  this  case  as  to  the  time  they  commence  run« 
ning.  They  hold  that  statutes  of  limitation,  clear  and  unam- 
biguous,  like  the  five  years'  statute  of  this  state,  begin  to 
run  according  to  their  words,  from  the  date  of  sale,  record,  or 
other  day,  as  the  time  may  be  thereby  fixed.  They  differ, 
however,  as  to  the  necessity  for  possession  for  the  full  statu* 
tory  period  on  the  part  of  the  party  pleading  the  limitation; 
or  if  he  had  possession,  as  to  the  effect  of  it  But  no  ques- 
tion of  that  sort  ia  presented  for  our  consideration.  The  only 
questions  presented  as  to  the  five  years'  statute  are,  When 
does  it  begin  to  run?  and  Is  it  applicable  to  this  case? 

The  words  of  the  statute  are:  *' All  actions  ....  shall  be 
brought  within  five  years  after  the  date  of  such  sale,  and  not 
thereafter."  It  is  clear  that  it  commences  to  run  from  the 
date  of  sale,  and  not  thereafter,  as  it  declares.  As  it  begins 
to  run  at  the  date  of  the  sale,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how 
it  can  bar  an  action  when  the  cause  of  it  did  not  arise  until 
more  than  ten  years  after  the  sale  had  elapsed.    The  sustain* 
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ment  of  a  contention  to  that  effect  would  lead  to  the  absurd 
conclusion  that  all  rights  of  action  against  the  purchaser  of 
land  sold  at  a  judicial  sale,  arising  after  the  lapse  of  five  years 
from  the  date  of  sale,  are  barred  at  the  very  instant  the  cause 
of  action  accrues.     This  would  be  equivalent  to  a  denial  of 
the  right  to  be  heard  at  all  in  the  vindication  of  such  rights. 
It  is  manifest  that  the  statute  was  never  intended  to  be  ap- 
plied in  such  cases,  but  that  its  object  was  to  require   all 
parties  to  bring  suits   against  purchasers  at  judicial  sales 
within  five  years  after  the  date  of  sale,  for  the  enforcement  of 
only  such  rights  to  recover  the  land  sold  as  can  be  enforced 
in  an  action  brought  within  that  time,  and  to  bar  the  recovery 
of  such  rights  in  any  suit  brought  thereafter.     It  has  no  ap- 
plication to  this  action.     The  only  statute  of  limitation  at  ali 
applicable  to  this  case  is  the  seven  years'  statute. 

According  to  the  evidence  adduced  in  the  trial  of  this  action 
in  the  circuit  court,  appellants'  right  of  action  is  not  barred. 

Reversed,  and  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 

HousnuLD.  — •  A  homestoad  is  Moored  to  tho  ate  of  the  hjaSkj  m  long  •• 
fho  family  oontiiiaoi  to  oziitb  and  tho  head  thoraof  to  oooapj  Ut  Hf^fmem  ▼. 
Nenham.  80  Tex.  63S;  98  Am.  Dec  498;  #M  NaL  Bamk  r.  Mtimtmgifh  80 
Qa.  833;  BantU  T.  Ihmkcm,  80  Qa.  336;  Hart  T.  Wvami,  80  Ga.  830.  Having 
■eoored  a  homestead  for  his  minor  duldren,  a  man  remarried  and  had  another 
child.  The  second  wife  and  her  child  heoame  members  of  the  family  and 
entitled  to  rights  in  the  homestead:  Helaom  r,  Oommerciai  Ba$ik,  80  Ga.  829; 
and  the  homestead  does  not  terminate  npon  the  arrival  al  majorttj  ef  the 
children  of  the  first  wife:  Dmnuke  v.  Ead^,  80  Qa.  289.  The  homestead 
rights  of  minor  heirs  terminate  upon  their  attaining  the  age  of  majority: 
Fountain  ▼.  ffendle^,  82  Ga.  617;  Lee  ▼.  ffale,  Tl  Ga.  1.  It  is  only  when  the 
owner  of  the  homestead  dies  withont  disposing  thereof  that  it  passes  to  his 
widow  and  ohildreii.  Thereafter  it  may  be  alienated,  nibjeol  to  their  joint 
tenancy:  Den'  ▼.  WiUoUt  84  Ky.  14.  The  rights  of  minors  in  a  homestead 
are  under  control  of  their  parents  during  the  joint  lives  of  the  latter:  Bnotm 
V.  Coofi,  86  IlL  248. 

LiMiTATioMS  or  AopnoKS— Whbn  thb  Statuti  Bioihs  to  Run. — The 
general  mle  is,  that  vntil  one  has  a  eanse  of  aotioa  no  statute  of  limitations 
can  operate  against  him:  Note  to  Oarvin  v.  OorsfN,  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  66.  And 
this  rule  applies  both  in  actions  on  contract:  TiUUon  v.  Bwmg^  87  Ala.  360; 
Cooper  V,  Cooper,  132  111.  80;  Sehoonover  v.  Vachon,  121  Ind.  8;  Bank  of  Bern- 
beds  r.  Brown,  76  Iowa,  696;  Joyce  v.  Means,  41  Kan.  234;  Leioiat,  Pendergatl, 
89  Minn.  301;  Barteir,  Mathiae,  19  Or.  482;  VamSidOe  ▼.  CeUlett,  75  Tex. 
404;  and  actions  in  tort:  Lylee  t.  Roach,  30  S.  C.  292;  €fak  ▼.  McDaniel,  72 
Cal.  334;  Worki  ▼.  Kennedy,  70  Tez.  233;  Randall  v.  Duff,  79  OaL  116.  This 
principls  appliei  to  tax  sales  and  the  enforcement  of  rights  aceming  there* 
under:  8L  Louie  etc  R*y  Co.  v.  Alexander,  49  Axk.  190;  Perkim  ▼•  AMsr, 
70  Md.  134;   Webster  r.  Schwear^  69  Wis.  89. 
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Habvbt  v.  Statb. 

(58  Abkamsas,  42&] 
BVBOIART  WTTH   InTBHT  TO  COMMTT  RaPS  ON  WoiLUT  AflLUP. — A 

who  bnrglarioiuly  enters  a  hoase  with  is  tent  to  have  sexual  intercourso 
with  a  woman  while  she  is  asleep  is  gailty  of  burglary. 

lNDicTKE2fT  for  burglarj.    The  opinion  states  the  caae. 

MarshaU  and  Coffman^  for  the  appellant. 

IF.  E.  AiHmon^  attomey-genercU^  and  T,  D.  Crawfordj  for  the 
appellee. 

HuQHES,  J.  The  appellant  was  tried  in  the  Pulaaki  circuit 
court  upon  an  indictment  containing  two  counts,  in  the  first 
of  which  he  is  charged  with  burglary,  committed  with  the  in« 
tent  to  steal,  and  in  the  second  of  which  he  is  charged  with 
burglary  committed  with  the  intent  to  commit  rape.  He  was 
conTicted  on  the  second  count,  filed  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
which  was  overruled,  and  appealed  to  this  court 

The  evidence  in  the  case  was  circumstantial,  and  it  is 
contended  for  appellant  that  it  was  neither  sufficient  to  iden- 
tify the  person  who  entered  the  house  as  the  appellant,  nor  to 
show  the  intent  with  which  the  entry  was  made.    Upon  the 
question  of  the  identity  of  the  appellant  as  the  person  who 
entered  the  house,  we  think  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to 
support  the  verdict  of  the  jury.    Upon  the  question  of  the 
intention  of  the  defendant  in  entering  the  house,  the  testimony 
shows  that  he  entered  it  at  about  or  after  twelve  o'clock  at 
night,  and  that  when  discovered,  he  retired  through  a  window 
which  was  closed,  and  the  blinds  to  which  were  fastened,  when 
the  woman  who  was  assaulted  went  to  bed  in  the  early  part  of 
the  night,  and  that  a  slat  in  the  blinds  had  been  cut,  so  as 
to  admit  a  hand  to  unfasten  them.    The  testimony  further 
showed  that  Mrs.  Eva  Dean  was  sleeping  in  the  front  room  of 
the  house  of  Mrs.  Foster  on  that  night,  with  her  little  boy, 
who  was  sick,  and  that  Foster  and  his  wife  were  in  an  adjoin- 
ing room  in  bed;  that  about  twelve  o'clock  Mrs.  Dean,  upon 
whom  the  assault  is  charged  to  have  been  made,  was  awak« 
ened  from  sleep  by  some  one  breathing  hard  right  over  or  near 
her  &ce,  and  touching  a  private  part  of  her  person.     She 
screamed,  and  saw  a  broad-shouldered  man  getting  out  of  the 
window.    There  was  a  lamp  burning  in  the  adjoining  room, 
occupied  by  Foster,  who  had  at  intervals  that  night  been 
handing  in  medicine  to  Mrs.  Dean  for  her  sick  boy,  through  a 
door  which  stood  ajar  between  the  two  rooms. 
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The  appellant  was  a  stranger  to  Mrs.  Dean,  and  oonld  noft 
have  reasonably  supposed  that  she  would  oonsent  to  submit 
to  his  embraces.     He  evidently  must  have  known  that  she 
was  asleep  at  the  time  he  stood  over  her,  with  his  face  near 
hers,  and  touched  a  private  part  of  her  person.     We  think  the 
evidence  was  suiScient  to  warrant  the  jury  in  believing  that 
it  was  the  intention  of  appellant,  in  entering  the  room,  to  have 
sexual  intercourse  with  Sva  Dean,  without  her  consent,  and 
while  she  was  asleep,  and  that  the  assault  upon  her  person 
was  made  with  that  intent    As  we  understand  the  law,  this 
conRtituted  burglary  with  the  intent  to  commit  rape,    **Rai>e 
is  the  carnal  knowledge  of  a  female,  forcibly,  and  against  her 
will":  Mansfield's  Digest,  sec.  1568.    We  have  considered  the 
cases  of  SuUivant  v.  State^  8  Ark.  400,  and  Charlet  v.  StaU^  11 
Ark.  390,  and  cannot  assent  to  the  doctrine  of  the  latter  cases, 
that  if  the  prisoner  designed  to  accomplish  his  purpose  while 
the  woman  was  asleep,  he  was  not  guilty  of  an  attempt  to 
commit  rape. 

We  think  the  more  reasonable  and  the  correct  doctrine  is 
laid  down  in  Regina  v.  Mayen^  12  Cox  C.  C.  311,  which  is,  in 
substance,  that  "if  a  man  has,  or  attempts  to  have,  connection 
with  a  woman  while  she  is  asleep,  it  is  no  defense  that  she  did 
not  resist,  as  she  is  incapable  of  resisting.  The  man  can 
therefore  be  found  guilty  of  a  rape,  or  of  an  attempt  to  com- 
mit a  rape."  In  this  case.  Lush,  J.,  said  to  the  jury:  "There- 
fore, what  you  must  consider  is  this:  Did  the  prisoner  come 
into  the  prosecutrix's  room  with  the  intention  of  having  con* 
nection  with  her  while  she  was  asleep?  •  •  •  •  If  he  did  have 
connection  with  her  whilQ  she  was  aaleep,  he  is  guilty  of  rape; 
if  he  only  attempted  to  do  so,  he  is  guilty  of  the  attempt." 

As  to  the  other  queption^  raised  in  the  case,  we  do  not  think 
they  are  material,  and  we  therefore  decline  to  discuss  them. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

BuROLABT,  What  CoNSTirmais.  —  Burglwy  eonibtt  la  breaking  iako  m^ 
entering  a  dwelling-house  in  the  night-time  with  intent  to  commit  a  felony: 
Siaie  r.MeCaU,  4  Ala.  643;  89  Am.  Dee.  814;  Aole  v.  liSehe,  49  La.  Ann. 
878;  as  breaking  isto  a  house  under  snob  eirowBitaaoM  with  lateiil  to  ooak* 
mitmpe;  SMer^  PmssU;  94 HT.  a  96S. 
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Staley  V.  Leomans. 

pt  Akkahia*,  428.] 

PvRCHAss  AT  Tax  Sals  iy  Ohx  Claimiho  vmpkr  Fexob  Vom  Tax 
TiTLB  Valid  whbn.  —  A  party  who  is  oat  of  possession  of  land,  and 
whose  only  claim'  thereto  is  based  upon  a  tax  deed  void  on  its  faoe,  may 
•eqoire  a  Tslid  title  by  pnrohase  at  a  sabsequent  tax  sale,  although  the 
land  was  assessed  to  him. 

80B00L  Tax  hot  Ihtalidatbd  xt  Ibrboulax  Return  of  Jvdoxs  or 
Slcctiox.  — The  omiaaionol  the  judges  of  a  school  election  to  state  in 
their  retam  to  the  county  court  the  number  of  Totes  cast  for  and  against 
the  aohool  tax  asseesed  against  the  land  in  the  district  does  not  in^ali* 
dnto  a  sale  of  such  land  for  taxea. 

BjBOTicsifT  for  oeriain  land.  The  plaintiffs,  in  1882,  pnr^ 
chased  the  land  for  taxes  levied  under  an  unconstitutional 
act,  and  in  1885  procured  a  deed  which  defectively  described 
the  land.  In  1883,  the  land  was  asseesed  in  their  names  and 
forfeited  for  taxes,  and  they  procured  an  agent  to  purchase  it 
at  the  collector's  sale,  and  took  a  deed  to  it  in  their  own  names. 
The  defendants  were  in  possession  of  the  land.  No  objection 
was  made  to  the  last  tax  deed  except  the  omission  of  the 
judges  of  the  district  school  election  to  state  in  their  return  U> 
the  county  court  the  number  of  votes  cast  for  and  against  the 
school  tax  which  was  assessed  against  this  land.  The  trial 
court  held  that  as  the  land  was  assessed  to  the  plaintiffs^ 
their  purchase  simply  removed  the  encumbrance  of  the  taxes 
assessed  on  the  land  in  their  names,  and  conferred  upon  theok 
DO  greater  title  than  they  formerly  bad. 

W.  Jt.  Coody,  for  the  appellants. 

/okn  W,  and  J.  M,  Siaytany  for  the  appellees. 

CocKBiLL,  C.  J.  The  defendant!  were  the  own«rs  and  in 
poBsawioQ  of  the  land  in  suit,  enjoying  the  rents  and  profits, 
when  the  land  was  assessed  and  sold  for  non-payment  of  taxes. 
It  waa  their  duty,  therefore,  to  the  state  and  to  adverse  claim* 
anta  of  the  title  to  pay  the  taxes:  Ouynn  v.  MeOauUy^  S2  Arlu 
97,  and  cases  cited.  The  plaintiffa  were  out  of  possession, 
olaiming  title  under  tax  deeda  void  on  their  faoe.  They  were^ 
under  no  legal  obligations  to  the  state  or  the  defendants  to* 
pay  the  taxes.  Nor  did  the  naked  fiact  that  the  lands  had 
been  assessed  to  them  change  their  position:  PlemanU  v.  8eoU^ 
21  Ark.  871;  76  Am.  Dec.  408.  As  there  is  nothing  in  the 
relationship  of  the  parties  upon  which  an  estoppel  can  be^ 
raised,  and  no  question  of  public  policy  is  contravened,  they 
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should  be  allowed  to  retain  whatever  advantage  they  may 
have  gained  by  the  purchase:  Cooley  on  Taxation,  2d  ed., 
£06  et  seq.;  Black  on  Tax  Titles,  sec.  148. 

The  only  objection  arged  here  against  the  deed  is  an- 
swered in  favor  of  its  validity  in  Holland  v.  Daviu^  36  Ark. 
446. 

ReversOi  and  remand  for  a  new  triaL 

PuBCHAsiBS  AT  Tax  Saue.  —  A.  to  who  may  aoquire  titlA  by  pordtMiiig 
at  a  tax  nlt^  lae  Broqu^  y.  Wanmr,  48  Kan.  48;  19  Am.  Sk  B^  12^  and 

note* 


Wattbbb  v.  Waolry. 

CM  AmzAKBAB,  £00.] 

TrrLi  TO  Laitd  oahvot  bs  DivmxD  bt  SoBBXirDBB  ahb  Oakobli.atioii 

07  Gramtbb's  Dbbd. 

M\KRIBD  WOICAN    OANMOT    BlBD    HbRSBLF    BT  BXBOUTOBT    COBTBAOT     TO 

CoNVBT  her  real  aatate. 

Thb  opinion  states  the  case. 

Marshal  and  Coffman^  for  the  appellants 

Crump  and  WathinSf  for  the  appellee. 

HuQHES,  J.  Allen  Tennison  and  his  wife,  Nancy,  conveyed 
a  tract  of  land  that  belonged  to  Mrs.  Tennison  to  Angia  Craw- 
ford, a  married  woman,  who,  with  her  husband,  L.  D.  Craw- 
ford, mortgaged  part  of  the  same  land  to  Tennison  and  bis 
wife  to  secure  a  balance  of  $175  of  the  purchase-money. 
About  the  let  of  April,  1886,  Tennison  and  his  wife  as- 
signed the  mortgage  to  J.  C.  Wagley,  the  appellee,  who 
brought  suit  to  foreclose  the  same.  After  the  assignment 
of  the  mortgage  to  appellee,  appellant  Watters  bought  the 
land  mortgaged  from  Angia  Crawford,  and  on  the  13th  of 
JS^ovember,  1886,  before  the  mortgage  was  recorded,  took  a 
deed  from  Tennison  and  wife  for  the  land,  but  took  no  deed 
from  Angia  Crawford,  who  only  surrendered  up  to  Tennison 
and  wife  their  deed  to  her  for  the  land.  A  decree  of  foreclosure 
-was  rendered  in  favor  of  appellee,  from  which  appellant  has 
appealed. 

There  was  no  conveyance  from  Mrs.  Crawford  to  Watters; 
and  he  obtained  no  title  by  the  conveyance  from  Tennison 
and  wife,  who  had  previously  conveyed  the  land  to  Angia 
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Crawford,  as  the  title  of  Mrs.  Crawford  was  not  divested  by 
the  surrender  and  cancellation,  or  destruction,  of  her  deed 
from  Tennison  and  wife.  That  title  to  land  cannot  be  divested 
or  conveyed  by  the  surrender  and  cancellation  of  a  grantee's 
deed  has  been  often  decided  by  this  court:  CampbM  v.  Jones^ 
52  Ark.  493,  and  cases  cited. 

There  was  no  cross-bill  by  Watters,  and  the  question 
whether  Watters  might  have  had  a  lien  declared  in  his  favor 
against  Mrs.  Crawford  for  the  purchase-money  he  paid  her  is 
not  raised  in  the  case. 

In  the  case  of  Rockafellow  v.  Oliver^  41  Ark.  169,  cited  by 
counsel,  the  court  said  there  was  no  question  of  coverture  raised, 
and  the  case  was  decided  upon  the  theory  that  the  coverture 
of  Mrs.  Oliver  at  the  time  she  conveyed  to  Counts  could  not 
be  considered,  and  it  out  no  figure  in  the  case.  If  the  con- 
tract of  Mrs.  Crawford  to  sell  the  land  to  appellant  was  an 
executory  contract  to  convey  her  land,  it  was  void,  according 
to  the  repeated  decisions  of  this  court  that  a  married  woman 
cannot  bind  herself  by  an  executory  contract  to  convey  her 
real  estate:  Fdlpner  v.  Tighej  39  Ark.  861,  and  cases  cited. 
The  decree  of  the  court  below  is  affirmed. 


DsKDS^OAirosiiLiiTioH  AVD  SuRRSNSBR,  BmoT  OF.  ^The  torrender  or 
dettmetioo  of  a  dotd,  vnreoordod,  eTon  by  mataal  conseot,  does  not  roresl 
tha  titto  in  the  gnuotort  LawUm  ▼.  Ckfrtkm,  34  CaL  36;  91  Am.  Beo.  670,  and 
Bole;  Bogen  t.  Boffen,  S3  WU.  35;  40  Am.  Bep.  766,  Contra,  Mut^g  v. 
B<A,  24  H.  H.  248;  66  Am.  Deo.  234. 

Marbikd  WonxN  —  ExscuTOBir  CoHTKAOiB. — The  general  mle  is,  that 
Hie  ezeootacy  eeatraeU  of  a  married  woman  oannol  be  enf  orood  against  hen 
Wonakk  t.  Lamm^Bi.  43  IL  J.  Bq.  179|  8  Am.  8tk  Bop.  299;  (hrim  t«  SnmT, 
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Flioeinqeb  V.  Shaw. 

[gy  Oauformia,  las.] 

baarooABUi  Iacmhsm,  What  n.  —  An  agreement  between  a  Und-owaar 
and  two  other  peraoa«  that  the  latter  may  inrvey,  excavate,  and  kaap 
in  repair  a  ditoh  over  the  lands  of  the  former,  whioh,  when  oom- 
pleted,  ahonld  be  used  by  all  the  parties  in  irrigatiag  their  respective 
lands,  gives  the  transaction  the  character  of  a  purchase  oy  the  one  party, 
and  a  sale  by  the  other,  of  the  right  of  way  for  a  ditch,  and  if  the  work 
has  been  done,  the  land-owner  cannot  recall  his  consent,  fill  up  the  ditoh, 
and  thereby  deprive  the  others,  or  their  snocessors  in  interest,  of  the 
nse  of  the  ditch  or  the  waters  running  therein. 

Lamtm  to  Oov8trc70t  and  Maintain  a  Drroa  beoombs  Ibebtooabui 
when  the  licensee  makes  improvements  or  invested  capital  in  oonso* 
qnenoe  of  it. 

Sraomo  FiasoRMANOB  will  bs  Dxorsbd  ov  an  AoBXEUKt  whereby  a 
land-owner  stipulates  that  a  ditch  may  be  constructed  on  his  land,  tiiat 
after  it  is  constructed  certain  waters  shall  be  appropriated,  and  that  he 
will  convey  te  the  persons  constracting  the  ditch  one  half  of  the  water* 
■o  appropriated  and  of  the  right  of  way  over  his  land  for  the  ditch,  and 
acting  under  this  agreement,  the  other  parties  have  entered  upon  the 
land,  and  constructed  the  ditch. 

Action  to  obtain  a  judgment  declaring  that  the  plaintiff  is 
the  owner  of  a  ditch  and  the  right  of  way  therefor  oTer  the 
lands  of  the  defendant,  and  is  the  owner  of  the  use  of  eleven 
hundred  inches  of  the  water  of  a  certain  creek,  and  is  also  the 
owner  of  the  residue  of  the  waters  flowing  in  such  creek  to  the 
extent  of  four  thousand  inches,  after  supplying  the  waters 
of  the  first-named  ditch,  and  to  enjoin  interference  with  the 
flowing  of  water.  Plaintiff  and  one  Smith  owned  a  tract  of 
land  bounded  on  the  northeast  by  the  lands  of  the  defendant, 
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and  the  water  fiow^d  aloDg  defendant's  eaetem  boundary. 
Iq  1880,  defendant  made  an  oral  agreement  that  plaintiff  and 
Smith  might  survey,  coi)Struqti  ft^d  keep  in  repair  a  ditch  by 
which  the  waters  of  the  creek  should  be  diverted,  and  that 
plaintiff  and  Smith  should  bfs  entitled  to  one  half  of  the  water 
eo  diverted  and  the  right  of  way  over  defendant's  lands  for 
the  ditch.  Acting  under  this  agreement,  plaintiff  and  Smith 
constructed  the  ditch  at  their  exclusive  expense,  and  after- 
wards enlarged  it  until  it  had  a  carrying  capacity  of  eleven 
hundred  inches  of  water.  It  was  further  agreed  that  the 
waters  of  tho  creek  should  be  appropriated,  and  that  the  de* 
fendant  should  convey  to  plaintiff  and  Smith  one  half  thereof, 
and  the  right  of  way  over  his  land  for  the  ditch.  The  defend- 
ant, however,  made  the  appropriation  of  water  in  his  own 
name.  Before  December,  1885,  plaintiff  acquired  Smith's 
interest,  and  he  posted  a  notice  claiming  four  thousand  inches 
of  the  waters  of  the  creek,  and  constructed  another  ditch  for 
the  purpose  of  diverting  the  waters  so  claimed;  but  he  did  not 
claim  the  right  to  take  water  for  this  ditch,  except  after  the 
original  ditch  had  been  filled  to  its  caps^city  of  eleven  hundred 
inches.  The  defendant  enlarged  the  capacity  of  the  original 
ditch  to  two  thousand  inches,  and  denied  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  any  of  the  waters  flowing  therein.  The  trial  court 
affirmejd  the  pUintiff 's  right  to  one  half  of  the  eleven  hundred 
inches  of  water  and  to  one  half  of  the  ditch,  and  also  to  the 
surplus  waters  of  the  creek  over  eleven  hundred  inches  to  the 
extent  of  four  thousand  inches,  and  enjoined  the  defendant 
from  interfering  ijrith  the  plaintiff's  rights. 

.    T.  27.  Lainef  and  Richards  and  WeUh^  for  the  appellants. 
/.  C.  EUkck^  tat  the  respondent 

TH0Rinx)ir,  J.  That  the  object  to  be  attained  by  the  agree* 
ment  between  Flickinger  and  Smith  on  the  one  hand,  and  the 
defendant  Shi^vf  on  the  other,  was  to  acquire  by  purchase  a 
right  of  way  over  the  land  of  the  latter  for  the  ditch  con- 
structed by  the  first-named  partiei^  is,  in  our  judgment,  a  fair 
legal  deduction  from  the  facts  disclosed  in  this  case.  Flick- 
inger  and  Smith  were  seeking  tp  acquire  something  more  than 
a  mere  licejise  or  authority  to  dp  ^  particular  act  or  series  of 
acts  on  another'^  land  without  possessing  any  estate  therein 
{PotUr  V.  Mercer,  53  Cal.  673),  and  which  right  might  at  any 
time  be  revoked  by  the  licensor. 
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In  this  ease,  tbe  agreement  between  the  parties  is.  In  sab- 
stance,  that  Shaw  gives  the  right  of  way  for  a  ditch  over  his 
land;  that  Flickinger  and  Smith  survey  and  excav^ato  the 
ditch,  and  keep  it  in  repair,  and  the  ditch,  when  concipletedy 
to  be  used  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  contracting  parties  in 
irrigating  their  respective  tracts  of  land.  Let  it  be  observed 
(and  it  is  so  found)  that  Shaw  agreed  that  Flickinger  stnd 
Smith  should  have  a  conveyance  of  and  give  a  right  of  waj- 
over  his  land  for  the  ditch,  and  one  half  of  the  water  to  be 
diverted  thereby. 

The  above  facts  clothe  the  transaction  with  the  character 
of  a  purchase  by  one  party,  and  sale  by  the  other,  of  a  ri^^ht 
of  way  for  a  ditch.  The  license  under  which  Flickinger  and 
Smith  entered  was  vested  in  them  by  a  contract  of  purchase 
for  a  valuable  consideration. 

Under  this  agreement,  Flickinger  and  Smith  did  survey 
and  construct  the  ditch   and  kept  it  in  repair,  and    both 
parties  made  use  of  it  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
constructed;  viz.,  the  irrigation  of  their  lands.     Thus    the 
agreement  between  the   parties  was  executed.    The  license 
here  given  to  Flickinger  and  Smith  was  one  for  the  acquisi- 
tion of  an  interest  in  land  by  purchase  of  Shaw,  for  which 
they  paid  by  doing  what  they  had  agreed  to  do.     After  the 
ditch  was  constructed,  it  was  used  by  all  parties  under  the 
agreement  for  four  or  five  years. 

Now,  it  would  be  highly  inequitable,  after  the  work  has  been 
done  and  money  expended  by  Flickinger  and  Smith,  to  allow 
Shaw  to  recall  his  consent,  fill  the  ditch,  and  eut  Flickinger, 
who  has  succeeded  to  all  the  rights  of  Smith  under  the  agree- 
ment above  stated,  off  from  the  use  of  the  ditch  and  the  water 
flowing  therein;  nor  should  any  such  proceeding,  in  our  view, 
be  upheld  by  a  court  of  justice. 

In  Rerick  v.  KerUy  14  Serg.  &  R.  271,  16  Am.  Dec.  497,  a 
case  in  some  respects  similar  to  the  one  under  consideration, 
came  before  the  supreme  court  of  Pennsylvania.  The  case 
was  one  concerning  the  legal  effect  of  an  executed  license.  It 
was  an  action  on  the  case  to  recover  damages  for  diverting  a 
watercourse,  by  which  the  plaintiff  lost  the  use  of  his  saw- 
mill. The  facts  were  as  follows:  Eern,  the  plaintiff  below, 
being  about  to  erect  a  saw-mill  on  a  stream  designated  as  the 
right-hand  stream,  a  better  seat  for  the  mill  was  found  by  his 
mill-wright  on  what  was  termed  the  left-hand  stream.  Kern 
thereupon  applied  to  Rerick  for  permission  to  turn  the  water 
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of  the  other  stream  into  the  left-hand  stream,  which  was 
granted.  In  consequence  of  this  permisBion,  Kern  built  the 
mill  on  the  left-hand  stream.  The  mill  was  rendered  a  third 
more  Taluable  by  the  union  of  the  two  streams  than  it  would 
have  been  with  the  right-hand  stream  alone.  No  deed  was 
execnted,  nor  was  any  consideration  given,  but  Kern,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  permission  given  by  Berick,  built  a  yerj  good 
mill,  which  did  a  great  deal  of  business,  and  which  he  would 
not  have  built  on  Uie  left-hand  stream  if  the  permission  had 
not  been  given. 

In  this  case,  as  will  be  observed,  there  was  no  element  of 
purchase. 

The  defense  set  up  was,  that  the  permission  to  Kern  was  a 
mere  license  which  was  revocable  under  all  circumstances 
and  at  any  time.  To  this  it  was  said,  in  the  unanimous  opin- 
ion of  the  court,  by  Gibson,  J.:  ^'  But  a  license  may  become 
an  agreement  on  valuable  consideration,  as  where  the  em* 
ployment  of  it  must  necessarily  be  preceded  by  the  expendi- 
ture of  money;  and  when  the  grantee  has  made  improvements 
or  invested  capital  in  consequence  of  it,  he  has  become  a  pur- 
chaser for  a  valuable  consideration.  Such  a  grant  is  a  direct 
encouragement  to  expend  money,  and  it  would  be  against  all 
conscience  to  annul  it  as  soon  as  the  benefit  expected  from  the 
expenditure  is  beginning  to  be  perceived.  Why  should  not 
such  an  agreement  be  decreed  in  specie?  That  a  party  should 
be  let  off  from  his  contract,  on  payment  of  a  compensation  in 
damages,  is  consistent  with  no  system  of  morals  but  the 
common  law,  which  was  in  this  respect  originally  determined 
by  political  considerations,  the  policy  of  its  military  tenures 
requiring  that  the  services  to  be  rendered  by  the  tenant  to  his 
feudal  superior  should  not  be  prevented  by  want  of  personal 
independence.  Hence  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  law  oper* 
ated  on  the  right  of  a  party,  and  the  decree  of  a  court  of 
equity  on  the  person.  But  the  reason  of  this  distinction  has 
long  ceased,  and  equity  will  execute  every  agreement  for  the 
breach  of  which  damages  may  be  recovered,  where  an  action 
for  damages  would  be  an  inadequate  remedy." 

The  same  rule  has  been  applied  in  case  of  an  executed 
license  in  Pope  v.  Henry,  24  Vt  665,  and  also  in  SwarU  v» 
SwaHz,  4  Pa.  St  368;  45  Am.  Dec.  697. 

The  principle  on  which  these  cases  proceed  is,  as  was  said  in 
Swarit  V.  Swartf,  4  Pa,  St.  358,  45  Am.  Dec.  697,  "  that  the 
revocation  would  be  a  fraud;  and  that  to  prevent  it  a  chan* 
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cellor  would  turn  the  owner  of  the  soil  into  a  trustee  $x  mc^ 
le/Scto."  The  case  under  consideration  presents  a  stronger 
ground  of  relief  than  either  of  these  above  cited. 

Principle  and  authority,  in  our  judgment,  show  that  the 
plaintiff  has  rights  here  which  should  be  protected  by  injunc- 
tion. The  facts  show  plaintiff's  right  to  a  specific  performance. 
The  statute  of  frauds  is  not  in  the  way.  There  has  been  part 
performance,  and  possession  under  the  agreement,  as  far  as 
the  plaintiff  could  obtain^possession,  and  though  the  agreement 
rests  in  parol,  under  the  circumstances  above  mentioned,  a 
party  is  entitled  to  a  specific  performance:  Rericl  v.  Kerr^  14 
Serg.  A  R.  272;  16  Am.  Dec.  497.  To  refuse  specific  perform- 
ance under  the  circumstances  would  be  to  sanction  fraud,  and 
to  allow  a  statute  passed  for  the  prevention  of  frauds  to  be- 
come the  means  of  accomplishing  a  fraud. 

To  complete  the  purchase,  nothing  remains  to  be  done  ex- 
cept the  execution  of  a  conveyance  of  the  right  of  way  and  a 
proper  proportion  of  the  water  to  Flickinger.  His  equity  to  a 
deed  is  perfect:  Morrison  v.  Wilson^  13  Cal.  494;  73  Am.  Dec. 
593;  and  when  such  is  the  case,  a  court  of  equity,  in  accord- 
ance with  its  familiar  rules  considering  that  as  done  which 
ought  to  be  done,  will  protect  it  as  readily  and  fully  as  a  legal 
title.  If  the  legal  title  would  be  protected  by  an  injunction, 
a  perfect  equitable  title  should  also. 

In  conformity  with  these  views,  in  our  opinion  the  judg- 
ment should  be  aflBrmed.       _^ 

LiOBXSB,  WHBir  Irrivooaslb:  See  GMnuhaw  ▼.  Belcker,  88  OaL  217,  po$t, 
298,  and  note.  Ordinarily,  a  mere  lioense  is  revocable;  bat  when  ooDneoted 
with  an  interest  or  grant,  the  licensor  cannot  revoke  it  so  as  to  defeat  the 
grant  or  interest  to  which  it  is  incident:  Long  T.  Buchanaai,  27  Md.  502;  92 
Am.  Deo.  669,  and  note.  See  note  to  HcmlekM  r,  Putnam,  64  Am.  Deo.  166^ 
167. 

Spsomo  PBRfORMAirai.— Spsoifio  Pbrforhanci  is  a  sabjeotfor  the  sonnd 
discretion  of  the  conrt:  Conger  t.  New  York  ete.  A  jB.  (7o.,  120  K.  Y.  30; 
Fishburne  v.  Ferguson,  85  Va.  821;  Page  r,  Martin,  46  N.  J.  £q.  585.  In- 
adequacy of  legal  remedies  is  the  test  of  equity  jurisdiction  to  enforce  per- 
sonal covenants:  KnoU  v.  M/g*  Oo.,  80  W.  Va.  790.  The  party  seeking  sooh 
relief  must  not  himself  be  in  default:  WaUere  ▼.  WaUere,  132  HI.  467.  Ver- 
bal  agreements  partly  performed  by  one  of  the  parties  may  be  speoifiosUy 
enforced:  BurUngame  T.  Rowland,  77  CaL  316;  Ridgtoag  v.  Ridgwaig,  69  Md. 
242;  Evane  v.  JUUler,  38  Minn.  245.  Specific  performance  will  not  be  decreed 
when  the  contract  is  unfair:  McElroy  v.  Maxwell,  101  Ma  294;  or  when  il 
will  work  injustice:  Ford  ▼.  Buker,  86  Va.  76;  or  where  the  petitioner  had 
a  complete  remedy  at  law:  Angue  t.  BobHuonf  62  Vt.  60;  MeOarter  ▼.  Arm^ 
etrong,  32  S.  O.  203. 
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Iv  THK    MaTTBB    of   THB    EsTATB    OF   BaBT. 

fS?  CALirOBMIA,  200.] 

Amit — Jin>oinnrr  8ATiavnR>  cannot  bi  Rkviswsd  upon  j&pphal.— 
HaoM  if  persons  to  whom  an  eetate  was  dlstrilmtad  by  a  deeres  of  ooark 
hav«  reoeived  and  receipted  for  their  full  share  so  distributed  to  them, 
they  cannot  appeal  from  such  decree,  and  any  appeal  whioh  they  may 
attempt  to  prosecute  may  be  dismissed  upon  motioiu 

Oalpin  and  ZngUr^  for  the  appellants. 

Pa^  and  Eells^  and  PUUbury  and  Btandingj  for  th«  respond* 
snts. 

The  Court.  The  respondents  have  moved  to  dismiss  the 
Appeal  herein  on  two  grounds,  viz.:  1.  The  judgment  was  sat- 
isfied by  the  appellants  before  the  appeal  was  taken;  2.  Notice 
of  appeal  was  not  served  on  Gibbs,  one  of  the  distributees. 

The  decree  of  distribution  was  entered  March  24,  1890,  and 
the  notice  of  appeal  was  served  May  12, 1890.  On  the  eleventh 
day  of  April,  1890,  there  were  filed  in  the  court  below  two  re- 
ceipts, signed  by  the  appellants,  in  which  they  respectively 
acknowledged  that  they  had  received  from  the  administrator 
certain  sums  of  money  and  personal  property,  in  full  of  the 
distributive  shares  of  the  said  estate  allotted  to  them  in  and  by 
the  decree  of  distribution  therein  entered  March  14,  1890. 

When  a  judgment  has  been  satisfied,  it  has  passed  beyond 
review;  for  the  satisfaction  thereof  is  the  last  act  and  end  of 
the  proceeding:  Morton  v.  Superior  Courts  65  Cal.  496;  People 
V.  jBiittis,  78  Cal.  645.  **  Payment  produces  a  permanent  and 
irrevocable  discharge;  after  which  the  judgment  cannot  be 
restored  by  any  subsequent  agreement,  nor  kept  on  foot  to 
cover  new  and  distinct  engagements  ":  Freeman  on  Judgments, 
Bee.  466;  Moore  v.  Floyd^  4  Or.  260;  Casidl  v.  Fagin,  11  Mo. 
208;  47  Am.  Dec.  151. 

We  are  unable  to  say,  from  the  record,  that  the  rights  of 
Oibbs  would  not  be  afiected  by  a  reversal  of  th*e  decree;  and 
in  view  of  what  has  been  Said  tipon  the  first  ground  of  the 
motion,  it  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  pass  upon  the  question 
whether  it  was  necessary  that  he  should  be  served  with  a 
notice  of  appeal* 
The  motion  to  dismiss  is  granted. 

JvDOMmmt,  'Bmwow  or,  — Judgments  which  hare  been  Mtlsfled 
linswed  «i  iH?P^>  O^i*^  ▼•  ^<V<^  ^^  ^^  907{47  Am.  Deo.  UU 
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Martin  v.  Morgan. 

117  CAUrORHIA,  201.] 

Tof ■  D  ow  VBM  Bbsivok  ot  a  Oontraot  roB  THB  Saia  ov  LAlh\  iirliai  it 
deoUret  that  the  Tondor  will  convey  ftt  any  time  within  aixty  days 
from  tht  date  of  tht  oontrMt^  mi  the  payment  of  the  balance  of  tbe  par- 
chase  priee^  and  that  each  price  thall  be  paid  within  inch  time»  other 
wiae  **  the  agreement  to  be  nail  and  void."  The  tender  of  the  balanoa 
of  the  purchase  price  after  the  time  detip^ated  will  not  entitle  ibm  wen- 
dee  to  tpecific  performance  of  the  contract. 

Church  and  Cory^  for  the  appellant 
Bayle  and  ColdweU^  for  the  respondent 

Shabpstein,  J.    This  is  an  action  to  oompel  speoiflo  per- 
formance of  a  unilateral  contract,  by  which  the  respondent 
agreed  to  convey  to  appellant's  assignors  a  certain  tract  of 
land  at  any  time  within  sixty  days  from  the  date  of  said 
contract,  upon  the  following  express  conditions:  The   said 
assignors  to  pay  to  respondent  $150  of  the  purchase-money 
down  on  the  delivery  of  said  contract,  and  the  balance  within 
sixty  days  from  the  date  thereof,  otherwise  said  agreement  to 
be  null  and  void.     One  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  was  paid 
on  the  delivery  of  the  contract,  but  the  balance  of  the  pur^ 
chase  price,  to  wit,  $4,850,  was  not  paid  or  tendered  within 
sixty  days  from  the  date  of  said  contract.    As  an  excuse  for 
not  paying  said  balance  within  said  sixty  days,  the  plaintiff 
in  his  complaint  alleges  that  before  the  expiration  of  said 
sixty  days  from  the  date  of  said  contract,  the  defendant,  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  extended  the  time  of  performance 
on  the  part  of  his  assignors  to  a  reasonable  time  after  the 
expiration  of  said  sixty  days.    The  court  found  that  the  de- 
fendant never  extended  the  time  for  the  performance  of  the 
conditions  expressed  in  said  agreement,  or  for  the  payment 
of  any  money  stipulated  to  be  paid  as  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase price  of  said  land,  and  rendered  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  defendant    From  that  judgment,  and  the  order  over- 
ruling his  motion  for  a  new  trial,  this  appeal  is  prosecuted  by 
the  plaintiif.    We  cannot  say  that  the  finding,  of  which  we 
have  above  given  the  substance,  was  not  justified  by  the  evi- 
dence.   We  shall  therefore  consider  the  case  as  we  would 
were  there  no  claim  made  of  an  extension  of  the  time  speci- 
fied in  the  written  contract  for  the  payment  of  the  deferred 
payment    As  before  stated,  plaintiff's  assignors  agreed  to 
pay  defendant  $150  of  said  purchase-money  down  upon  the 
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deliyeiy  of  the  agreement,  and  the  halance  within  sixty  day* 
from  the  date  thereof  (August  31,  1887),  otherwise  the  agree- 
ment to  be  null  and  void.  Neither  plaintiff  nor  his  assignors 
performed,  or  offered  to  perform,  the  conditions  expressed  ia- 
eaid  agreement  within  sixty  days  from  the  date  thereof,  and 
said  agreement  was  not  assigned  to  plaintiff  within  sixty  days* 
from  the  date  thereof  The  court  finds  that  the  plaintiff, 
after  the  assignment  of  said  agreement  to  him,  offered  to  pay 
uid  tendered  all  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  required 
to  be  paid  by  said  agreement. 

No  other  excuse  or  reason  than  the  one  above  stated  is  al» 

kged  in  the  complaint,  by  plaintiff  or  his  assignors,  for  non-^ 

performance  of  the  condition  expressed  in  the  contract.    The 

plaintiff  alleges  that  upon  the  delivery  of  said  contract  to  his 

Assignees,  they  entered  into  the  possession  of  said  land,  and 

expended  the  sum  of  $270  in  valuable  improvements.    The 

court  finds:  "That  said  M.  J.  and  P.  B.  Donahoo  (plaintiff's 

Msignees)  accepted  said  agreement  and  paid  said  sum  of 

1150,  and  plowed  said  land,  surveyed,  mapped,  and  platted 

it  into  lots,  but  did  not  expend  any  sum  of  money  whatever 

in  the  Improvement  of  said  real  property."    This  finding  is 

justified  by  the  evidence  introduced  by  the  plaintiff  as  to 

what  his  assignors  did  upon  the  land,  although  one  of  the 

witnesses  stated  that  the  expense  of  the  plowing  was  thirty 

dollars.     We  are  not  prepared  to  hold  that  what  was  done 

upon  the  land  constituted  an  improvement. 

We  think  the  finding  last  above  quoted  is  a  sufficient  find- 
ing that  plaintiff's  assignor  entered  into  possession  of  said 
land  at  the  time  alleged  in  plaintiff's  complaint. 

The  precise  time  at  which  plaintiff  tendered  the  deferred 
payment  provided  for  in  the  contract  does  not  appear.  But 
the  court  finds  that  he  took  an  assignment  of  the  contract 
after  the  time  of  making  said  payment  had  expired,  and  that 
after  he  had  received  such  assignment  he  offered  to  pay  all  of 
the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  due  thereunder. 

This  brings  ns  to  what  we  deem  the  principal  question  in 
the  case.  Was  time  made  the  essence  of  this  contract?  In 
other  words,  is  the  intent  to  make  it  so  clearly,  unequivocally^ 
and  unmistakably  shown  by  the  stipulation?  The  defend- 
ant's stipulation  was,  that  he  would  convey  at  any  time  within 
sixty  days  from  the  date  of  said  agreement  upon  certain  ex* 
press  conditions,  one  of  which  is,  that  the  final  payment  of 
the  purchase-money  should  be  made  within  sixty  days  from 

Ax.  »r.  Rsp.,  Vol.  XXIL  — 16 
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the  dale  of  said  agreement,  otherwiae  the  ''  agreement  to  be 
null  and  rmd." 

The  contention  of  appellant's  counsel  that  the  geneml  rule 
of  equity  is^  that  "  time  is  not  the  essence  of  the  contract.,"  is 
not  supported  by  any  modern  authority.  The  general  rale, 
ms  expressed  by  Parsons  on  Contracte,  and  by  this  court 
in  Orey  v.  7V6&«,  43  Cal.  359,  is,  that ''  time  is  not  neeessarily 
the  essence  of  a  contract."  But  it  may  be  made  so.  Pro- 
fessor Pomeroy  says:  '^  It  is  now  thoroughly  eetablished  that 
the  intention  of  the  parties  must  govern;  and  if  the  intention 
clearly  and  un^uivocally  appears,  from  the  contract^  by 
means  of  some  express  stipulation,  that  time  shall  be  essential, 
the  time  of  completion  or  of  performance  or  of  complying  with 
the  terms  will  be  regarded  as  essential  in  equity  as  much  as  at 
law.  No  particular  form  of  stipulation  is  necessary,  but  any 
<$lause  will  have  the  effect  which  clearly  and  absolutely  pro- 
Tides  that  the  contract  is  to  be  void  if  the  fulfillment  is  not 
within  the  prescribed  time  ":  Pomeroy  on  Specific  Performance, 
462.  Among  the  numerous  cases  cited  by  the  learned  author  in 
support  of  this  doctrine  is  that  of  Benedict  ▼•  Lynch,  1  Johns. 
Ch.  870,  7  Am.  Dec.  484,  decided  by  Chancellor  Kent  In 
that  case  the  contract  was  signed  by  the  defendant  only,  and 
he  agreed  to  give  a  deed  upon  certain  express  conditions  being 
performed  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  specified  times,  *'but  if  he 
should  fail  in  them,  or  either  of  them,  the  agreement  to  be 
void."  The  plaintiff  failed  U>  perform  within  the  time  speci- 
fied, but  offered  te,  after  the  expiration  of  that  time.  The 
opinion  of  the  learned  chancellor  is  the  most  full  and  satis- 
factory explanation  of  the  question  involved  in  this  case  that 
has  ever  fallen  under  our  observation,  but  we  deem  it  un- 
necessary te  quote  more  from  it  than  the  following:  '*  There 
was  an  express  stipulation  in  this  contract  that  if  the  plaintiff 
failed  in  either  of  bis  paymente,  the  agreement  was  te  be  Toid« 
The  first  question  which  naturally  presonte  itself  is,  whether 
the  time  was  not  here  made  part  of  the  essence  of  tiie  con- 
tract, and  whether  the  contract  did  not  become  void  on  the 
failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  make  the  first  payment"  He  held 
that  it  was,  and  decreed  accordingly.  In  that  case  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  to  make  time  the  essence  of  the  contract  did 
not  more  clearly  and  unequivocally  appear  than  it  does  in 
this  case.  Orey  v.  Tu5&«,  43  Cal.  359,  is  in  the  same  line  as 
Benedict  v.  Lynch.  In  Grey  v.  Tubhs  this  court  said:  **  Courts 
of  equity  have  not  tl)e  power  to  make  contracte  for  parties. 
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nor  to  alter  those  whiefa  the  parties  have  deliberately  made; 
and  whenever  it  appears  that  the  parties  have  in  fact  con- 
tracted that  if  the  purchaser  make  default  in  the  payments 
as  agreed  upon  he  shall  not  be  entitled  to  a  conveyance,  and 
shall  lose  the  benefit  of  his  purchase;  and  when  it  also  appears 
that  the  purchaser  is  without  excuse  for  his  delay,  the  courts 
will  not  relieve  him  from  the  consequences  of  his  default.'* 
Judgment  and  order  aflSrmed. 

OomcRAor  voa  «hb  Salb  or  Rsaltt,  wbms  Time  n  or  tbb  Smskob 

or:  See  SowUm  ▼.  HaU,  62  Vt  247;  aaOe,  101,  and  note;  OlBorf  t.  Folger^  S4 

(U.  316;  18  Am.  St  Rep.  187,  and  note;  Oannon  River  Mfg,  An'n  v,  Bogerg, 

42  lfuin«  128;  18  Am.  9t  Rep.  4^,  and  note.     Merely  fixing  tlie  time  for  de- 

liTering  tfee  d«ed  and  paying^  the  pnrohaae-money  does  not  raise  the  pre- 

snmptioa  that  time  was  intended  to  be  of  the  essence  of  the  contract:  SmUh 

▼.  PrqfiU^  82  Va.  882.    Time  is  of  the  essence  of  the  contract  when  such  is 

eridently  the  intention  of  the  parties  as  shown  by  the  provisions  and  stipnla- 

titma  of   the  agreement:   Woodruff  v.  Semi-Tropic  etc,  Co,,  87  CaL  276.    The 

object  of  making  time  of  the  essence  of  the  contract  is  to  protect  the  vendor: 

Vorwerk  v.  NnUe,  87  Osl.  236;  and  upon  default  on  the  part  of  the  rendee, 

the  vendor  may  either  refuse  to  perform  tiie  contract:  Cuanrmng^  ▼.  Rogers 

86  Minn.  817;  Schmidt  r.  WiiUtMma,  72  Iowa,  317;  Chadboumey.  Stockton  etc 

8oCm  88  OaL  636;  or  he  may  waive  the  default  and  enforce  the  contraot 

against  the  Tendeee  Smitk  v.  Mohn,  87  Cal.  489;  Dana  t.  SL  J^omU  §tc.  Oo,f  42 

Minn.  194;  Stratum  r.  Odj^omia  €id  0).»  86  OaL  364 


[Iir  Bahx.] 

WiiTTBR  V.  McMillan. 

[87  CAuroama,  288.] 

FfeAonas  oir  ApraaL.  —  An  appeal  from  a  judgment  and  from  an  orto  de- 
Bjing  a  nevr  trial  may  be  taken  by  one  notice  by  two  difforent  parties, 
tboogh  ooe  of  such  partiea.  appekls  from  the  jadgment  only,  and  the 
notice  is  nifficient  if  it  states  who  are  appellants  and  what  tiiey  appeal 
from. 

Pbikgipal  axd  Aobht.  «-  An  agent,  though  autfaoriied  to  convey,  oannot 
ezeeote  a  conveyance  to  himself  and  his  wife  for  a  nominal  considera* 
tioB.    His  act  is  a  f mad  on  his  principal,  and  his-  conveyance  h  void. 

Gaofls-ooicPLAZirT  mat  bi  Filsd  bt  DEVurDAirr  nr  ak  AonoM  to  Qum 
Ttflx. 

GBOflB-ooMPLAXHT  BBiMODia  HT  Nbw  Partixs.  ^  In  an  action  to  quiet  titles 
the  defendaat  nay  bring  in  new  parties  by  cross-bill,  when  necessary  for 
lbs  complete  determination  of  the  rights  of  the  parties.  Hence  where  the 
defendant  claimed  that  H.  had  been  the  owner  of  the  property,  and 
while  snch  owner  had  conveyed  it  to  plaintifl^  in  tmtt,  as  seenrity  from 
loss  on  account  of  certain  contingent  liabilities;  that  H.  was  still  in  pes- 
•ess&on  of  the  property,  but  that  defendant  had  succeeded  to  his  inter- 
est nnder  an  ezecntion  sale,  —  it  was  held  that  H.  might  be  brought  in  by 
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eroM-bill  for  the  pnrpoie  of  enabling  th«  court  to  oompletely  determine 
All  the  rights  of  all  the  parties,  aod  to  ascertain  the  extent  of  plaintiff** 
rights  nnder  the  tmst  deed  to  him. 

R.  Percy  Wright^  for  the  appellants. 

W,  B,  Tyler  and  D,  H.  Whittemorey  for  the  respondent 

Patbrson,  J.    This  action  was  brought  against  the  defend* 
ant,  McMillan,  to  quiet  the  title  of  the  plaintiffs,  Winter  and 
Wright,  to  a  lot  of  land  in  San  Francisco.  The  defendant  an- 
swered, denying  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  owners  of  or  had 
any  interest  in  the  land,  and  at  the  same  time  filed  a  cross- 
complaint  which  alleges,  in  substance,  that  plaintiffs  never 
had  any  interest  in  the  property,  except  the  naked  legal  title, 
which  was  conveyed  to  them  by  Louis  and  Louise  Helbing  on 
June  3, 1881,  without  consideration,  and  with  intent  to  hinder, 
delay,  and  defraud  the  creditors  of  said  grantors;  that  6.  Hen- 
ninger  and  wife  recovered  judgment  against  the  said  Louis 
Helbing  for  the  sum  of  three  thousand  five  hundred  dollars, 
and  costs,  November  11,  1881,  in  an  action  for  damages  cona- 
menced  April  30,  1881;  that  thereafter  the  property  in  contro- 
versy was   sold  to  defendant  on  execution  issued   on   said 
judgment,  and  in  due  time  the  sheriff  executed  and  delivered 
to  him  a  deed  therefor;    that  the  deed  of  the  Helbings  to 
plaintiffs  was  given  to  secure  the  latter  against  any  damages 
they  might  sustain  by  reason  of  their  becoming  sureties  on  a 
penal  bond  given  by  said  Louis  Helbing,  but  no  liability  was 
incurred  by  plaintiffs  on  said  bond;  that  the  title  still  stands 
on  the  records  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiffs,  but  the  said  Hel- 
bings have  continued  to  hold  and  now  are  in  possession  of  the 
land,  claiming  some  interest  therein;  that  the  controversy  as 
to  the  title  to  the  land  cannot  be  settled  without  having  the 
said  Helbings  before  the  court;  that  defendant  is  the  owner  of 
the  property,  and  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  same.  The 
prayer  of  the  oross-complaint  is,  that  the  Helbings  may  be 
brought  in  by  summons  and  required  to  show  what  right,  if 
any,  they  have  to  the  property,  and  for  a  judgment  that 
neither  plaintiffs  nor  the  Helbings  have  any  right,  title,  or  in- 
terest in  or  to  the  land  in  controversy.   By  order  of  the  court, 
a  summons  was  issued  and  served  on  the  Helbings,  but  it 
seems  that  they  made  no  appearance.     The  plaintiffs  filed  a 
demurrer,  which  was  overruled.    Then  they  filed  an  answer, 
denying  all   the  allegations  of  the  cross-complaint,  and  al- 
leging that  Louis  Helbing  had  never  had  any  right,  title,  or 
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interest  in  the  property,  except  such  as  he  derived  from  a  claim 
of  homestead,  which  interest  was  exempt  from  execution  and 
forced  sale. 

The  court  found  that  plaintiffs  were  not  the  owners  of  or 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  property;  that  the  Helbinga 
were  the  owners  of  the  property  on  June  3,  1881,  when  they 
deeded  the  same  to  plaintiffs  simply  to  secure  them  against 
any  liability  as  sureties,  and  that  no  liability  had  been  in- 
curred on  the  bond;  that  defendant  purchased  the  property 
at  execution  sale,  as  alleged  by  him,  and  is  the  owner  thereof. 
Judgment  was  entered  in  accordance  with  the  findings. 
Tiaintiffs  moved  for  a  new  trial,  which  motion  was  denied. 
Thereupon  the  Helbings  united  with  the  plaintiffs  in  a  notice 
of  appeal  from  the  judgment,  which  notice  included  also  a  no- 
tice of  appeal  by  the  plaintiffs  from  the  order  denying  their 
motion  for  a  new  trial. 

The  respondent  has  moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  on  the 
ground  that  the  appellants  could  not  properly  unite  two  sepa- 
rate and  distinct  appeals  in  one  notice  and  in  one  undertak- 
ing. 

An  appeal  from  a  judgment,  and  from  an  order  denying 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  may  be  taken  by  one  notice.  The 
notice  states  who  are  appellants  and  what  they  respectively 
i^ppeal  from.  This  is  sufficient.  The  clerk  certifies  that  '*  suf- 
ficient undertakings  on  appeal  in  due  form  were  properly  filed." 
There  is  nothing  to  contradict  the  facts  tated.  The  motion 
to  dismiss  is  denied. 

It  does  not  clearly  appear  what  is  the  basis  of  plaintiffs' 
claim  of  title.  They  did  not  trace  it  back  to  any  paramount 
source.  The  burden  of  showing  title  in  themselves  rested 
upon  the  plaintiffs,  and  they  failed  to  make  out  a  case.  They 
showed  that  on  November  10,  1879,  Beta  Gade  gave  Louis 
Helbing  a  power  of  attorney  authorizing  him  to  sell  her  real 
estate,  and  that  on  June  15,  1880,  A.  Hensler  and  his  wife, 
Mary,  made  a  quitclaim  deed  of  the  property  to  Beta,  who 
was  a  sister  of  Mrs.  Helbing.  What  connection,  if  any,  Mary 
had  with  the  title  does  not  appear,  except  that  she  had  em- 
ployed Helbing  to  put  buildings  on  the  land  in  February, 
1878,  and  the  only  evidence  that  Beta  ever  owned  or  had 
possession  of  the  property  is,  that  '^  she  walked  over  it,''  and 
'*  looked  at  it."  Both  Beta  and  Mary  were  in  San  Francisco 
at  the  time  of  the  trial  in  the  court  below,  but  neither  was 
called  as  a  witness.    On  June  28, 1880|  Louis  Helbing,  acting 
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as  attorney  in  fact  for  Beta  Oade,  for  a  nominal  oonsideratiozi 
iold  and  conveyed  the  property  to  himself  and  wife.    On  June 
8,  1881,  Beta  and  her  husband  made  and  delivered  to  plain- 
tiffs a  deed  of  the  property,  which  was  absolute  in  form,  and 
on  the  same  day  Helbing  and  wife  executed  to  plaintiffs  a 
similar  instrument.    A  few  days  later,  plaintiffs  and    the 
Helbings  exchanged  documents  acknowledging  that  plaintiffs 
held  the  property  in  trust  for  two  purposes;  viz.,  **to  secure 
them  against  any  loss  which  they  might  sustain  by  reason  of 
their  having  become  sureties  on  the  bond  above  referred  to, 
and  to  secure  to  plaintiff  Wright  payment  for  professional 
services  which  he  had  rendered,  and  should  thereafter  render, 
in  certain  proceedings."  Plaintiff  Wright  did  not  prove  what, 
if  any,  fees  were  due  to  him  for  services  rendered.    One  of  the 
bonds  has  been  exonerated,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  any 
liability  has  accrued  on  the  other. 

The  basis  of  the  defendant's  claim  of  title  is  quite  as  nn- 
oertain  as  the  plaintiffs'.  The  judgment  under  which  he 
purchased  the  property  at  execution  sale  on  June  9,  1884, 
was  entered  November  11,  1881,  Under  that  purchase  he 
took  whatever  right,  title,  and  interest  the  Helbings  had  in 
the  property  at  the  date  of  the  judgment.  Helbing's  deed  of 
July  28,  1880,  to  himself  and  wife,  is  void.  The  power  of  at- 
torney did  not  authorise  him  to  give  away  the  property,  or  to 
convey  it  to  himself  for  a  nominal  consideration.  His  act 
was  a  fraud  on  the  principal,  and  the  conveyance  is  a  nullity: 
Code  Civ.  Proc.,  sec.  2306;  Dupont  v.  Wertheman,  10  Cal.  368; 
Sandail  v.  Duffj  79  Cal.  116.  It  is  true,  the  evidence  tends  to 
show  that  Helbing  was  the  real  owner  of  the  property,  and 
that  the  conveyances  were  made  to  mislead  somebody, — 
probably  creditors.  He  received  but  a  few  hundred  dollars 
for  two  three-story  houses.  Boon  after  the  houses  were  built, 
the  Helbings  went  into  possession  of  the  property,  and  have 
ever  since  occupied  the  same.  The  plaintifb  promised  to  re« 
convey  to  the  Helbings,  —  not  to  Beta.  The  Helbings  then 
filed  a  homestead  declaration  on  the  property.  They  were 
heavily  in  debt.  There  are  many  circumstances  connected 
with  the  transactioa  tending  to  show  an  attempt  on  the  part 
of  all  parties  to  conceal  the  identity  of  the  real  owner.  But 
the  defendant  himself  offered  a  lease  from  Beta  Oade  to  Mary 
Hensler,  dated  March  1,  1878,  by  the  terms  of  which  the 
premises  were  leased  to  the  latter  for  a  term  of  five  years.  He 
also  offered  in  evidence  the  power  of  attorney  from  Beta  Gade 
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to  HelbiDg,  and  tbe  deed  executed  by  the  latter  to  himself  and 
wife,  insisting  that  the  latter  was  not  void.  The  defendant 
otmld  not  tfauB  sffirm  title  in  Beta  6ade  in  support  of  iiis  own 
title,  and  deny  it  in  answer  to  plaintiffs'  claim  of  title  under 
the  same  sofurce;  he  could  not  do  so  consistently,  at  least.  If 
Beta  was  the  owner  of  the  property,  the  title  passed  to  the 
plaintiffs  herein  by  her  deed  of  June  3,  1881,  several  monthd- 
prior  to  the  entry  of  the  judgment  against  the  Helbings.  But 
as  stated  before,  it  is  impossible  to  tell,  from  the  evidence  of<» 
faed  by  the  respective  parties,  what  is  the  basis  of  the  claim 
of  either.  The  most  that  plaintiffs  can  claim,  under  the  evi«- 
dence  introduoed  by  them,  is  a  lien  finr  the  value  of  services 
rendered  by  tbe  plaintiff  Wright,  and  for  any  liability  which 
may  have  mocmed  on  the  bond  which  has  not  been  exoner- 
ated. If  Helbing  was  the  beneficial  owner  at  the  time  de- 
fendant purchased  at  execution  sale,  the  latter  took  all  his 
right,  title,  and  interest,  and  is  entitled  to  have  the  same 
adjudged  to  him.  To  do  this  it  will  be  necessary  for  the  de» 
fendant  to  amend  his  cross-complaint  so  as  to  state  the  facts 
more  folly,— as  fully  as  they  are  required  in  a  bill  in  equity: 
^reiehhaum  ▼•  Mdian^  49  Gal.  50;  Brodrib  v.  Brodrib^  66  CaL 
563. 

Plaintifb  offered  to  prove  that  Mrs.  Helbing  had  declared  a 
homestead  on  tiie  property  June  29,  1880,  but  the  evidence 
was  exclnded.  We  do  not  think  tbe  court  erred  in  its  ruling. 
The  fact  that  the  Helbings  claimed  a  homestead  could  not  aid 
the  i^aintiffs  as  i^ainst  the  defendant.  The  Helbings  had^ 
hy  their  failure  to  answer  defend  anVs  oroes^complaint,  waived^ 
M  against  the  defendant,  any  claim  under  the  homestead  deo- 
laration,  and  their  conveyance  to  the  plaintiffs  did  not  give  to 
the  latter  any  homestead  right  in  tbe  property. 

Appellants  contend  that  the  demurrer  to  the  oross-com-^ 
plaint  ought  to  have  been  sustaiued;  that  a  cro6»<x>mplaint 
is  improper  in  actions  of  this  kind.  In  support  of  this  con-^ 
tention  they  eite  Wilson  v.  Mad%8<my  66  Cal.  8.  All  that  ease 
decides  is,  that  where  the  relief  demanded  by  defendant  can 
be  had  upon  the  denials  and  averments  of  his  answer,  a  oros»» 
eomphunt  is  nnneeessary.  But  there  may  be  cases  in  which 
full  relief  cannot  be  given  the  defbndant  upon  answer,  and  as 
in  e()ectment,  a  cross-complaint  in  such  cases  is  recognized  as 
a  proper  pleading,  so  that  the  whole  controversy  may  be  set- 
tled in  one  action,  so  here  we  see  no  objection  to  a  cross-com- 
plaint upon  the  allegations  of  which,  supported  by  proof,  the 
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•defendant  may  take  from  plaintiff  that  whicb  be  woald 
•cover  in  equity;  viz.,  the  legal  title.  Section  442  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  provides  that  *' whenever  the  defendant 
«eek8  affirmative  relief  against  any  party,  relating  to  or  de- 
pending upon  the  contract  or  transaction  upon  which  the 
action  is  brought,  or  affecting  the  property  to  which  the  ac- 
tion relates,  he  may,  in  addition  to  his  answer,  file  at  the 
«ame  time,  or  by  permission  of  the  court  subsequently,  a  cross- 
complaint.  The  cross-complaint  must  be  served  upon  the 
parties  affected  thereby,  and  such  parties  may  demur  or  an- 
swer thereto  as  to  the  original  complaint" 

Here  the  affirmative  relief  which  the  defendant  is  seeking 
certainly  affects  the  property  to  which  the  action  relates,  and 
^e  think  that  the  cross-complaint  was  a  proper  pleading.    The 
plaintiffs  claim  the  whole  title.    They  could  not  maintain  the 
action  by  showing  simply  a  lien  without  possession  or  right  of 
possession.    But  if  the  court  denied  their  prayer  because  they 
showed  at  most  only  a  lien,  the  validity  of  the  lien  could  be 
determined  in  another  action.     Why  not  allow  the  defendant, 
upon  proper  averments  in  his  cross-complaint,  to  test  in  this 
action  the  validity  of  the  lien  claimed  by  plaintiffs?     In 
other  states  it  is  held  that  cross-complaints  in  these  actions 
are  proper  pleadings:  Ludlow  v.  Ludlow,  109  Ind.  199,  and 
cases  cited;  Vendble  v.  Dutcky  37  Kan.  516;  1  Am.  St.  Rep. 
260;  Allen  v.  Tritch,  5  GoL  228;  QreenwaU  v.  Duncan,  16  Fed« 
Bep.  612. 

But  it  is  claimed  that  if  it  be  conceded  that  a  cross-com- 
plaint is  a  proper  pleading  in  actions  of  this  nature,  new 
parties  cannot  be  brought  in  by  it.  Whether  this  could  be 
<ione  under  the  old  chancery  practice  is  a  question  upon  which 
the  authorities  are  not  agreed;  but  our  code  system  is  much 
broader  and  more  liberal  in  this  regard.  The  defendant  is 
not,  under  our  practice,  confined  in  his  cross-complaint  to 
matters  charged  in  the  complaint  Thus  in  ejectment,  as 
-stated  before,  he  may  plead  matters  purely  equitable,  and  se- 
cure equitable  relief.  Besides  this,  our  statute  provides  that 
"^^when  a  complete  determination  of  the  controversy  cannot  be 
had  without  the  presence  of  other  parties,  the  court  must 
order  them  brought  in  '^  Code  Civ.  Proc.,  sec.  389.  A  com- 
plete determination  of  this  controversy,  if  the  allegations  of 
the  defendant  and  the  findings  of  the  court  are  correct,  could 
not  be  had  without  making  the  Helbings  parties.  The  plain*' 
tiffs  appeared  to  be  and  claimed  to  be  the  owners  in  fee.    The 
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Helbings  were  in  possession.  The  defendant  was  entitled  to 
the  possession  if  the  Helbings  owned  the  property  when  the 
judgment  was  entered. .  A  trial  between  the  plaintiffs  and  de- 
feodant  would  have  settled  only  half  of  the  controversy,  and 
it  would  have  become  the  duty  of  the  court,  we  think,  when 
the  facts  appeared  in  evidence,  to  order  the  Helbings  brought 
in  as  parties  to  the  action:  (y Connor  v.  Irvine^  74  Cal.  443. 
In  other  states  it  is  held  that  in  a  proper  case  third  parties 
may  be  brought  in  to  answer  the  defendant's  cross-complaint: 
AUen  V.  Triteh,  6  Col.  228;  Bunee  v.  Bunce,  59  Iowa,  534.  Ap- 
pellaots  rely  upon  the  case  of  HarrUo'i  v.  McOormiek^  69  Gal. 
618.  In  that  case  there  was  no  necessity  for  a  cross-corn- 
plaint;  the  claim  was  for  damages,  —  purely  a  counterclaim, 
—  in  which  case,  of  course,  the  demand  ^  must  be  one  exist- 
ing in  favor  of  defendant  and  against  a  plaintiff,  between 
whom  a  several  judgment  might  be  had  in  the  action '':  Code 
Civ.  Proc.,  sec.  438. 

In  this  case  a  cross-complaint  is  proper  to  determine  the 
qaestion  as  to  the  validity  of  plaintiff's  lien.  If  the  obliga- 
tions of  the  bond  have  ceased,  and  no  money  is  due  Wright 
for  professional  services,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have 
those  facts  determined,  and  to  receive  whatever  affirmative 
relief  he  may  prove  himself  in  equity  entitled  to.  If  the 
Helbings  claim  a  homestead  upon  the  property,  it  is  proper 
that  they  should  be  given  an  opportunity  to  present  the  same, 
so  that  the  rights  of  all  parties  interested,  or  claiming  an  in- 
terest, may  be  settled  in  one  suit 

The  record  shows  that  the  summons  issued  on  the  cross- 
oomplaint  was  duly  served  on  the  Helbings,  but  is  silent  as  to 
whether  any  appearance  was  made  by  them.  We  presume, 
of  course,  that  no  answer  was  filed;  but  if  they  failed  to  ap- 
pear and  demur  or  answer  within  the  time  allowed  by  law, 
their  default  therefor  ought  to  have  been  entered,  and  a  mem- 
orandum of  such  default  indorsed  on  the  cross-complaint: 
Code  Civ.  Proc.,  sec.  670. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  is  remanded  for  a 
new  trial,  with  directions  to  the  court  below  to  permit  the 
parties  to  amend  their  pleadings  in  any  respect  consistent 
with  the  nature  of  the  action. 

AeBHor  — Vauditt  of  Aosnt's  Acts  Doki  for  hh  Own  BBNvnr. — 
An  agtnt'a  aoti  are  invalid,  whereiu  he  makes  a  profit  oat  of  his  principal! 
DUbrow  V.  Seeor,  58  Conn.  35;  SmUh  v.  Moaely,  74  Tex.  631.  An  agent  to 
■eU  realty  canAot  sell  to  his  wife  withoot  the  consent  of  hU  principal:  TyUr 


260  In  &E  McManub.  [CaL 

T.  Sanborn^  128  Dl.  136;  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  97,  and  note;  and  he  moet  aooonat 
to  his  principal  for  the  highest  prioe  attainable:  Kramer  v.  Wimhw,  130  Piu 
St.  484;  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  782,  and  note.  An  agent  cannot  bind  his  principal 
by  a  oontraet  made  wit^  himself:  WUUotm  v.  Journal  P.  Go,,^  Mian.  637 1 
TMrdNaL  BankT.  Marine  L.  (7a,  44  Minn.  65.  Yet  sach  oontraeto  mad* 
frith  the  knowled|^  and  oonsent  of  the  piiacipal  may  be  4ralid:  Fr^tmtm  ▼• 
Jacob,  88  Ky.  525;  MiUerv,  Hool,  77  Iowa,  545.  The  possession  of  an  a^^en* 
is  the  possession  of  the  principal:  Duncan  t.  Able,  99  Ma  189. 

Chancbrt  PaAonoB  —  Cross-bill  —  Nbw  Parties. — New  parties  i^ho 
were  not  parties  to  an  original  bill  may  be  brought  in  by  oross-bill:  Hurd  w« 
(km,  82  HL  45|  8S  Am.  Dea  249,  and  note  263,  264. 
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KiJomiOiiy  KxBMPTiow  of  Fbofbbtt  fitoK.  —  Statatet  azcnptliig  prop* 
eirty  from  foroed  sale  should  be  liberally  oonstroed. 

Szboutkw,  Exbmftion  of  Pbofbrtt  from.  —  The  safe  of  a  jeweler* 
neoessary  and  useful  in  conducting  his  business,  and  without  which  he 
cannot  conduct  it  to  any  profitable  end,  is  exempt  from  ezooittion  ae  an 
iaqileoiant  of  an  artisaa  neoessary  to  carry  on  Iris  trade. 

Oeorge  A.  Ranhin^  and  Blaekstoch  and  Shepherd^  for  the  ap« 
pellants. 

Barnes  and  Sdby^  for  the  respondent 

Bblchbb,  C.  C.  The  respondent,  L.  M.  McManns,  wm  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  a  jeweler  and  watch«repairer,  and 
while  so  engaged  ivas  adjudged  to  be  an  insolvent  debtor;  He 
owned  and  used  in  his  business  a  jeweler's  safe,  which  the 
court,  against  the  objections  of  certain  creditors,  set  apart  to 
him  as  juroperty  exempt  from  execution. 

The  objecting  creditors  and  the  assignee  of  the  estaie  appeal 
from  the  order,  and  contend  that  it  was  not  authorised  hj 
law,  and  should  therefore  be  reversed. 

At  the  bearing,  the  respondent  was  called  as  a  witness,  and 
''  testified,  in  substanoe,  that  he  was  a  jeweler  and  watch- 
repairer,  and  is  engaged  in  that  trade  or  business  as  a  means 
of  support  for  himself  and  fiunily,  and  that  without  the  use  of 
said  Bale  said  business  cannot  be  pn)eecuted  bjr  him  to  anj 
piofitabis  end;  that  it  is  a  necessary  and  useful  article  in-con- 
ducting  said  business;  that  without  the  use  of  tudd  safe  his 
customers  would  not  leave  their  jewelry  and  watches  with 
him  to  be  repaired."  Another  witness  was  also  called,  and 
testified:  "That  he  is  a  practical  watch-maker  and  jeweler; 
that  a  safe  similar  to  the  one  mentioned  is  an  article  with- 
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Ml  iriiieh  tin  bmiiiMS  of  jeweler  and  wtttoh-malcer  and 
Witch-repairer  cannot  be  proeecvted  to  any  pfofttable  end, 
tnd  that  each  a  safe  k  a  neoeesary  and  useful  article  in 
ttaying  on  the  rbnsinera  of  a  jeweier  and  watch-repairer; 
that  without  the  nee  of  such  a  safe  yerj  few  customers  will 
ieaire  their  jewelry  or  watches  with  the  artisan  to  be  re- 
paired," 

This  waa  all  the  teethnony  offered,  and  upon  it  the  court 
made  its  findings  and  order  as  follows:  '*That  the  said  safe  is 
an  article  without  the  aid  of  which  the  business  of  petitioner 
H  jeweler  and  watch-maker  cannot  be  prosecuted  to  any 
profitable  end,  and  that  said  safe  is  necessary  to  and  in  actual 
use  by  the  petitioner  in  prosecuting  his  said  business.  Where- 
&re  it  is  hereby  ordered  that  the  said  safe  be  set  apart,  and  that 
the  same  is  hereby  set  apart,  for  the  use  of  said  insolvent 
debtor,  and  that  the  same  shall  not  be  sufageet  to  be  applied  to 
the  payment  of  his  debts." 

Bection  60  of  the  Insolvent  Act  makes  it  the  duty  of  the 
eoort  having  jnrisdiotion  oi  insolvency  proceedings  to  exempt 
^"^  set  apart  fcr  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  insolvent  such 
'^l  and  personal  property  as  is  by  law  exempt  from  execution. 
And  section  690,  subdivision  4,  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proce- 
dave  providles  that  '^the  tools  or  implements  of  a  mechanic  or 
^san  necessaiy  to  carry  on  his  trade"  shall  be  exempt  from 
ixecntion* 

Statutes  ixemptiBg  personal  property  from  forced  sale  are 
rsmedial  in  character,  and  are  evidently  intended  to  protect 
ttks  debtor,  and  enaUe  Wm  to  feltow  his  vocation,  and  thus 
^un  a  support  fer  himself  and  &mily.  The  general  rule  now 
^)  that  such  statutes  are  to  be  liberally  constrned,  so  as  to 
•flbctoate  the  Iranane  purpose  designed  by  the  law-makers, 
^d  our  Code  of  Civil  Procedvre  declares  that  all  of  its  pro- 
visions are  to  be  so  oonstrued,  "*'  with  a  view  to  effect  its  ob- 
Jiots,  and  to  promote  justice  '^  Sec.  4. 

It  is  difficult  to  define  accurately  the  word  ^  implements,'* 
iQd  the  courts,  eo  far  as  we  are  advised,  have  never  attempted 
to  define  it  Webster  gives  as  the  meaning  of  the  word, 
''Whatever  may  eupply  a  want;  especially  an  instrument  or 
titensil  as  supplying  a  requisite  to  an  end;  as  the  implements 
of  trade,  of  husbandry,  or  of  war  '*;  and  '^  utensil "  he  defines 
•8  ^Uhat  which  is  used;  an  instrument;  an  implement;  espe- 
cially an  instrument  or  vessel  used  in  a  kitchen,  or  in  domes- 
tic and  frurming  business.'^     By  the  courts,  these  words  are 
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accofded  a  broad  signifioation,  and  tinder  them  many  thinui 
have  been  exempted  which  are  not  tools. 

Thas  in  the  state  of  Kansas,  under  a  ttatnte  ezemptins 
**  the  necessary  tools  and  instruments  of  any  mechanic,  miner, 
or  other  person  used  and  kept  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
his  trade  or  business/'  it  has  been  held  that  an  insurance 
agent  and  abstractor  of  titles  could  claim  as  exempt  an  iron 
safe  and  set  of  abstracts  which  were  used  and  kept  by  him 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  his  business:  DavidMon  t.  S&' 
Christy  28  Kan.  824.  ^d  the  same  rule  has  been  applied  to  a 
printing-press,  type,  and  other  articles  used  in  publishing  a 
newspaper:  Bliss  ▼.  Vedder^  34  Kan.  69;  55  Am.  Rep.  237. 

In  Illinois,  it  has  been  held  that  a  piano  used  by  a  musio- 
teacher,  and  upon  which  she  relied  for  support,  was  within 
the  law  exempting  '^  furniture,  tools,  or  implements  necessary 
to  carry  on  his  or  her  trade  or  business  '^  Amend  v.  Murphy^ 
69  111.  837. 

In  Massachusetts,  a  clock,  stove,  screen,  pitcher,  and  table- 
cover  used  and  necessary  to  carry  on  the  business  of  a  mil- 
liner have  been  held  to  be  included  in  ^*  tools,  implements, 
and  fixtures?:  Woods  v.  Ksyes,  14  Allen,  236;  92  Am.  Dec.  765. 
So,  also,  a  sewing-machine:  Rayner  v.  Whichsr^  6  Allen,  294. 

In  Vermont,  a  barber's  chair  has  been  held  exempt  as  a 
tool:  AUsn  v.  Tkompson,  45  Vt.  472. 

In  this  state  it  has  been  held  that  an  expensive  thrashing 
outfit  was  not  exempt  under  the  statute  exempting  *'  the  farm- 
ing utensils  or  implements  of  husbandry  of  the  judgment 
debtor";  but  this  was  upon  the  grooiid  that  the  outfit  was 
principally  used  in  thrashing  grain  raised  by  other  persons 
for  hire:  In  re  Baldwin^  71  Cal.  74. 

Other  cases  bearing  upon  the  question  might  be  cited;  but 
we  think  it  sufficient  to  refer  to  Freeman  on  Executions,  2d 
ed.,  sections  226,  226  a,  and  to  7  American  and  English  En* 
cyclop»dia  of  Law,  page  135,  in  both  of  which  wwks  the  au- 
thorities are  very  fully  collated  and  reviewed. 

In  view  of  the  testimony  submitted  in  this  case,  and  the 
authorities  above  cited,  we  see  no  error  in  the  ruling  of  the 
court  below,  and  we  therefore  advice  that  the  order  appealed 
from  be  affirmed. 

Hayne,  C,  and  Vancliep,  C,  concurred. 

The  Court.  For  the  reasons  giving  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion, the  order  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 
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Xnconcnr,  KumrrioN  of  Pbopbrtt  tsom.  —  Statatet  •zempting  prop- 
9tf  from  txooatioa  tm  to  be  liberally  conatnied:  TcUei  OomUf  NaL  Bamk  t. 
^Wjieirfar,  119  N.  T.  560;  16  Am.  Si.  Bap.  865,  and  note;  note  to  McO^ 
f.  Brnmam^  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  693;  RcberU  ▼.  Mraur,  82  Mich.  221;  FmUn  t. 
ibiMr^  126  IlL  269.     But  eee,  eonlra,  Ivetu  M.  Co.  t.  Parker,  42  La.  Ana. 

XnoonoN,  BxsMvnoii  of  Propstt  from.  —  The  statate  exempting  toola, 

itc»,  lued  by  one  in  carrying  on  hie  calling  or  trade,  embraoee  machinery  used 

iitiM  iMiiiifaotoro  of  thinglee:  Wood  r.  Breanahan,  63  Mich.  614;  the  stock  in 

^^  of  a  marehaat  or  shop-keeper  kept  for  the  purposes  of  sale,  to  tho 

iBMNUit  in  tho  statate  specified:  Martm  v.  Bond,  14  CoL  466;  and  in  the 

MM  «f  a  teamster,  his  wagon-sheet  and  six-horse  lines,  it  appearing  that  he 

hu  DO  other  linos  or  wagon-sheet,  and  that  six-horse  lines  are  nsefnl  and 

myoiient  with  two  horses:  In  re  Bowman,  83  Gal.  163.    A  light  two-seated 

Tihicle  owned  and  need  by  a  debtor  is  exempt  under  the  Minnesota  statute: 

^■■^otf  V.  Jones,  41  Minn.  318.    A  commercial  trareler  may  claim  as  exempt 

lo  himself  from  attachment  a  horse  required  for  actual  use  in  his  business: 

'Wse  T.  liarakaU,  64  N.  H.  460.    So  the  horse,  harness,  and  buggy  ol 

tt  insaraaoo  agent  may  be  daimed  as  exempt,  when  they  are  used  by  him 

a  esrrying  on  his  business:  WilkHe  r.  WUttaune,  41  Kaa.  888;  18  Am.  St. 

Be^  281.    But  it  is  qnestioDable  whether  a  race-horse  is  exempt  from  exe> 

ntion:  Anderson  t.  Ege,  44  Minn.  216.    A  farmer  may  claim  as  exempt  the 

property  which  he  uses  in  earning  a  lining  for  himself  and  family,  and  this  is 

Wss,  actwithstanding  the  fact  that  he  does  not  own  a  farm,  has  not  leased 

one,  and  is  not  engaged  in  farming:   Hiehnam  ▼.  OMsi^  72  Iowa,  628. 

Under  the  Minnesota  statute,  a  milliner's  stock  in  trade  csanot  be  claimed  as 

szempt  to  the  amount  of  four  hundred  dollars,  when  the  articles  comprising 

neh  stock  are  kept  for  sale  or  for  manufacture,  and  are  treated  as  merohan* 

^  by  their  owner:  HiUfer  ▼.  Bemore,  42  Minn.  264;  but  the  articles  mann- 

'^'otored  wholly  or  partly  by  the  milliner  are  expressly  exempted:  HUlyer  t. 

Btmore,  42  Minn.  264^    A  lawyer's  law  books  are  not  exempt  from  attach* 

Mat  under  the  Rhode  Island  statute:  In  re  Church,  16  IL  L  246.    Bet  under 

the  Iowa  code,  the  ordinary  office  furniture  of  a  lawyer  is  exempt  from  exe- 

Mtion:  AbrakBun  r,  Daeenport,  73  Iowa,  111.    The  law  books  of  a  deceased 

lAwyiTy  who  bad  ceased  to  practice  his  profession  prior  to  the  time  of  hk 

^*^  eaanot  be  included  In  the  exempt  property  of  bis  estate:  Cooper  r* 

J*^trm,  7i  Tex.  626.    In  P/eiffer  ▼.  McNaU,  74  Tex.  640,  it  was  deoided  that 

*  member  of  a  partnership  in  failing  circumstances,  who  was  also  a  notary 

pQblie  and  the  mayor  of  the  village,  was  entitled,  after  failure  of  the  firm,  to  the 

csMDptioa  of  a  place  in  which  to  carry  on  his  business  as  a  notary  publie  sad 

B^yor.    A  tailor,  in  the  prosecution  of  his  business,  may  elaim  as  exempt 

^>vm  exeoutioo  ssits  of  dothes,  in  ralue  not  exceeding  9250,  under  the  statute 

•f  ICichigan:  lUcker  ▼.  JHelm^re,  66  Mich.  681.    A  peddler  of  bread,  earning 

Us  liring  by  the  use  of  eertain  property,  cannot  claim  sucli  property  ae 

^MLj  exempt  from  execution  against  him,  when  his  wife  Is  a  Joint 

tbsreof  with  Umi  AoMtoii  ▼.  Frmek,  83  OaL  191 
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MiLLBB  V.  Highland  Ditoh  Compaiiy, 

[87  CAUrOBViA,  480l] 

Tovr-wmjoKfn  arb  not  Jointly  Liable  fob  Damaoks  resulting  from  their 
wrongftil  acts,  where  thej  act  tepantely,  and  where  they  maintain  dif« 
ferent  ditchei^  whereby  watere  are  tamed  into  a  oafion,  and  there  com- 
minglmg,  pan  tbrongh  the  oafton«  and  flow  oT«r  the  ptaintiff's  lAttda, 
and  ooTtr  it  witii  nnd  and  dArk^  In  each  a  case,  the  aeveral  wrong* 
doers  may  he  united  aa  defendants  in  a  suit  to  enjoin  them  from  farther 
Injttring  plaanttff's  laoda  by  maintayiing  tnoh  ditohee,  hot  eannol^  in 
anoh  snit,  be  enbjeeted  to  a  Joint  reoovery  lor  the  damagee  whioh  thegr 
thna  ocoaeionedi 

Waim  and  Ovrd,  Ctffttt  amd  Oti»,  and  Charge  K  0ii9^  tor 

the  appellants. 

WUU$^  CcUf  and  Oraig^  and  Harris  and  Or$gg^  for  the  re- 

ipondent. 

McFarland,  J.  Platntiff  was  the  owner  of  a  tract  of  land 
aituated  about  one  mile  southerly  from  the  San  Bernardino 
range  of  mountains.  Part  of  the  tract  was  in  a  high  state  of 
cultivation.  Coming  out  of  said  mountains,  and  trending 
towards  plaintiff's  land,  but  not  reaching  it,  is  a  cation  called 
Bald  ridge  Gallon.  The  natural  waters  of  said  cafion  would 
not  flow  upon  plaintiff's  land,  but,  as  found  by  the  court, 
'^  would  spread  out  on  the  lower  lands  without  cutting  any 
particular  channel,  the  tendency  of  (be  flow  being  to  spread 
out  over  the  said  lower  lands  north  of  plaintiff  ^s  premises  and 
become  absorbed  in  the  soil.  But  the  defendants,  by  means 
of  three  different  ditches,  turned  foreign  water  into  said  cafion, 
and  the  commingling  water  from  said  ditches  passed  through 
said  cafion,  and  by  cutting  new  channels,  etc.,  flowed  out  and 
over  plaintiff's  land,  covering  part  of  it  with  sand  and  d^ru, 
and  thus  doing  him  damage*  All  of  tiie  ditches,  however, 
were  not  owned  jointly  by  all  of  the  defendants.  Bach  ditoh 
was  owned  and  operated  by  part  only  of  the  defendants,  who 
had  no  interest  in  the  other  ditches,  and  there  was  no  concert 
of  action — that  is,  no  common  design — between  the  owners 
of  one  ditch  and  the  owners  of  the  other  ditches.  The  action 
was  brought  to  enjoin  all  the  defendants  from  continuing  the 
wrong,  and  also  to  recover  damages  jointly  against  all  the  de* 
fendants  for  the  injury  already  done.  The  court  gave  judg- 
ment decreeing  an  injunction,  and  also  adjudging  damages 
against  all  the  defendants  jointly  for  $972.33.  Defendants 
■appeal  from  the  judgment,  and  from  an  order  denying  a  new 
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trial;  and  the  only  point  they  make  is,  that  the  joint  judgment 
for  damages  is  erroneons  because  there  was  no  concvarent  or 
joint  act  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  defendants  which  caused 
the  damage. 

It  is  clear  that  the  rule  as  established  by  the  general  au- 
tiioritiee  is,  that  an  action  at  law  for  damages  cannot  be  main- 
tained against  several  defendants  jointly,  when  each  acted 
independently  of  the  others,  and  there  was  no  concert  or  unity 
of  design  between  them.  It  is  held  that  in  such  a  case  the 
tort  of  each  defendant  was  several  when  committed,  and  that 
it  does  not  become  joint  because  afterwards  its  consequences 
united  with  tlte  consequences  of  several  other  torts  committed 
by  other  persons.  If  it  were  otherwise,  say  the  authorities, 
one  defendant,  however  little  he  might  have  contributed  to 
the  injury,  would  be  liable  for  all  the  damage  caused  by  the 
wrongful  acts  of  all  the  other  defendants,  and  he  would  have 
no  remedy  against  the  latter,  because  no  contribution  can  be  en- 
jbrced  between  tort-feasors:  Chipman  v.  Palmer y  77  N.  Y.  51 ;  33 
Am.  Rep.  566;  Little  SchuylkiU  Nav.  Co,  v.  RichardSy57  Pa.  St 
142;  98  Am.  Dec.  209;  Sellick  v.  HaU,  47  Conn.  260;  Gould 
en  Waters,  sec.  222;  Pomeroy  on  Remedies,  sees.  307|  308. 
The  caae  of  BlaisdeU  v.  Stephens,  14  Nev.  17, 33  Am.  Rep.  523, 
is  very  similar  to  the  case  at  bar,  and  involved  the  very  point 
under  discussion.  In  that  case  several  defendants  were  sued 
*^  for  wrongfully  flowing  waste  water  from  their  lands,  to  the 
injury  of  plaintiff's  ditch,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
such  wrongful  flowing  of  waste  water."  It  appeared,  however, 
that  the  defendants  *'  own,  occupy,  and  irrigate  separate  and 
distinct  tracts  or  parcels  of  land,  each  in  his  own  right";  and 
they  moved  for  a  nonsuit  upon  the  ground  that  it  did  not  ap- 
pear that  the  injury  complained  of  '*  was  the  result  of  the  joint 
or  concurrent  act  of  defendants."  The  trial  court  overruled 
the  motion*  and,  on  appeal,  the  supreme  court  of  Nevada  held 
that  the  nonsuit  should  have  been  granted,  and  said  in  its 
opinion:  *'The  general  principlo  is  well  settled  that  where 
two  or  more  parties  act,  each  for  himself  in  producing  a  result 
injurious  to  plaintiff,  they  cannot  be  held  jointly  liable  for  the 
acts  of  each  other.^'  On  rehearing,  however,  it  was  held  that 
the  injunction  against  defendants  was  proper;  but  the  judg- 
ment, so  Setr  as  it  awarded  damages,  was  reversed. 

The  principle  has  not  been  changed  in  this  state,  either  by 
statute  or  judicial  decision.  The  latest  authority  on  the  point 
here  is  People  v.  Oold  Run  D.  &  M.  Co.,  66  Gal.  188;  56  Am. 
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Rep.  80.    That  was  a  case  where  it  was  sought,  by  the  equi- 
table remedy  of  injanction,  to  restrain  the  commission  of  acts 
similar  to  those  complained  of  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  the 
appellant  sought  to  invoke,  as  against  the  injunction,  the  prin* 
ciple  aboye  stated  as  applicable  to  actions  at  law  for  damages. 
This  court  held,  however,  that  the  rule  did  not  apply  to  the 
equitable  remedy;  but  it  expressly  stated  that  it  would  apply 
to  an  action  for  damages.    Counsel  for  appellant,  in  support 
of  their  position,  had  cited  a  number  of  cases;  and  in  alluding 
to  them,  this  court  said  as  follows:  ''Each  of  those  cases  was 
decided  upon  the  principle  that  where  several  persons  acting 
independently  of  each  other  engage  in  the  commission  of 
wrongful  acts,  the  torts  are  distinct,  and  not  joint,  and  each 
is  only  severally  liable  for  the  injury  caused  by  his  own  acts, 
and  not  for  the  torts  of  others  with  whom  he  was  not  acting 
in  concert    There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  correctness  of  that 
principle,  and  of  its  applicability  to  an  action  at  law  for  the 
recovery  of  damages  for  the  violation  of  a  private  right"     It 
may  be  contended  that  the  earlier  case  of  Hillman  v.  Nevnng* 
t(ya^  57  Cal.  56,  established  a  different  doctrine;  but  it  must 
be  remembered  that  the  main  purpose  of  that  action  was  to 
procure  and  maintain  an  injunction.     The  judgment  awarded 
only  nominal  damages,  — one  dollar.     Before  that  time  there 
had  been  some  doubt  whether  several  wrong-doers  acting  in- 
dependently could  be  joined  in  an  equitable  proceeding  to 
procure  an  injunction  against  all;  and  indeed  it  had  been 
once  held  in  this  state  (Keyes  v.  lAttle  York  etc.  Oo.^  68* Cal. 
724)  that  it  could  not  be  done.    The  language  of  the  court  in 
Hillman  v.  Nevnngtony  57  Cal.  56,  must  therefore  be  oonsid- 
ered  as  referring  especially  to  the  right  of  equitable  remedy. 
There  was  practically  no  question  of  damages  before  the  court* 
and  no  question  was  raised  as  to  the  distinction  between  the 
equitable  and  the  legal  remedy.     The  case  is  referred  to  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  later  case  of  People  ▼.  Oold  Run 
D.  &  M.  Co.,  66  Cal.  188,  56  Am.  Rep.  80,  above  mentioned, 
where  Hillman  v.  Newington^  57  Cal.  56,  is  evidently  consid- 
ered as  settling  only  the  equitable  remedy.     (And  of  course 
the  distinction  is  very  plain  between  holding  one  defendant 
liable  for  the  past  wrongs  of  all  the  others,  and  simply  enjoin- 
ing all  from  committing  wrong  in  the  future.)     We  think, 
therefore,  that,  under  the  law  as  clearly  settled,  the  joint  judg- 
ment against  the  defendants  for  damages  is  erroneous. 
We  have  considered  this  case  somewhat  at  length,  because 
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it  is  contended  that  the  rule  as  above  stated  will,  in  some 
instances,  work  a  hardship  to  owners  of  property  injured  by 
the  joint  consequences  of  acts  of  several  persons  not  acting  ii> 
concert.  No  doubt  there  may  be  cases  where  it  would  be- 
difficult  to  make  sufficient  proof  against  one  of  such  persons 
if  sued  separately.  But  it  cannot  be  made  clear  that  the 
opposite  rule  would  work  less  wrong.  At  all  events,  we  must 
declare  the  law  as  we  find  it.  If  the  law  were  changed  so 
that  in  a  case  like  the  one  at  bar  a  several  judgment  could 
be  given  against  each  defendant  for  the  proportionate  part  of 
the  joint  damage  which  his  individual  acts  had  caused,  it 
may  be  that  such  change  would  be  in  furtherance  of  justice. 
Bat  the  suggestion  of  such  change  could  be  properly  made 
only  to  the  law-making  power. 

The  judgment  appealed  from,  so  far  as  it  awards  damages 
against  defendants,  is  reversed,  and  in  all  other  respects  the 
judgment  is  affirmed.  Let  appellants  recover  the  costs  of 
this  appeal. 

Order  overruling  motion  for  new  trial  affirmed. 

JoniT  LiABnJTT  ov  ToBT-FBASORS.  —  In  SimmoM  ▼.  Boerson,  124  N.  Y. 
319,  21  Am.  St  Rep.  676,  whero  three  several  owners  of  adjoining  lots  on  a 
eertun  street  permitted  a  brick  wall  extending  along  the  front  of  their  lots 
to  remain  in  a  dangerous  condition,  and  a  person  was  killed  by  the  falling 
down  of  the  wall  while  lawfully  standing  in  the  street,  the  court  decided 
that  the  leTeral  owners  were  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the  death,  not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  no  part  of  the  wall  of  one  of  them  touched  the 


The  general  rule  is,  that  joint  tort-feasors  are  both  jointly  and  severally 
liable  for  their  torts:  Stale  v.  Bayce,  72  Md.  149;  20  Am.  St  Rep.  458. 
Bat  where  several  distinct  acts  of  several  persons  have  contributed  to  a  tor- 
tious retulti  and  there  was  no  concert  of  action,  no  common  intent,  there 
ean  be  no  joint  liability!  Klauder  v.  MeOrcUh,  35  Pa.  St  128;  78  Am.  Deo.. 


Drew  u  Pedlar. 

[87  Cauvobwia,  448.] 

Or  TKi  Rnoisnov  ov  a  Gontbaot  of  Sale  for  the  failure  of  the  purchaser 
to  pay  the  balanoe  of  the  purchase  price,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  of  the 
rendor  all  the  moneys  paid  by  him  on  account  of  the  pvrohase,  less  such 
Aotual  damages  as  may  have  been  sustained  by  the  vendor  from  the  ven- 
dee's breach  of  oontract»  but  such  damages  cannot  be  reeonped  in  an 
motion  in  which  they  are  not  pleaded. 

LiQUiDATSD  Damaoks  ON  FAILURE  TO  Ck)MPLBTB  PcTROHASs.  —  A  Contract 
for  a  sale,  stipulating  that  in  the  event  of  the  vendee's  failure  to  pay 
the  balanoe  of  the  purchase  pricey  the  amount  paid  by  him  ahall  be  re- 
▲m.  St.  Kar..  Vol.  XXU.  —17 
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garded  at  liquidated  damages  for  his  breach  of  the  contract,  and  retained 
by  the  vendor,  is  void  in  so  far  as  it  undertakes  to  fix  such  damages,  and 
the  vendee  may  therefore  recover  the  amount  paid  by  him,  leas  the 
actual  damages  resulting  from  his  non-compliance  with  his  contract. 

Damages  Causbd  bt  a  Breach  or  an  Aorebment  to  Porchasb  Rkal 
Propertt  are,  by  the  Code  of  California,  deemed  to  be  the  excess,  if 
any,  of  the  amount  which  would  have  become  due  to  the  seller  under 
the  contract  over  the  value  of  the  property- to  him;  and  an  agreement 
stipulating  that  a  different  sum  shall  be  considered  as  liquidated  dam- 
mges  for  such  breach  is  void. 

Demand,  when  Unnbcessart.  — If  a  Vendor  Elects  to  treat  a  contract  to 
purchase  property  of  him  as  rescinded  for  the  failure  of  the  vendee  to 
pay  the  balance  of  the  purchase  price,  it  becomes  his  duty  to  refund  all 
money  received  under  the  contract  in  excess  of  the  damages  arising 
from  its  breach,  and  no  demand  need  precede  a  suit  by  the  vendee  to 
recover  such  money. 

R.  B.  Terry  and  0.  W.  Thomas,  for  the  appellants. 
/.  R,  Webb  and  F,  H.  Short,  for  the  respondent. 

Vancliep,  C.  On  the  twentieth  day  of  April,  1888,  the  par- 
ties to  this  action  entered  into  a  written  agreement  whereby 
the  defendants  agreed  to  sell  and  the  plaintiff  to  purchase 
three  lots  of  land  in  the  town  of  Fresno  at  the  price  of  twelve 
thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid  as  follows:  One 
thousand  dollars  upon  the  execution  of  the  agreement, 
seven  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  within  sixty  days  from 
the  date  of  the  agreement,  and  to  assume  and  pay  a  mortgage 
of  four  thousand  dollars  to  Robert  B.  Thompson,  and  also  to 
pay  the  interest  on  the  mortgage  and  all  taxes  thereafter  to 
become  due  on  the  land.  The  agreement  also  contains  the 
following  provision:  — 

"In  the  event  of  the  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms 
hereof  by  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  the  parties  of  the  • 
first  part  shall  be  released  from  all  obligation  in  law  or  equity 
to  convey  said  property,  and  said  party  of  the  second  part 
shall  forfeit  all  right  thereto,  and  all  money  paid  thereon  shall 
be  as  liquidated  damages  for  the  non-fulfillment  hereof  by  the 
party  of  the  second  part.  And  the  said  parties  of  the  first 
part,  on  receiving  such  payments  at  the  time  and  in  the  man- 
ner above  mentioned,  agree  to  execute  and  deliver  to  the  said 
l>arty  of  the  second  part,  or  to  his  assigns,  a  good  and  suffi- 
cient deed  conveying  the  said  land  free  and  clear  of  all  encum- 
brances made,  done,  or  suffered  by  the  said  parties  of  the  first 
part,  except  as  above  specified. 

*'  And  it  is  understood  that  the  stipulations  aforesaid  are  to 
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apply  to  and  to  bind  the  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators 
and  assigns  of  the  respective  parties,  and  that  time  is  of  the 
essence  of  this  contract." 

The  plaintiff  paid  one  thousand  dollars  upon  the  execution 
of  the  agreement,  but  failed  to  pay  the  seven  thousand  five 
hundred  dollars  when  the  same  became  due,  apd  never  offered 
to  pay  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  until  the  twenty-fourth 
day  of  April,  1889  (about  ten  months  after  maturity),  when 
he  tendered  full  payment,  and  demanded  a  deed  for  (tie  land. 
The  defendants  then  refused  to  accept  payment  or  to  execute 
a  deed,  and  also  refused  to  refund  to  plaintiff  the  one  thousand 
dollars  paid  by  him  upon  the  execution  of  the  agreement,  and 
elected  to  rescind  the  agreement.  Thereupon  the  plaintiff 
commenced  this  action  to  recover  the  one  thousand  dollars 
paid  by  him  upon  the  execution  of  the  agreement^  formally 
alleging  in  his  complaint  the  facts  above  stated. 

The  defendants  filed  ah  amended  answer,  in  which  they 
expressly  admit  the  execution  of  the  contract  and  the  pay- 
ment of  one  thousand  dollars  as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  but 
allege  that  they  have  performed  their  part  of  the  contract,  and 
that  plaintiff  failed  and  refused  to  pay  the  seven  thousand 
five  hundred  dollars,  or  any  part  thereof,  when  the  same  became 
due,  and  that  he  abandoned  the  contract.  They  admit,  how- 
ever, that  plaintiff  made  the  tender  of  payment  and  demand 
for  a  deed  on  April  24,  1889,  as  alleged  in  the  complaint. 
They  further  "allege  that  on  the  failure  of  plaintiff  to  per- 
form his  said  covenants,  they  treated  the  one  thousand  dollars 
heretofore  paid  as  forfeited,  and  said  contract  as  abandoned 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  annulled,  and  that  they  converted  the 
said  one  thousand  dollars  to  their  own  use." 

They  further  allege  that  "  the  said  property  had  greatly 
Increased  in  value  between  June  20,  1888,  and  April  24, 1889; 
that  said  increase  was  of  the  value  of  two  thousand  dol- 
lars." 

They  **  deny  that  they  are  indebted  to  plaintiff  in  any 
sum,  or  that  plaintiff  has  sustained  any  damage  by  reason 
of  any  act  of  defendants,  or  either  of  them." 

To  this  answer  the  defendants  added  a  cross-complaint,  in 
which  they  set  out  the  agreement;  allege  the  payment  of  the 
one  thousand  dollars,  the  performance  thereof  on  their  part, 
the  failure  and  refusal  of  the  plaintiff  to  perform  on  his  part, 
except  as  to  the  payment  of  the  one  thousand  dollars;  '^  that 
defendants   are   the  owners  and   in   possession  of  the  land 
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described  in  said  contract;  that  said  contract  Is  a  cloud 
upon  defendants'  title  to  said  land  ";  and  praying  that  the 
contract  be  declared  void  and  of  no  effect,  and  that  it  be  can- 
celed, and  for  such  further  relief  as  they  may  be  entitled  to. 

Upon  due  notice,  plaintiff's  counsel  moved  for  judgment  on 
the  pleadings.  At  the  time  appointed,  counsel  for  the  respect- 
ive parties  appeared,  and  plaintiff's  counsel  argued  the  mo- 
tion, an4  it  was  submitted  on  briefs  to  be  thereafter  filed,  but 
defendants'  counsel  failed  to  file  any  brief. 

Some  time  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  agreed  upon 
and  allowed  for  filing  briefs,  to  wit,  on  October  12,  1889,  the 
court  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  one  thousand 
dollars,  and  interest  thereon  from  April  24,  1889,  and  costs. 

Thereafter,  upon  due  notice,  defendants'  counsel  moved  the 
court  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  on  the  grounds,  —  1.  That 
the  complaint  does  not  state  facts^  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action;  2.  That  no  written  findings  of  facts  were  filed 
or  made;  3.  That  material  allegations  of  the  complaint  were 
denied;  4.  That  no  answer  was  made  to  the  cross-complaint; 
5.  That  the  answer  stated  new  matter  constituting  a  defense 
to  the  action. 

At  the  same  time,  defendants'  counsel  made  another  motion 
to  vacate  the  judgment,  on  the  ground  'Uhat  said  judgment 
was  made  and  entered  against  defendants  through  their  mis- 
take, inadvertence,  and  excusable  neglect." 

This  motion  was  made  on  affidavits,  in  connection  with 
which  they  proffered  a  draught  of  a  second  amended  answer 
which  they  proposed  to  file  in  case  the  judgment  should  be 
set  aside. 

The  following  are  the  affidavits  upon  which  the  motion  was 
made:  — 

"R.  B.  Terry,  being  first  duly  sworn,  deposes  and  says  that 
he  is  now,  and  at  all  times  since  the  defendants  have  ap- 
peared in  this  action,  their  attorney  in  said  matter;  that  when 
the  motion  heretofore  made  by  plaintiff  for  judgment  upon 
the  pleadings  herein  was  ordered  submitted  by  the  court  upon 
briefs  thereafter  to  be  filed  by  counsel  for  plaintiff,  and  briefs 
of  defendants  in  reply  thereto,  affiant,  upon  receiving  the 
briefs  of  counsel  for  plaintiff,  was  unable  to  find  in  the  city  of 
Fresno  the  authorities  upon  which  his  answer  to  said  brief 
would  be  made,  and  that  upon  an  examination  of  said  au- 
thorities at  hand,  affiant  determined  that  in  order  that  the 
^.ase  should   be  fully  determined  upon  its  merits,  that  he 
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would  ask  leaye  of  the  court  to  file  a  second  amended  answer; 
that  so  intending,  he  did  not  answer  such  brief. 

"  R.  B.  Terry." 

"  A.  J.  Pedlar,  being  first  duly  sworn,  deposes  and  says  that 
be  is  one  of  the  defendants  in  the  above-entitled  action;  that 
the  judgment  herein  entered  on  the  twelfth  day  of  October, 
1889,  was  entered  through  mistake,  inadvertence,  surprise, 
and  excusable  neglect,  and  was  shown  in  the  affidavit  of  R.  B. 
Terry,  filed  herewith. 

^  Affiant  further  says  that  he  has  fully  and  fairly  stated 
the  case  in  this  action  to  his  said  counsel,  R.  B.  Terry,  who 
resides  in  the  county  of  Fresno,  state  of  California,  and  after 
such  statement,  is  advised  by  said  R.  B.  Terry  that  he  has  a 
good  and  substantial  defense  on  the  merits  of  the  action,  and 
thoroughly  believes  the  same  to  be  true.        A.  J.  Pedlar." 

The  proffered  amended  answer  contained  two  averments  in 
addition  to  the  first  amended  answer,  to  the  efifect,  —  1.  That 
defendants  had  tendered  to  plaintiff  a  sufficient  deed  for  the 
lots  on  the  twentieth  day  of  June,  1888,  and  at  the  same  time 
demanded  payment  of  the  sum  of  $7,500,  which,  by  the  terms 
of  the  agreement,  the  plaintiff  was  to  pay  "un  or  before  sixty 
days  from  the  date  "  of  the  agreement;  but  that  plaintiff  then 
refused  to  pay  said  sum,  or  any  p^^rt  thereof,  and  thereby 
released  the  defendants  from  all  obligations  under  said  agree- 
ment, and  thereby  also  released  all  claim  to  the  $1,000  there- 
tofore paid  by  him;  and  2.  That  between  April  20,  1888,  and 
April  24,  1889,  certain  taxes  and  assessments  amounting  to 
$114.65  were  levied  upon  said  lots,  and  became  due  and  pay 
able,  and  that  plaintiff  never  paid  nor  tendered  them,  or  any 
part  thereof,  and  that  defendants  were  compelled  to  pay  a 
street  assessment  of  forty-five  dollars. 

The  proffered  answer  also  contained  the  following,  which 
was  not  in  the  first  amended  answer:  ''  Defendants  deny  that 
they,  or  either  of  them,  elected  to  rescind  said  contract  of  sale 
in  complaint  mentioned,  or  that  they  did  rescind  the  samei, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  allege  that  plaintiff  rescinded  said  con- 
tract and  every  portion  thereof  long  prior  to  the  twenty-fourth 
day  of  April,  1889." 

The  court  denied  the  motion  to  set  aside  the  judgment;  and 
the  defendants  appeal  from  the  judgment,  and  also  from  the 
order  denying  their  motion,  upon  the  judgment  roll  containing 
their  bill  of  exceptions. 
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1.  I  think  there  was  no  error  in  rendering  judgment  on  the 
pleadings.  It  clearly  appears  that  the  contract  was  rescinded 
long  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  that  it  was 
so  considered  by  both  parties.  Time  was  of  the  essence  of  the 
contract.  Plaintiff  failed  to  pay  the  seven  thousand  five  hun- 
dred dollars  on  or  before  June  20, 1888,  according  to  the  agree* 
ment,  and  did  not  tender  payment  thereof  until  April  24, 1889, 
when  the  defendants  refused  to  accept  it  and  execute  a  deed, 
on  the  ground  that  plaintiff  had  abandoned  and  annulled  the 
contract  by  failing  to  tender  payment  within  the  stipulated 
time,  —  sixty  days.  They  say  in  their  answer  that,  upon  the 
failure  of  plaintiff  to  pay  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
they  treated  the  contract  as  abandoned  and  annulled  by  plain* 
tiff,  and  the  one  thousand  dollars  paid  as  forfeited,  and  they 
do  not  deny  the  averment  in  the  complaint  that  they  ''elected 
to  rescind  said  contract  of  sale." 

From  the  time  defendants  refused  to  accept  payment  and 
execute  a  deed  (April  24,  1889),  the  plaintiff  has  considered 
the  contract  rescinded,  and  bases  this  action  partly  upon  that 
ground,  his  complaint  stating  facts  from  which  a  rescission  is  a 
necessary  inference.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover  the  one  thousand  dollars  paid  by  him, 
less  such  actual  damages  as  may  have  been  sustained  by  the 
defendants  by  plaintiff's  breach  of  the  contract:  Orey  v.  Tubba^ 
43  Cal.  364;  Cleary  v.  FolgeVy  84  Cal.  316;  18  Am.  St.  Rep. 
187;  but  such  damages  cannot  be  recouped  in  this  action,  for 
the  reason  that  none  such  has  been  pleaded:  Orey  v.  TubbSf  43 
Cal.  364;  Cleary  v.  Folger,  84  Cal.  316;  18  Am.  St  Rep.  187. 

Counsel  for  appellants  contend,  however,  that  his  clients  are 
entitled,  under  the  express  stipulation  of  the  contract,  to  re* 
tain  the  one  thousand  dollars  paid  as  liquidated  damages; 
whereas  respondent's  counsel  claim  that  the  stipulation  as  to 
liquidated  damages  is  void.  This  is  the  principal  issue  pre- 
sented for  decision.  I  think  the  stipulation  is  void,  under  the 
following  sections  of  the  Civil  Code:  — 

*'  Sec.  1670.  Every  contract  by  which  the  amount  of  dam- 
age to  be  paid,  or  other  compensation  to  be  made,  for  a  breach 
of  an  obligation,  is  determined  in  anticipation  thereof,  is  to 
that  extent  void,  except  as  expressly  provided  in  the  next 
section. 

"  Sec.  1671.  The  parties  to  a  contract  may  agree  therein 
upon  an  amount  which  shall  be  presumed  to  be  the  amount 
of  damage  sustained   by  a  breach  thereof,  when,  from  the 
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nature  of  the  case,  it  would  be  impracticable  or  extremely 
difficult  to  fix  the  actual  damage." 

It  appears,  from  the  nature  of  the  contract  under  consider- 
atioQ,  that  it  would  not  be  impracticable  or  at  all  difficult  to 
fix  the  actual  damage  in  this  case,  since  seistion  3307  of  the 
Civil  Code  provides  a  rule  by  which  the  damage,  in  all  cases 
of  this  kind,  may  be  measured  and  definitely  fixed,  as  follows; 
^The  detriment  caused  by  the  breach  of  an  agreement  to  pur- 
chase an  estate  in  real  property  is  deemed  to  be  the  excess,  if 
any^  of  the  amount  which  would  have  been  due  to  the  seller, 
under  the  contract|  over  the  value  of  the  property  to  him." 
That  is,  the  .excess  of  the  agreed  price  over  the  value  of  the 
property  to  the  party  who  agreed  to  sell. 

In  Field  on  Damages,  sec.  508,  the  rule  is  stated  as  follows: 
^  The  general  rule  of  damages  on  failure  of  the  vendee  to  take 
the  property  pui  chased,  and  pay  for  the  same,  would  be  the 
actual  loss  sustained  by  the  vendor  thereby;  which  would 
ordinarily  be  the  difference  between  the  actual  contract  price 
and  the  actual  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  breach,  if 
the  property  shall  have  declined  in  value."  See  also  Eva  v. 
MeMahon,  77  Cal.  467. 

The  defendants  not  only  failed  to  plead  any  damages  to 
ihem,  but  alleged  in  their  answer  an  increase  of  two  thousand 
dollars  in  the  value  of  the  property  between  the  default  of  the 
plaintiff  and  their  refusal  to  accept  payment  and  execute  a 
deed;  and  as  it  does  not  appear  that  plaintiff  ever  had  posses* 
Bion  of  the  property,  but  does  appear  that  defendants  were  in 
possession  at  the  time  they  answered,  they  can  claim  nothing 
for  nse  and  occupation. 

No  material  averment  of  the  complaint  was  denied.    The 
denial  of  indebtedness  was  but  a  conclusion  of  law  inconsis- 
ent  with  the  admitted  facts. 

The  defendants  were  not  entitled  to  any  affirmative  relief 
upon  their  cross-complaint  which  they  have  not  obtained  by 
the  judgment  on  the  pleadings.  Both  the  complaint  and  an- 
swer admitted  that  the  agreement  had  been  rescinded  and 
annulled  by  the  parties;  and  as  the  judgment  on  the  plead- 
ings partly  rests  upon  that  faet,  it  is  conclusive  evidence  of 
the  fact 

The  agreement  was  not  recorded,  and  not  being  acknowl- 
edged, was  not  entitled  to  record.  Besides,  the  cross-com- 
plaint does  not  offer  to  refui  d  the  money,  or  any  part  thereof^ 
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admitted  to  have  been  received  by  the  defendants  undeir  tlie 
contract:  Bohall  v.  Diller,  41  Gal.  533. 

It  is  urged  that  the  complaint  fails  to  state  a  cause  of  ac* 
tion,  in  that  no  demand  is  alleged.    The  action  is  to  recover 
money  had  and  received  by  defendants  to  the  use  of  the  plain* 
tiff,  and  it  is  alleged  the  defendants  *'  refused  and  still  refuse 
to  pay  to  plaintiff  said  sum  of  one  thousand  doUarSi  or   &ny 
part  thereof"    The  answer  admits  the  receipt  of  the  money, 
and  alleges  that  defendants  *'  converted  the  said  one  thousand 
dollars  to  their  own  use." 

From  the  time  the  defendants  elected  to  rescind  the  con* 
tract,  or  to  consider  and  treat  it  as  rescinded,  it  was  tlieir 
duty  to  refund  the  money  they  had  received  under  the  con- 
tract, and  no  den^and  before  suit  was  necessary:  Q^imby  v* 
Lyon,  63  Cal.  394. 

2.  It  does  not  appear  that  there  was  any  error  or  abuse  of 
the  discretion  of  the  court  in  overruling  the  defendants'  mo- 
tion to  set  aside  the  judgment,  and  counsel  for  appellants  has 
not  urged  this  point  here.    The  averment  in  the  proffered 
answer  that  defendants  tendered  to  plaintiff  a  deed  on  the 
twentieth  day  of  June,  1888,  and  demanded  payment,  etc., 
only  shows  that  plaintiff  was  first  in  default.    It  does  not 
change  or  dispute  the  fact  that  both  parties  considered  and 
treated  the  contract  as  rescinded,  as  above  stated,  and  had  it 
been  inserted  in  the  answer  on  which  the  judgment  was  ren« 
dered,  the  plaintiff  would  still  have  been  entitled  to  judgment 
on  the  pleadings. 

I  think  the  judgment  and  order  should  be  affirmed. 

FooTE,  C,  and  Belcher,  C,  concurred. 

The  Court.    For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion, the  judgment  and  order  are  affirmed. 

Hearing  in  Bank  denied. 


VSNDOR  AND  VbNDBK  —  CONT&ACra  OF  SaLB,  FoBFEITCRES  FOB  BrBAOH  OF. 

— The  general  rule  seema  to  be,  that  where  parties  make  time  for  payment 
of  parchase-money  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  a  court  of  equity  cannot 
relieye  a  vendee  who  has  made  default:  Note  to  SmUh  ▼.  Manner,  68  Am. 
Dec  87.    Compare  Saf^ord  ▼.  Weeks,  38  Kan.  319;  5  Am.  St  Rep.  748. 

A  vendee  may  recover  the  purchase-money  by  him  paid,  where,  through 
no  fault  of  his,  the  vendor  refuses  to  convey:  Pressnell  v.  LuncUn,  44  Midd. 
551;  but  he  cannot  recover  such  money  when  he  himself  refuses  to  receive  a 
deed  without  good  cause:  Frederick  v.  Birkett,  37  Kan.  636.  A  vendor  of 
land,  who  has  necessarily  been  put  to  expense  in  performing  his  part  of  the 
contract  of  sale,  may  recover  damages  on  account  thereof  from  the  veudee^ 
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who  i^rongfaUj  refuses  to  perform  the  contract  on  his  part;  KeUe^  t.  Wtai^ 
36  Minn.  520. 

BaooTKBT  ov  PuROHASi-MONBT — Dbkakd. — When  the  Tendee  is  enti* 
tied  to  raooyer  the  pnrehase- money  already  paid,  upon  the  rescission  of  a  con* 
tEact  of  sale,  no  demand  is  necessary  before  bringing  a  snit  to  recover  the 
Cka^Uld  r,  Wmamt,  82  GaL  619;  Jetuem  t.  Weide,  42  Minn.  69. 


MooBB  V.  Long  Bbaoh  Dbyelopmbnt  Company, 

[87  CAUFOBtfIA,48a.] 

InxxxpBB  n  HOT  Liable  fob  Loss  or  Boardbb's  Baggaob  and  other 
Talnables  by  fire,  not  shown  to  have  been  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the 
innkeeper  or  his  servants. 

Imkb,  Boardbbs  at.  Who  abb.  —  One  who  goes  to  an  inn  kept  as  a  pleas* 
are  resort,  with  his  wife,  with  the  determination  to  remain  a  long  time, 
if  her  health  should  be  benefited  by  her  residence  there,  and  arranges 
for  terms  of  entertainment  by  the  month  at  rates  less  than  those  charged 
transient  customers,  and  who  has  no  other  place  of  residence,  must  be 
regarded  as  a  boarder,  and  not  as  a  guest,  for  the  safety  of  whose  bag* 
gage  and  other  valuables  the  innkeeper  is  liable  as  an  insurer  against  loss 
by  accidental  fire. 

Scarborough  and  Waterman^  arid  Chapman  and  Hendricks^ 
for  the  appellant 

Les,  Gardner^  and  Scoitj  and  A,  B.  HotchkUSf  for  the  re- 
spondent. 

FooTB,  C.  The  respondent  contends  that  the  statement 
upon  motion  for  a  new  trial  which  appears  in  the  transcript 
cannot  be  looked  into,  for  the  reason  that  it  is  not  identified 
as  having  been  used  upon  the  hearing  of  the  motion. 

There  is  but  one  notice  of  appeal,  and  that  is,  both  as  to 
the  judgment  and  the  order  denying  a  new  trial.  The  stipu- 
lation at  the  end  of  the  transcript  is  to  this  effect:  ''  It  is 
hereby  agreed  that  the  foregoing  transcript  contains  a  full, 
true,  and  correct  copy  of  all  papers  necessary  and  proper  to 
be  used  on  this  appeal;  that  the  appeal  herein  was  duly  per- 
fected,  and  the  requisite  deposit  in  lieu  of  an  undertaking 
was  given  within  the  time  prescribed  by  law;  that  the  fore- 
going is  a  full,  true,  and  correct  transcript  of  the  record  on 
appeal,  and  that  the  appeal  herein  may  be  heard  thereon." 

If  the  word  '*  appeal,"  as  used  in  the  stipulation,  was  in* 
tended  to  apply  to  both  the  order  denying  a  new  trial,  and 
the  judgment,  then  it  covers  the  statement  of  the  case  which 
appears  in  the  transcript,  which  is  in  due  form,  and  appears 
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to  have  been  settled  by  the  judge,  and  filed  on  February  3, 
1890.  The  order  denying  a  new  trial  was  made  on  the  17th 
of  February,  1890. 

It  is  plain  that  the  appeal  was  taken  from  both  order  and 
judgment,  and  the  stipulation  evidently  refers  to  them  both, 
where  the  word  '* appeal"  is  used.  Since  the  stipulation 
states  that  the  "  appeal  herein  may  be  heard  "  upon  the  rec- 
ord on  appeal  in  the  transcript,  it  is  proper  that  the  statement 
here,  under  all  the  facts  appearing  in  the  record,  should  be 
held  as  being  one  that  can  be  looked  into  on  the  appeal  from 
the  order  denying  a  new  trial. 

The  main  argument  for  the  reversal  of  the  judgment  and 
order  by  the  appellant  seems  to  be  that  the  evidence  is  insuf- 
ficient to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  boarder,  and  not  a 
guest,  of  the  innkeeper  who  was  sued,  and  the  former  con- 
tends that  if  a  guest  he  is  entitled  to  recover,  but  not  as  a 
boarder. 

The  case,  as  stated  in  the  complaint,  is  that  of  an  individ- 
ual who  goes  to  an  inn  as  a  giiest  or  transient  traveler,  and 
while  he  is  there  the  inn  burns  down,  and  he  loses  his  baggage, 
containing  wearing  apparel,  jewels,  and  other  personal  valu- 
ables, occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  and  his 
servants,  and  seeks  to  make  the  innkeeper  responsible  for  the 
loss.  The  fire  appears  to  have  been  purely  accidental,  and 
there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  goods  lost  were  not  under  the 
control  of  the  owner,  kept  in  his  rooms,  or  that  they  were  ever 
in  the  manual  possession  of  the  innkeeper. 

Nor  is  it  proved  or  found  that  the  fire  or  loss  occurred  by 
any  negligence  of  the  defendant,  its  servants  or  agents.  But 
the  plaintiff  contends  that  an  innkeeper  is  an  insurer  of  the 
goods  of  his  guests  placed  in  the  inn,  even  as  against  loss  by 
fire,  as  well  as  robbery  and  theft,  and  that  if  they  are  lost 
or  injured  while  there,  by  any  of  these  agencies,  that  the  inn- 
keeper must  make  good  the  loss. 

It  does  not  seem  that  any  case,  as  to  such  a  loss  by  fire, 
has  been  adjudicated  by  the  appellate  court  of  this  state.  But 
in  Mateer  v.  Brown^  1  Cal.  221,  52  Am.  Dec.  303,  and  in  Pin^ 
kerton  v.  Woodward^  33  Cal.  600, 91  Am.  Dec.  657,  cases  where 
the  loss  to  the  guest  seems  to  have  been  occasioned  by  robbery, 
it  was  held  that  the  innkeeper  was  an  insurer  of  the  property 
committed  to  his  care,  against  everything  but  the  act  of  Ood 
or  the  public  enemy,  or  the  neglect  or  fraud  of  the  owner  of 
the  property. 
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Conceding,  therefore,  without  deciding,  that  the  view  urged 
by  the  appellant  is  the  law  of  this  state  upon  the  matter  in 
liand,  the  real  question  for  determination  here  is,  whether  the 
evidence  shows  the  plaintifif  to  have  been  a  guest  or  a  boarder. 
Each  case,  as  to  this  point,  turns  upon  its  special  state  of 
/acts.  There  is  no  doubt  in  our  minds,  upon  the  facts  here, 
that  the  plaintiff  and  his  family  were  boarders  whose  time  of 
remaining  at  their  place  of  sojourn  depended  upon  their  own 
volition.  They  went  to  the  inn  to  ascertain  if  it  was  a  place 
vrhere  the  health  of  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff  would  be  bene- 
fited, with  the  determination  to  remain  there  indefinitely, 
])erhap8  for  a  very  long  time,  if  such  should  be  the  case.  But 
with  a  view,  if  her  health  did  not  improve,  to  leave  at  any 
time.  It  was  also  shown  that  the  plaintiff,  before  going  there 
with  his  family,  had  made  an  arrangement  for  terms  of  en- 
tertainment at  a  great  deal  less  than  those  for  a  transient 
traveler,  and  by  the  month,  and  they  went  prepared  to  stay, 
if  they  desired,  for  a  considerable  time,  and  to  enjoy  all  the 
gayeties  that  might  take  place.  They  had  no  other  place  of 
residence,  and  for  the  time  being  this  inn  was  to  be  such,  sub- 
ject, as  to  time  of  stay,  to  their  volition,  but  at  reduced  rates 
of  board  by  the  month. 

It  was  evidently  the  hope  and  the  expectation  of  the  plain* 
tiff  and  wife  that  her  health  would  be  benefited  at  this  inn, 
which  was  a  pleasure  resort,  its  principal  business  season  be- 
ing that  of  the  summer.  And  it  is  fair  to  presume  that  they 
thought  it  would  benefit  her,  and  went  prepared  to  stay  as 
permanent  boarders,  rather  than  transient  travelers.  These 
facts  were  known  to  the  defendant,  and  with  this  idea  in  the 
minds  of  both  the  contracting  parties,  together  with  the  fact 
that  the  plaintiff  had  just  been  boarding  at  another  inn,  at 
another  place,  and  had  left  there  some  of  his  goods,  such  as 
he  did  not  expect  to  need  at  the  defendant's  inn,  and  had 
no  fixed  home,  and  that  he  got  reduced  terms  of  board,  and 
did  not  place  his  valuables  in  the  care  of  the  innkeeper,  are 
very  persuasive  that  it  was  the  intention  of  all  the  parties 
that  he  should  be  a  boarder,  and  not  a  mere  transient  traveler 
or  guest,  and,  for  the  time  being,  a  resident  of  the  place  where 
he  was  intending  to  board.  Under  these  facts,  and  others  ap- 
pearing in  the  record,  we  cannot  say  that  the  findings  of  the 
court  below  are  not  sufficiently  supported  by  the  evidence. 

We  therefore  advise  that  the  judgment  and  order  be  af- 
firmed* 
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Belcher,  C,  and  Hayne,  C,  concurred. 

The  Court.  For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opinion, 
the  judgment  and  order  are  affirmed. 

Hearing  in  Bank  denied. 

Ihnkxbpkr's  LiABn^irr  for  Gukst's  Bagqaob  avd  Valuablks:  Seo 
Wear  y.  Oleason,  62  Ark.  364;  20  Am.  St  Rep.  186,  and  note;  Coakery  ▼. 
Naglt,  83  Ga.  69C;  20  Am.  St  Rep.  833,  and  note;  HhuUz  ▼.  WaU,  134  Pa. 
St  262;  19  Am.  St  Rep.  686,  and  note;  extended  note  to  Cluie  ▼.  Wiggins^ 
7  Am.  Dea  449-458. 

IvNKBEPSBS.  —  Afl  to  who  are  giieets,  and  when  they  cease  to  be  such,  see 
note  to  MeDanUU  y.  HobkuMt  62  Am.  Deo.  586-592;  note  to  Hancock  ▼• 
Rand,  46  Am.  Rep.  119-121. 


NoRDHOLT   V.    NoRDHOLT. 

[87  CALiroRKIA,  562. J 

Dui>  Madb  bt  a  Minor  in  Exbcution  of  a  Trust  cannot  be  disaffirmed 
by  him. 

Trust — Fraui>.  — If  a  Son  Induobs  his  Mother  to  Convkt  Property 
TO  Him  bt  Promising  that  he  will  hold  it  for  the  benefit  of,  and  will 
convey  it  to^  another  of  her  sons,  bnt  intending  all  the  time  to  claim  the 
whole  of  it  for  himself,  equity  will  declare  him  to  be  a  mere  trustee  of 
the  legal  title  for  the  benefit  of  his  brother  to  whom  he  promised  to  con- 
vey it 

Plbadino  —  EviDBNOB.  -^  DuRESS  in  the  ezecation  of  a  conveyance  should 
not  be  permitted  to  be  proved,  unless  specially  pleaded. 

Oage  and  Roberts,  and  Brousaeaii^  Hatehf  and  Thomas^  for 
the  appellant. 

Shinn  and  Ling,  and  Anderson^  Fitzgerald^  and  Anderson^ 
for  the  respondent. 

Vanclief,  C.  The  issues  in  these  two  actions  were  the 
Bame,  and  the  actions  were  consolidated  and  tried  together 
by  the  lower  court  on  the  same  evidence.  The  court  found 
for  respondent  on  all  the  issues,  and  rendered  judgment  ac- 
cordingly. The  appeals  are  from  the  final  judgment|  and 
from  an  order  denying  motion  for  new  trial. 

It  apl^ars  by  the  pleadings  that  the  parties  are  brotherSi 
and  that  on  November  17,  1886,  their  mother  conveyed  to  the 
respondent,  William,  by  deed  absolute  on  its  face,  expressing 
a  nominal  consideration  of  one  dollar,  an  undivided  fourth 
part  of  certain  real  property  situate  in  the  city  and  county  of 
Los  Angeles;  that  appellant,  John,  claimed  that  this  convey* 
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was  in  trust  for  blm,  and  demanded  of  William  a  conveyance 
of  the  legal  title;  that  on  February  10,  1887,  William,  who 
was  then  a  minor  over  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  conveyed  to 
John  by  a  bargain  and  sale  deed,  expressing  a  nominal  con- 
sideration of  one  dollar,  the  same  undivided  fourth  of  the 
property;  that  this  conveyance  was  claimed  by  appellant, 
John,  to  have  been  made  in  execution  of  the  alleged  trust. 
The  respondent  denies  the  trust,  and  seeks  to  avoid  his  deed 
of  February  10th  to  John,  on  the  ground  that  at  the  time  of 
its  execution  he  was  a  minor  of  the  age  of  only  eighteen 
years. 

If  the  respondent  took  and  held  the  legal  title  in  trust  for 
appellant,  he  cannot  disaffirm  or  avoid  his  deed  in  execution 
of  that  trust  on  the  ground  of  his  minority,  since  the  execu- 
tion of  the  trust  was  a  duty  which  a  court  of  equity  would 
have  compelled  him  to  perform  notwithstanding  his  infancy: 
Elliott  V.  £om,  10  Ala.  348;  44  Am.  Dec.  488,  and  cases  there 
cited;  Starr  v.  Wright^  20  Ohio  St  97;  Prouty  v.  Edgar,  6 
Iowa,  353;  Schouler  on  Domestic  Relations,  sec.  416.  There- 
fore the  respondent's  right  to  disaffirm  his  conveyance  of  Feb- 
ruary 10th  depends  upon  the  issue-  as  to  whether  he  held  the 
legal  title  in  trust  for  the  latter.  Upon  this  issue  the  lower 
court  found  for  the  respondent,  and  the  appellant  contends 
ibat  this  finding  is  not  justified  by  the  evidence. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  deed  of  the  mother  to  respondent  to 
indicate  that  the  conveyance  was  in  trust;  nor  is  the  alleged 
trust  evidenced  by  any  written  instrument  subscribed  by  the 
respondent  or  his  agent.  If  the  trust  exists,  it  arises  from 
fraud,  and  is  therefore  a  constructive  trust,  not  within  the 
statute  of  frauds,  which  may  be  proved  by  parol;  and  this  is 
the  theory  on  which  the  case  was  tried. 

The  evidence  tended  to  prove  that  the  mother,  at  the  request 
of  respondent,  had  been  induced  to  convey  the  property  in 
question  to  her  four  children;  viz.,  respondent,  appellant,  and 
her  two  daughters,  —  one  undivided  fourth  to  each;  that  Wil- 
liam (respondent)  had  requested  her  to  convey  to  him  John's 
fourth  in  trust  for  the  latter,  on  account  of  John's  dissipated 
habits  at  that  time,  to  be  reconveyed  to  John  when  he  should 
become  temperate,  or  when  William  should  become  twenty-one 
years  of  age;  that  at  first  the  mother  consented  to  this,  and,  in 
the  absence  of  John,  William  presented  to  her  the  draught  of 
ft  deed  to  this  effect,  and  requested  her  to  execute  it;  that  she 
refused  to  execute  the  deed  as  drawn,  conveying  John's  fourth 
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to  William  in  trast;  but  did  then  (November  8, 1886)  ezecate 
a  deed  to  William  and  her  two  daughters^  conveying  to  each 
one  undivided  fourth  of  the  property;  that  afterwards  (No- 
vember 17,  1886),  respondent  again  requested  his  mother  to 
convey  to  him  the  other  fourth  in  trust  for  John,  which  she 
then  did  without  other  consideration  than  the  parol  ander- 
standing  with  respondent,  and  his  express  promise  to  her,  that 
he  would  reconvey  that  fourth  to  John  as  above  stated;  that 
at  the  time  of  making  this  promise  to  hold  in  trust  and  to 
reconvey  to  John,  respondent  did  not  intend  to  perform  his 
promise,  but  intended  to  claim  and  hold  that  fourth  absolutely 
for  himself,  as  he  does  in  these  actions;  that  upon  John's 
claiming  and  demanding  of  him  a  conveyance  of  that  fourth, 
he  executed  the  deed  of  February  10, 1887,  but  with  the  secret 
intention  of  thereafter  disaffirming  it  on  the  ground  of  his 
minority,  as  he  is  endeavoring  to  do  in  these  actions. 

These  facts,  if  proved,  constitute  such  fraud  as  would  justify 
a  court  of  equity  in  declaring  the  respondent  a  mere  trustee 
of  the  legal  title  for  the  benefit  of  the  appellant:  Brison  ▼. 
Brison^  76  Cal.  525;  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  189;  Adams  v.  Lambard^ 
80  Cal.  426;  Sandfoss  v.  Jones^  35  Cal.  481.  And  the  evidence, 
positive  and  circumstantial,  on  the  part  of  the  appellant, 
seems  prima  facie  sufficient  to  prove  them.  Indeed,  they 
seem  to  be  supported  by  a  decided  preponderance  of  evidence 
properly  admitted. 

But  it  was  claimed  by  the  respondent  on  the  trial,  without 
any  foundation  therefor  in  the  pleadings,  that  his  deed  to 
appellant  of  February  10,  1887,  was  executed  under  duress 
per  minaSf  which  his  testimony  on  the  trial  had  some  ten- 
dency to  prove.  This  testimony  of  the  respondent  as  to  threat<s 
by  John  was  objected  to  by  counsel  for  appellant,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  irrelevant  to  any  issue  made  by  the  plead- 
ings. The  objection  was  overruled  by  the  court,  and  counsel 
for  appellant  excepted.  Thereupon  respondent  testified  as 
follows:  "  Well,  at  that  time  John  thought  he  had  a  quarter- 
interest  in  this  property,  and  be  used  to  ask  me  for  the  prop- 
erty all  the  time.  At  that  time  he  was  drinking  very  heavily, 
and  he  told  me  several  times  if  I  did  not  give  him  up  that 
property  he  would  do  me  up,  or  something  to  that  effect  I 
felt  the  influence  of  hiit,  and  I  talked  with  Judge  Ling  about 
it,  and  he  said  if  I  gave  him  a  deed  I  could  disaffirm  it  after 
a  while,  and  keep  him  quiet  for  the  present.  So  with  that  I 
made  a  deed  to  him  of  one  quarter-interest  in  the  property. 
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John  would  speak  to  me  about  the  matter  on  an  average  every 
other  day;  he  would  say  that  he  had  an  interest,  a  quarter- 
interest,  in  the  property,  and  that  he  wanted  it,  —  he  wanted 
A  deed  to  that  property.*' 

I  think  the  court  erred  in  overruling  the  objection  to  this 
testimony,  to  the  possible,  if  not  probable,  prejudice  of  the 
appellant  The  conveyance  of  February  10, 1887,  under  the 
circumstances  of  John's  claim  and  demaqd,  tended  to  justify 
an  inference  that  the  respondent  then  recognized  the  trust 
and  his  obligation  to  convey  the  property  to  John,  which  cor- 
roborates and  strengthens  the  other  evidence  of  the  trust;  but 
if  the  conveyance  was  coerced  by  duress  of  any  kind,  no  such 
inference  could  be  drawn.  Why,  if  respondent  did  not  recog- 
nize the  trust,  did  he  execute  the  deed  of  February  10, 1887? 
This  question,  so  pertinent  under  the  circumstances,  is  an- 
swered by  evidence  of  duress.  But  since  the  execution  of  the 
deed  was  expressly  admitted  by  respondent's  pleadings,  and 
the  duress  sought  to  be  proved  was  affirmative  matter  in 
avoidance  of  the  deed,  it  should  have  been  specially  pleaded; 
else  no  evidence  to  prove  it  should  have  been  admitted  agninst 
the  objection  of  appellant:  McOreary  v.  MarstoUj  56  Cal.  403; 
McCreery  v.  Duane,  52  Cal.  262;  Miller  v.  Sharp,  48  Cal.  394; 
McComb  V.  Reedy  28  Cal.  281;  87  Am.  Dec.  115. 

The  only  matter  pleaded  in  avoidance  of  the  deed  is  the 
minority  of  the  respondent,  which,  we  have  seen,  is  not  avail- 
able if  the  respondent  held  the  property  in  trust  as  alleged, 
and  as  the  evidence  tends  to  prove. 

For  the  error  in  admitting  respondent's  testimony  as  to 
daress,  I  think  the  judgment  and  order  should  be  reversed, 
and  the  causes  remanded  for  a  new  triaL 

Belcher,  C,  concurred. 

Hayne,  C.  (concurring).  I  concur  in  the  foregoing  opinion, 
but  go  further.  I  think  it  would  make  no  difference  if  the 
daress  were  pleaded  in  the  fullest  manner.  The  deed  of  the 
respondent  can  no  more  be  avoided  on  the  ground  of  duress 
than  it  can  on  the  ground  of  minority.  A  court  of  equity  will 
not  lend  its  assistance  to  a  man  to  set  aside,  on  the  ground  of 
duress,  an  execution  of  a  valid  trust  That  would  be  to  assist 
a  fraud. 

This  question  fairly  arises,  and  if  it  be  not  disposed  of  now, 
the  case  will  probably  come  back  again. 

The  (X}URT.    For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opinion, 
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the  judgment  and  order  are  reversed,  and  the  causes  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 

Hearing  in  Bank  denied. 


Iktakts,  Dsbds  of.  —  A  deed  executed  by  a  minor,  whereby,  as  a  tmsteei, 
he  conveys  the  naked  legal  title,  can  not  be  disaffirmed  by  him:  Note  to  Oraig 
T.  VanBthber,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  641,  612. 

CoNSTRUcriVB  Trust  —  Fraud.  —  Persons  acquiring  title  by  fraud  are 
trustees  for  the  injured  party:  LewU  v.  LtwU,  9  Mo.  182;  43  Am.  Deo.  540L 


Avery  v.  Clark. 

[87  California,  619.] 

Veitbor's  LniN  is  not  the  Result  of  Ant  Agreement  or  iNTBimoir  el 
the  vendor  and  vendee,  but  is  simply  an  equity  raised  by  the  courts  for 
the  benefit  of  the  former. 

Vendor's  Lien  is  Lost  bt  Taking  a  Mortqaob  to  secure  the  payment  of 
the  purchase  price,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  agreement  that  the  ven- 
dor shall  not  thereby  lose  his  right  to  resort  to  his  vendor's  lien. 

Vendor's  Lien  is  not  Assignable. 

Vendor's  Lien  and  Mortgage  for  Purchase-money.  -^  When  a  Tendor 
parts  with  title,  and  takes  a  mortgage  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  par* 
chase-money,  in  which  is  inserted  a  statement  that  it  is  given  "in  part 
payment  of  the  purchase-money  of  the  within  secured  property,*'  these 
words  do  not  preserve  the  pre-existing  vendor's  lien  nor  extend  the  lien 
of  the  mortgage  by  relation  back  to  the  date  of  the  contract  of  sale. 

Mechanic's  Lien  in  this  State  Relates  to  the  Day  when  Materials 
WERE  Cohmbnoed  TO  BE  FuRNiSHED  by  the  lien-holder,  and  hence 
has  precedence  over  a  mortgage  executed  subsequently  to  that  time, 
though  given  to  secare  a  balance  due  on  the  property  for  the  purchase 
price  thereof. 

Mechanic's  Lien.  —  Under  the  code  of  California,  if  a  building  is  construoted 
on  lands  with  the  knowledge  of  a  person  having  or  claiming  any  interest 
therein,  such  interest  is  subject  to  such  lien,  unless  he  gives  notice  that 
he  will  not  be  responsible,  and  if  he  afterwards  makes  a  conveyance  of 
the  property,  taking  a  mortgage  to  secure  the  payment  of  part  of  the 
purchase  price,  his  mortgage  is  subordinate  to  the  mechanic's  lien. 

r.  /.  Carran  and  Walter  Bordwellj  for  the  appellant 

Wells,  Outhrie^  and  Lee^  C.  MeFarland,  and  Albert  Orutcher^  for 
the  respondents. 

Harrison,  J.  This  is  an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage  made  by  the  defendants  Humeston  to  one  Bobbins, 
and  by  him  assigned  to  the  plaintiff.  The  defendants,  other 
than  the  mortgagors,  are  claimants  of  mechanics'  liens  for 
labor  and  materials  furnished  in  the  construction  of  a  dwell- 
ing-house upon  the  premises  described  in  the  mortgage:  Judg- 
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ment  was  rendered  for  a  Bale  of  the  premises,  and  directing  that 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  the  claims  of  the  respondents 
(McCarthy,  Clark,  and  Humphreys)  should  have  priority  in 
payment  over  the  mortgage  claim  of  the  plaintiff.  From  this 
judgment  the  plaintiff  has  appealed,  upon  the  ground  that  his 
daim  was  the  first  lien  upon  the  lands. 

The  case  is  here  upon  the  judgment  roll  alone,  and  presents 
the  following  facts:  September  24,  1888,  A.  S.  Robbins,  the 
plaintiff's  assignor,  being  in  possession  of  a  lot  of  land  in  Los 
Angeles  under  a  contract  of  purchase  from  one  Griffes,  who  was 
the  owner,  made  an  agreement  with  the  defendant  Cassie  M. 
Hameston  to  sell  her  the  same  for  the  sum  of  two  thousand 
two  hundred  dollars,  of  which  she  then  paid  two  hundred  dol- 
lars, and  took  possession  of  the  land.  This  agreement  was 
never  recorded.  In  the  latter  part  of  October  of  the  same 
year,  the  defendant  R.  C.  Humeston,  husband  of  said  Cassie, 
with  her  consent,  and  at  the  advice  of  Robbins,  began  the 
oonstruction  of  a  dwelling-house  upon  the  lot,  which  was  com- 
pleted April  16,  1889.  No  written  contract  was  made  for  the 
oonstruction  of  the  house,  and  its  value  or  cost  exceeded  one 
thoosand  dollars. 

January  5, 1889,  Oriffes  executed  to  Robbins  a  deed  of  the  lot, 
and  on  the  same  day  Robbins  convejred  it  to  Mrs.  Humeston, 
and  at  the  same  time  Mrs.  Humeston  and  her  husband  gave 
him  their  four  promissory  notes  for  five  hundred  dollars  each, 
for  the  unpaid  amount  of  the  price  thereof,  and  executed  the 
mortgage  in  question  to  secure  their  payment.  Both  of  the 
deeds  were  recorded  on  the  day  of  their  date,  and  the  mort- 
gage two  days  thereafter. 

March  19,  1889,  the  plaintiff  purchased  the  mortgage  and 
notes  from  Robbins,  who  on  that  day  *'  assigned "  them  to 
him. 

Prior  to  the  date  of  this  mortgage,  viz.,  December  8,  1888, 
the  respondents  Clark  and  Humphreys  entered  into  a  verbal 
contract  with  R.  C.  Humeston  to  furnish  lumber  and  other 
materials  as  might  be  required  in  the  construction  of  the 
house,  and  between  that  day  and  April  10,  1889,  furnished 
materials  which  were  used  in  such  construction  to  the  value 
of  $2,017,  for  which  they  afterwards  filed  their  claim  of  lien. 
At  the  time  of  making  this  contract  they  knew  that  Mrs. 
Hameston  claimed  the  land  under  a  contract,  and  was  in- 
debted tQ  Robbins  for  the  purchase-money  to  the  extent  of  two 
thousand  dollars.      The  court  does  not  find  on  what  day 
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Clark  and  Humphreys  commenced  to  furnish  the  materials, 
other  than  that  it  was  ''  between  the  third  day  of  December, 
1888,  and  April  10,  1889  ";  but  it  is  conceded  in  the  brief  of 
counsel  for  appellant  that  they  commenced  to  furnish  them 
t)n  the  third  day  of  December,  1888. 

It  is  contended  by  the  appellant  that  by  virtue  of  the  con- 
tract of  sale  between  Robbins  and  Mrs.  Humeston,  there  was 
created  in  favor  of  Robbins  a  vendor's  lien  for  the  unpaid 
portion  of  the  purchase-money,  which  was  preserved  in  the 
mortgage  that  was  taken  at  the  time  Robbins  conveyed  the 
property  to  her,  and  that  the  right  to  enforce  this  lien  passed 
to  the  plaintiff  by  the  assignment  to  him  of  the  notes  and 
mortgage,  and  has  priority  over  the  liens  of  the  respondents. 

A  vendor's  lien  is  not  the  result  of  any  agreement  or  any 
intention  of  the  vendor  and  vendee,  but  is  a  simple  equity 
raised  by  courts  for  the  benefit  of  the  vendor  of  real  estate. 
It  is  a  privilege  purely  personal,  and  cannot  exist  in  favor  of 
any  but  the  vendor.  It  does  not  exist  in  his  favor  if  he  has 
other  security  for  the  land  which  he  has  conveyed.  It  is  not 
assignable,  even  by  express  contract,  nor  does  it  pass  to  the 
assignee  of  the  vendee's  obligation  for  the  purchase-money.  . 

It  has  been  uniformly  held  in  this  state  that  this  lien  is 
lost  by  any  act  on  the  part  of  the  vendor  manifesting  an 
intention  on  his  part  not  to  rely  upon  the  lien,  and  that,  al- 
though it  is  competent  for  him  to  take  security  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  price  of  the  land,  and  by  an  express 
agreement  not  lose  his  right  to  resort  to  this  lien,  yet  his 
taking  such  security  is  prima  facie  a  waiver  of  the  lien,  and, 
in  the  absence  of  some  agreement  to  the  contrary,  the  vendee 
will  hold  the  land  discharged  from  such  lien.  In  Hunt  v. 
Waterman^  12  Cal.  301,  the  vendor  had  taken  a  mortgage  on 
the  property  sold  for  the  payment  of  the  entire  purchase- 
money,  but  by  reason  of  some  defect  the  mortgage  was 
unavailing  as  a  security.  He  then  brought  an  action  to  fore- 
close his  vendor's  lien.  The  court  says:  "The  question  in 
this  case  is  directly  presented  whether  in  this  state  a  vendor's 
lien  exists  when  a  mortgage  security  is  taken  for  the  pur- 
chase-money. Decisions  of  the  various  courts  have  been 
numerous  on  this  branch  of  jurisprudence,  and  are  not  har- 
monious. The  better  rule,  supported  by  the  weight  and 
number  of  authorities,  is  to  hold  the  silent  lien  of  the  vendor 
extinguished  whenever  the  vendor  manifests  an  intention  to 
abandon,  or  not  to  look  to  it;  and  it  is  held  that  he  does  this 
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whenever  he  takes  other  and  independent  security  upon  the 
same  land,  or  a  portion  of  the  same  land,  or  on  other  land. 
When  he  looks  to  other  security,  be  loses  this  tacit  lien.*'  In 
Baum  V.  Grigsby,  21  Cal.  172,  81  Am.  Dec,  158,  Judge  Field, 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says:  ^^Wben  any  other 
independent  security  is  taken, — as  a  mortgage  on  the  land 
or  upon  other  property,  or  the  personal  responsibility  of  a 
third  person, — the  lien  is  held  to  be  waived,  unless  there  is 
at  the  time  an  express  agreement  for  its  retention.  The  tak- 
ing of  a  distinct,  independent  security  is  presumptive  evidence 
of  the  waiver." 

It  is  also  the  established  rule  in  this  state  that  this  lien  is 
not  assignable,  and  that  the  assignee  of  the  right  to  recover 
the  money  for  which  the  land  was  sold  cannot  enforce  the 
lien:  Baum  v.  Origsby,  21  Cal.  172;  81  Am.  Dec.  153;  Camden 
V.  Vailj  23  Cal.  633.  In  Baum  v.  Grigsby,  21  Cal.  172,  81 
Am.  Dec.  153,  the  court  says:  ''The  cases  which  deny  that 
the  lien  passes  with  the  personal  security  of  the  vendee  do 
not  rest,  except  in  a  few  instances,  upon  the  want  of  a  special 
assignment  from  the  vendor,  but  upon  the  ground  that  the 
lien  is,  in  its  nature,  unassignable;  and  to  that  conclusion  we 
have  arrived.  .  •  •  .  The  assignee  of  a  note  given  for  the  pur- 
chase-money has  not  parted  with  the  property  Which  he  seeks 
to  reach,  in  consideration  of  the  note  he  has  received.  He 
has  never  held  the  property,  and  has,  therefore,  no  special 
claims  upon  equity  to  subject  it  to  sale  for  his  benefit.  The 
particular  equity  of  the  vendor  in  this  respect  cannot,  in  the 
nature  of  things,  be  asserted  by  another.'' 

These  principles  were  afterward  formulated  in  the  Civil 
Code,  which  provides:  — 

*'Sec.  3046.  One  who  sells  real  property  has  a  vendor's 
lien  thereon,  independent  of  possession,  for  so  much  of  the 
price  as  remains  unpaid  and  unsecured  otherwise  than  by  the 
personal  obligation  of  the  buyer. 

"  Sec.  3047.  Where  a  buyer  of  real  property  gives  to  the 
seller  a  written  contract  for  payment  of  all  or  part  of  the 
price,  an  absolute  transfer  of  such  contract  by  the  seller 
waives  his  lien  to  the  extent  of  the  sum  payable  under  the 
contract" 

Properly  speaking,  a  vendor's  lien  does  not  exist  until  the 
vendor  has  parted  with  his  title.  So  long  as  he  retains  the 
title  he  cannot  be  said  to  have  any  implied  lien  upon  the  land. 
The  security  which  he  then  has  for  the  purchase-money  is 
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created  by  express  reservation,  and  cannot  be  impaired  by 
any  act  of  the  vendee.  This  is  an  express  lien,  existing  by 
virtue  of  a  contract  executed  between  the  parties,  and  is  ca* 
pable  of  assignment  and  enforcement  by  his  assignee:  Taylor 
V.  McKinney,  20  Cal.  618.  Such  a  lien  is  open  and  manifest 
to  the  world,  and  is  entirely  different  from  the  secret,  invisible 
lien  which  the  law  implies  in  behalf  of  the  vendor  when  he 
parts  with  the  title,  and  which  is  known  only  to  the  parties  to 
the  transaction,  and  those  to  whom  they  may  communicate 
the  fact.  For  such  a  lien  equity  makes  no  special  provision, 
but  leaves  the  parties  to  rely  upon  the  contract  which  they 
have  executed  between  themselves. 

Whatever  was  the  nature  of  the  security  held  by  Robbins 
prior  to  January  5,  1889,  by  virtue  of  the  contract  of  sale 
between  him  and  Mrs.  Humeston,  whether  it  was  a  vendor's 
lien  or  a  lien  in  the  nature  of  a  mortgage,  or  whether,  inas- 
much  as  he  did  not  himself  have  the  title  to  the  land,  it  was 
a  security  differing  from  either  of  these,  when  he  took  the 
promissory  notes  of  Mrs.  Humeston  and  her  husband,  secured 
by  their  mortgage  upon  the  land  which  he  then  conveyed  to 
her,  he  waived  whatever  lien  he  had  prior  to  that  date,  and 
thereafter  had  only  the  lien  that  existed  by  virtue  of  the  mort- 
gage. The  unpaid  price  of  the  land  did  not  thereafter  '^  re- 
main unsecured  otherwise  than  by  the  personal  obligation  of 
the  buyer."  In  addition  to  her  personal  obligation,  he  had  the 
personal  obligation  of  her  husband,  together  with  their  mort- 
gage on  the  land  to  secure  the  same.  By  these  acts  his 
vendor's  lien,  if  he  had  any,  was  extinguished,  and  bis  prior 
security  was  merged  in  the  mortgage,  and  became  an  open, 
public,  and  express  lien.  Nor  did  the  insertion  in  the  mort- 
gage of  the  clause,  '^  This  mortgage  is  given  in  part  payment 
of  the  purchase-money  of  the  within  described  property," 
have  the  effect  to  extend  the  lien,  by  relation,  to  the  date  of 
the  contract  of  sale.  These  words  do  not  constitute  or  imply 
any  agreement  or  intention  for  the  preservation  of  a  prior 
lien.  The  fact  that  the  mortgage  which  the  vendor  takes  at 
the  time  of  the  conveyance  is  expressed  to  be  for  the  pur- 
chase-money of  the  land  is  none  the  less  a  waiver  of  his 
vendor's  lien. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case  has,  however,  only  such  rights  of 
lien  upon  the  land  as  Robbins  could  transfer,  and  such  as  he 
did  transfer  on  the  19th  of  March,  1389,  by  his  assignment  of 
the  notes  and  mortgage.     He  does  not  in  his  complaint  allege 
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any  asmgnment  to  hiro  of  any  other  lien  than  was  created  by 
the  mortgage,  —  his  allegation  being  that ''  on  the  nineteenth 
day  of  March,  1889,  for  a  valuable  and  sufficient  consideration, 
said  plaintiff  purchased  said  mortgage  and  notes  from  said  A, 
S.  Bobbins,  who  then  and  there  duly  assigned,  transferred,  set 
over,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  plaintiff";  and  the  find- 
ing of  the  court  is  in  accordance  with  this  allegation.  We 
have  seen  above  that  as  the  assignee  of  Robbins  he  is  not  en« 
titied  to  assert  any  vendor's  lien  in  his  own  behalf. 

Section  1186  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  declares  that 
**  the  liens  provided  for  in  this  chapter  are  preferred  to  any 
lien,  mortgage,  or  other  encumbrances  which  may  have  at« 
tached  subsequent  to  the  time  when  .  •  •  •  the  materials  were 
commenced  to  be  furnished." 

Inasmuch  as  the  only  lien  which  the  plaintiff  has  is  that 
of  his  mortgage,  which  did  not  attach  to  the  land  until  Janu- 
ary  5, 1889,  and  as  the  respondents  commenced  to  furnish 
the  materials  for  which  their  lien  was  allowed  prior  to  that 
date,  it  follows  that  their  lien  was  preferred  to  the  lien  of  the 
plaintiff. 

Nor  do  the  provisions  of  section  2898  of  the  Civil  Code  give 
to  the  plaintiff,  under  the  facts  of  this  case,  priority  for  the 
lien  of  his  mortgage  in  disregard  of  this  section.  Section  1192 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  provides  that  "  every  build- 
ing ..«  .  constructed  upon  any  lands  with  the  knowledge  of 
the  owner,  or  the  person  having  or  claiming  any  interest 
therein,  shall  be  held  to  have  been  constructed  at  the  instance 
of  sach  owner  or  person  having  or  claiming  an  interest 
therein,  and  the  interest  owned  or  claimed  shall  be  subject  to 
any  lien  filed  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  chap- 
ter," unless  such  person  shall  give  notice  that  he  will  not  be 
responsible  for  the  same.  Not  only  did  Robbins  fail  to  give 
any  such  notice,  but  the  court  finds  that  he  '^  consented  to  and 
advised  the  construction  of  said  dwelling-house."  Although 
he  was  not  the  "  owner  "  of  the  lands  until  January  5,  1889, 
yet  by  virtue  of  his  contract  with  Griffes,  he  was  until 
that  date,  and  for  several  months  prior  to  the  time  when  the 
respondents  began  to  furnish  materials,  a  ^'  person  having  or 
claiming  an  interest  therein,"  and  that  interest,  to  its  entire 
extent,  became  subject  to  their  lien. 

The  principle  upon  which  liens  are  allowed  in  favor  of  me- 
chanics and  material-men  is,  that  their  labor  and  materials 
have  given  value  to  the  buildings  upon  which  they  have  been 
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expended,  and  that  it  is  inequitable  that  the  owner  of  the  land, 
who  has  contracted  with  them  for  such  improvement,  or  who 
has  stood  by  and  seen  the  improvement  in  progress  withoni 
making  any  objection,  should  have  the  benefit  of  their  expen- 
ditures  without  making  compensation  therefor.  Even  in  the 
absence  of  the  foregoing  provisions  of  the  code,  it  would  be  in 
contravention  of  well-established  rules  if,  under  the  facts  of 
this  case,  the  lien  of  Bobbins  should  have  priority  over  that 
of  the  respondents.  Having  advised  the  construction  of  the 
dwelling-house  upon  land  then  owned  by  him,  under  the  most 
elementary  principles  of  equity  he  would  not  be  permitted  to 
avail  himself  of  this  increased  value  for  the  purpose  of  en« 
hancing  his  own  security  at  the  expense  of  those  who  had 
themselves  given  value  to  the  land. 

There  was  no  error  in  allowing  to  Clark  and  Humphreys  as 
a  portion  of  their  claim  the  sum  of  $190  for  certain  glass  used 
in  the  building.    The  court  found  that  Clark  and  Humphreys 
furnished  to  the  defendant  R.  C.  Humeston  materials  of  the 
value  of  $2,037.84,  to  be  used  in  the  construction  of  the  dwell- 
ing-house, and  that  "  of  and  included  in  said  amount  is  a 
claim  for  glass,  amounting   to  $190,  furnished  by  the  firm 
of  Schlesinger  and   Goldwater,"  and   that   Schlesinger  and 
Goldwater  refused  to  deliver  the  same  until  paid  for.     The 
court  does  not  find  that  Schlesinger  and  Goldwater  furnished 
the  glass  to  Humeston,  but  does  find  that  the  material  fur- 
nished  by  Clark  and  Humphreys  to  Humeston  was  of  the 
above  value,  and  that  included  in  this  amount  was  this  claim 
for  glass  which  Schlesinger  and  Goldwater  refused  to  deliver 
until  paid  for,  and  that  Clark  and  Humphreys  paid  Schlesin- 
ger and  Goldwater  for  the  glass.     These  findings  are  entirely 
consistent  with  the  fact  that  Clark  and  Humphreys  agreed 
with  Humeston  to  furnish  the  glass  for  the  dwelling-house,  and 
for  that  purpose  bought  the  same  from  Schlesinger  and  Gold- 
water,  but  that  Schlesinger  and  Goldwater  refused  'to  deliver 
the  glass  to  them  until  it  was  paid  for,  and  that  thereupon 
Clark  and  Humphreys  paid  for  the  glass,  and  furnished  it 
according  to  their  contract  with  Humeston.    As  the  appeal  is 
taken  upon  the  judgment  roll  without  any  bill  of  exceptions, 
we  must  assume  that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  support 
all  the  findings  of  the  court. 

The  foregoing  principles,  which  give  priority  to  the  lien  of 
Clark  and  Humphreys,  are  also  applicable  to  the  lien  of  Mc- 
Carthy.     We  cannot  say  that  the  description  of  the  land  in 
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Qm  claim  of  lien  filed  by  him  is  not ''  Bufficient  for  identifica^ 
tion'*:  Code  Civ.  Proc.,  sec.  1187. 
The  jndgment  of  the  court  below  is  afiQrmed. 

Patbr80N«  J.,  and  Garoutte,  J.,  concurred. 

in  Bank  denied. 


Vdtdob  avd  Vkndsx.  -»  What  is  a  Vbndor's  Likic :  See  note  to 
SAneUp  T.  .Ragan^  28  Am.  Deo.  199.  Upon  the  eonveyanoe  of  land,  the 
pnrehaao  money  not  being  paid,  and  no  distinct  security  for  its  payment 
being  taken,  a  constructiye  trost  arises,  the  vendee  being  considered  as  true* 
tee  of  tiie  land  for  the  vendor  until  the  purchase-money  is  paid,  and  thus  an 
equitable  lien  accrues  to  the  vendor:  Acton  v.  WaddingUm,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  17; 
and  the  lien  is  in  the  nature  of  a  mortgage,  and  must  be  for  some  certain 
•ooont:  Balow  v.  Farmtr^  eie.  ln».  Co,,  77  Mich.  640.  In  Richards  v.  Arms 
de;  L.  Co.,  74  Mich.  67,  it  is  decided  that  equity  will  not  raise  a  vendor's 
lien  where  there  was  no  agreement  for  a  lien  between  the  parties.  In  North 
GiroUna,  the  doctrine  of  the  vendor's  lien  does  not  prevail:  Peck  v.  Culber* 
««>  104  N.  O.  426. 

VnrDOR  AVB  Vkndkb.  — Vbndob's  Ltbn,  how  Lost:  See  note  to  Burgem 
v.  FoMtakka^  17  Am.  SU  Rep.  232;  note  to  SchnMy  v.  Ragan,  28  Am.  Dec. 
109  et  seq.  The  lien  is  waived  pro  tanio  by  aooepting  the  note  of  a  third 
person  for  a  part  of  the  purchase-money:  Wiseonsin  etc.  Bank  v.  Filer,  83 
Mieh.  493.  So  the  lien  may  be  lost  by  mingling  the  debts  secured  thereby 
with  other  debts:  Bneh&on  v.  Smith,  79  Iowa,  874.  The  insolvency  of  the 
vendee  does  not  extinguish  the  vendor's  lien,  which  is  based  not  merely  upon 
«a  equity,  but  upon  a  contract  between  the  parties  which  is  enforceable: 
•Z>R«iv.  JBagUson,  79  Iowa,  270. 

Vsinx>R  A9D  Vbndks — AssiGNABniiTT  OF  THB  Vbndor's  Libn. — The 
*  general  rule  is,  that  a  vendor's  lien  is  not  assignable:  Soule  ▼.  HurUnit,  68 
Coon.  611;  Oruhn  ▼.  Richardson,  128  111.  178;  Law  v.  Butler,  44  Minn.  482; 
note  to  Schnebly  v.  Ragan,  28  Am.  Deo.  199  et  seq.  But  where  one  sells 
lealty  to  another,  and  tiie  purchase-money  is  paid  by  a  third  person,  to  whom 
the  vendee  gives  a  note  for  the  purchase-money,  reserving  a  vendor's  lien» 
iueh  note  and  lien  are  good  in  the  hands  of  the  third  person:  Johnson  v. 
Tomueiuf,  77  Tez.  640.  In  Alabama,  under  the  provisions  of  the  statutes,  a 
▼endor's  lien  may  pass  to  a  transferee  of  the  purchaser's  notes  by  delivery 
only,  without  any  indorsement  or  assignment  in  writing:  Jones  v.  Lockard^ 
89  Ala.  676. 

Mbchanics'  LiKifS.^-The  lien  of  a  mechanic  or  of  a  material-man  begins 
with  the  oommencement  of  the  work  or  furnishing  the  material  under  an 
express  or  implied  contract  with  his  employer,  and  attaches  upon  whatever 
eeUte  the  latter  owns  at  the  commencement  of  the  work  or  the  furnishing 
tbe  materials,  and  takes  precedence  over  all  after-acquired  liens,  and  any 
prior  liens  of  which  the  mechanic  or  material-man  had  neither  actual  nor 
constructive  notice:  Tritch  v.  Norton,  10  Col.  337;  Trammd  v.  Mount,  68 
Tei.  210:  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  479,  and  note;  Baker  v.  First  Nat,  Bank,  77 
Iova»  616:  Lindsay  ▼.  Oanning,  69  Conn.  296.  Mechanics'  liens  take  prece- 
deooe  over  ea^h  other  in  the  order  in  which  they  are  filed:  Robertson  v.  Bar^ 
rock,  80  Iowa.  538.  For  the  rule  in  Iowa  as  to  subsequent  mortgages  made 
W  a  mortgagee  in  good  faith,  who  had  no  notice  of  an  intention  to  file  a  me* 
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efaaaioa'  lien  on  tbe  part  of  the  mechanic,  eee  Gilbert  ▼.  Tharp,  72  Iowa»  71^ 
In  Frantiin  etc  Bank  v,  TayJor,  131  HL  377,  it  ia  held  that  a  mechanio's  lien 
attachea  when  the  contract  ia  made  with  the  owner  of  the  property,  and  if 
a  traat  deed  nnder  which  the  property  ia  held  prohibita  the  creation  of  any 
lien  thereon  in  respect  to  improvementa  pnt  npoa  the  property,  aach  reatrio- 
tion  ia  enforceable,  and  no  lien  can  be  placed  thereon. 

Mbchanio's  Lixn.  —  Aa  to  what  eatatea  and  intereata  can  be  affected  by  a 
mechanio'a  lien,  aee  note  to  Lyon  v.  McChffey,  46  Am.  Dec.  67^-^680;  Pcudeen 
T.  MoMht,  126  HL  72;  9  Am.  St  Rep.  632,  and  note  637,  538.  In  New 
Jenej,  mechanica'  liena  extend  only  to  legal  eatatea,  not  to  equitable  intai^ 
eata:  Dalrympk  r.  Rameey^  46  K.  J.  £q.  496;  anUra,  Weaver  t.  SAaeler,  124 
Pa.  St  473. 


[Is  Bank.] 

In  thb  Matter  of  Ah  You,  on  Habeas  Corpus. 

[88  CAUFOKiai.,  99.] 

Municipal  CoKPOBAnoNS  —  Obdinanoe,  whbn  Unreasonablb.  — Mcrin- 
ciPAL  Obdinanob  Pebmittino  a  Fine  not  exceeding  one  thousand  dol« 
lara  to  be  impoaed  aa  a  penalty  for  viaiting  a  houae  of  ill-fame,  and  alao 
an  impriaonment  not  exceeding  aix  montha,  ia  unreaaonable,  not  in 
harmony  with  the  lawa  of  the  atate,  and  therefore  void,  when  thoee 
laws  do  not  preacribe  any  penalty  for  thia  ofifense,  and  make  the  penalty 
for  living  in  and  about  auch  a  honae  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  ninety 
daya,  and  for  the  keeping  of  auch  a  houae  imprisonment  not  exceeding 
aix  montha,  or  a  fine  not  exceeding  fine  hundred  dollara^  or  both. 

Louis  E,  Phillips^  for  the  petitioner. 
William  8.  Barnes,  for  the  respondent. 

Harbison,  J.  The  petitioner  was  convicted  in  the  police 
court  of  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco  of  a  misdemea- 
nor, for  visiting  a  house  of  ill-fame,  and  on  the  seventh  day 
of  March,  1890,  was  sentenced  to  "  pay  a  fine  of  four  hundred 
dollars,  and  in  default  of  payment  thereof,  that  he  be  impris- 
oned in  the  county  jail  of  said  city  and  county  at  the  rate  of 
one  day  for  each  one  dollar  of  fine  until  said  fine  is  satisfied/' 
Under  a  commitment  issued  upon  this  judgment  he  was  im- 
mediately taken  into  the  custody  of  the  sheriff,  and  has  since 
that  day  been  confined  in  the  county  jail  of  San  Francisco. 

Section  33,  order  No.  1587,  as  amended  by  order  No.  1955, 
of  the  board  of  supervisors  of  the  city  and  county  of  San 
Francisco,  under  which  his  conviction  was  had,  is  as  follows: 
*^  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  in  the  city  and  county 
of  San  Francisco  to  keep  or  maintain,  or  become  an  inmate 
of,  or  a  visitor  to,  or  in  any  manner  to  contribute  to  the  sup- 
port of,  any  disorderly  house,  or  house  of  ill-fame,  or  place  for 


Feb.  1891.]  In  be  Ah  You.  281 

the  practice  of  gambling,  or  knowingly  let  or  underlet  or 
transfer  the  possession  of  any  premises  for  use  by  any  person 
for  any  of  said  purpo9es.  Every  person  who  shall  violate  any 
of  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor,  and  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  less  than  twenty 
dollars,  or  imprisonment  not  less  than  ten  days." 

The  maximum  amount  of  the  punishment  for  this  offense 
is  not  defined,  but  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  except 
as  it  is  qualified  by  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  order  1687, 
which  reads  as  follows:  **Any  person  violating  any  of  the 
provisions  of  this  order  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor, and  be  punished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  one  thousand 
dollars,  or  imprisonment  not  exceeding  six  months,  or  by  both 
Buch  fine  and  imprisonment." 

Construing  these  two  sections  together  as  defining  the  ex- 
tent of  the  punishment  by  fine  for  the  offense,  it  results  that 
the  ordinance  provides  that  the  penalty  for  visiting  a  house 
of  ill-fame  shall  be  not  less  than  twenty  dollars,  nor  more 
than  one  thousand  dollars. 

Municipal  ordinances  must  be  reasonable,  and  the  penalties 
prescribed  for  their  violation  must  also  be  reasonable  as  well 
as  definite.  It  is  not  essential,  however,  that  the  precise 
amount  of  the  penalty  for  each  offense  shall  be  designated  in 
the  ordinance.  It  is  sufficient  if  it  be  left  to  the  discretion  of 
the  court,  within  fixed,  reasonable  limits.  The  maximum 
limit  must,  however,  be  reasonable:  Dilloa  on  Municipal  Cor- 
porations, sees.  338,  341. 

The  legislature  (Stats.  1861,  p.  552)  has  given  to  the  city 
and  county  of  San  Francisco  power  "  to  determine  the  fines, 
forfeitures,  and  penalties  that  shall  be  incurred  for  the  breach 
of  regulations  established  by  its  board  of  supervisors,"  with 
the  maximum  limit  of  one  thousand  dollars,  or  six  months' 
imprisonment,  or  both.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  the  city 
is  authorized  to  affix  this  maximum  penalty  for  the  violation 
of  every  regulation  that  it  may  establish  under  its  general 
power  to  define  offenses,  and  prescribe  penalties  therefor.  It 
is  not  justified  in  prescribing  the  same  penalty  for  each  of- 
fense which  it  may  define.  Penalties  should  be  prescribed 
with  reference  to  the  offenses  which  are  committed,  rather 
than  to  the  power  under  which  they  may  be  prescribed. 
This  power  to  "determine"  the  penalties  which  shall  be 
incurred  for  the  breach  of  its  regulations  has  been  conferred 
upon  the  city,  and  must  be  exercised  by  its  board  of  super- 


282  In  be  Ah  You.  [CaL 

visoni,  and  not  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  judge  before  whonci 
the  offense  is  tried:  Matter  of  Frazee^  63  Mich.  408;  6  Am. 
St.  Rep.  310.  The  board  of  supervisors  must  itself  fix,  within 
limits  which  are  reasonable,  the  penalty  to  be  incurred  for  the 
violation  of  each  offense.  If,  however,  the  board  of  supervisors 
does  not  determine  the  penalty  in  any  other  terms  than  that  it 
shall  not  be  less  than  twenty  dollars,  but  leaves  to  the  judge 
the  power  to  affix  the  maximum  amount  of  punishment  which 
the  legislature  has  authorized  to  be  affixed  for  the  violatioa 
of  any  offense,  instead  of  fixing  the  penalty  within  reason- 
able limits,  it  gives  to  the  judge  the  discretion  of  determin- 
ing what  the  penalty  shall  be  for  each  offense.  This  has  the 
same  effect  as  if  it  had  itself  fixed  the  maximum  limit  of  the 
penalty  at  one  thousand  dollars.  But  a  municipal  ordinance 
which  should  prescribe  a  fine  of  one  thousand  dollars,  or  even 
four  hundred  dollars,  as  the  penalty  for  visiting  a  house  of  ill- 
fame,  would  be  not  only  unreasonable,  as  imposing  a  punish- 
ment greatly  disproportionate  to  the  offense,  but  would  also 
be  inconsistent  with  the  general  principles  of  the  Penal  Code 
upon  kindred  topics. 

In  the  exercise  of  the  power  conferred  upon  it  to  "  regulate 
all  practices  which  are  contrary  to  public  order  and  decency," 
by  virtue  of  which  this  ordinance  was  adopted  (Stats.  1863, 
p.  540),  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  city  to  frame  the  ordinance, 
so  far  as  practicable,  in  harmony  with  the  general  laws  of  the 
state:  Ex  parte  Kearny^  55  Cal.  225;  Dillon  on  Municipal  Cor- 
porations, sec.  319. 

The  act  of  which  the  petitioner  was  convicted  is  not  enu- 
merated among  the  crimes  which  are  defined  in  the  Penal 
Code,  but  is  made  an  offense  solely  by  virtue  of  the  ordi- 
nance. The  legislature  has  not  deemed  it  necessary  to  pre- 
scribe any  punishment  therefor,  and  from  the  statutes  which 
it  has  adopted  upon  kindred  topics,  the  penalty  allowed  by 
the  ordinance  in  question  must  be  held  to  be  not  in  harmony 
with  its  general  policy.  By  the  provisions  of  section  647  of 
the  Penal  Code,  a  person  "  who  lives  in  and  about  houses  of 
ill-fame  "  is  punishable  only  by  imprisonment  in  the  county 
jail  not  exceeding  ninety  days;  and  by  section  315  of  that 
code  the  extent  of  punishment  to  be  inflicted  upon  the  person 
who  *^  keeps  "  a  house  of  ill-fame  is  limited  to  imprisoment  in 
a  county  jail  not  exceeding  six  months,  or  a  fine  not  exceed- 
ing  five  hundred  dollars,  or  both. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  so  much  of  the  ordinance  in  ques- 
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tioD  08  permits  a  fine  of  one  thousand  dollars  to  be  imposed  as 
the  penalty  for  visiting  a  house  of  ill-fame  is  unreasonable,  and 
not  in  harmony  with  the  laws  of  the  state,  and  therefore  void. 
The  petitioner  must  therefore  be  discharged  from  custody. 
It  is  BO  ordered. 

McFabland,  J.  (concurring).  I  concur  in  the  order  dis- 
charging the  petitioner,  upon  the  ground  that  under  a  penal 
statute  or  ordinance  imposing  imprisonment  not  exceeding  a 
certain  term  or  fine,  or  both,  a  defendant  cannot  be  kept  in 
jail  under  the  pretense  of  enforcing  the  fine  for  a  term  longer 
than  the  maximum  term  of  imprisonment  prescribed  by  the 
statute.  This  has  always  been  my  opinion.  In  this  case  the 
petitioner  should  have  been  discharged  at  the  end  of  six 
months,  which  is  the  maximum  term  of  imprisonment  pre* 
scribed.  Under  the  other  view  (if  the  ordinance  be  valid), 
the  petitioner  could  have  been  fined  one  thousand  dollars,  and 
in  default  of  payment  sent  to  jail  for  one  thousand  days,  which, 
under  the  circumstances,  would  have  been  still  more  cruel 
and  absurd.  

MiTNicxFAL  Corporations.  — Qbdisasok,  RsA80!fABi.sNBss  or  Unreason- 
MMUOKwn  or,  how  datermmed:  People  ▼.  Amutrong,  73  Mioh.  28S;  16  Am. 
8t  B«p.  678,  and  note. 

A  by-Uw  of  a  town  not  consistent  with  the  general  laws  of  the  state  is 
▼Old:  Sobimon  ▼.  Mayor,  1  Humph.  166;  34  Am.  Dea  625,  and  note  633. 

A  monicipal  corporation's  power  to  pass  ordinances  mnst  be  exercised  rea- 
sonably, and  in  perfect  subordination  to  the  constitution  and  general  laws  of 
the  bwd:  OUy  of  8L  Paul  ▼.  Laidler,  2  Minn.  190;  72  Am.  Dec  89.  An 
ordinance,  to  be  ralid,  must  be  reasonable,  and  not  oppressive,  its  validity 
being  for  the  determination  of  the  court:  VUlage  qf  Hyde  Park  ▼•  OarUm,  132 
HI  100. 


[Im  Bank.] 

Donahue  v.  Meisteb. 

[88  Calivobria,  121.] 

JuRT  Trial.  —  Issvis  SBSPBcmNo  thr  Lroal  Titlh  to  Land  were  tri- 
able at  law  at  the  time  the  constitution  was  adopted,  and  either  party  is 
therefore  entitled  to  a  jury  trial  thereof  under  the  provision  of  the  state 
constitution  declaring  that  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  shall  be  secured  to 
all,  and  remain  inviolate. 

JvRT  Trial  in  Sans  to  Qitirt  TrrLR.  ->  Under  the  provision  of  the  code 
authorizing  any  person  claiming  title  to  real  property  to  maintain  an 
action  against  an  adverse  claimant  thereof  to  determine  their  conflicting 
claims  of  title,  either  party  is  entitled  to  trial  by  jury,  if  the  answer 
avers  that  defendant  was  wronginlly  in  possession  and  was  ousted  by 
the  plaintiff  and  wrongfully  kept  out  of  possession. 
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llnmra  Law — Koticb  mot  Cohspiououslt  Posted. — If  the  proceedingi 
for  locating  and  working  a  mining  claim  arc  in  all  respects  regalar,  they 
will  not  be  held  void  becaaae  notice  of  the  location  was  written  on  a 
paper  folded  with  the  writing  inside,  and  placed  npon  a  moond  of  rocks, 
underneath  two  flat  stones,  with  only  the  margin  of  the  paper  exposed 
to  view,  thongh  the  law  requires  that  inch  notice  be  posted  conspien- 
onsly  in  a  oonspicnons  place  upon  the  daim,  if  the  object  in  posting  the 
notice  as  it  was  posted  was,  not  to  conceal,  but  to  protect  it  from  the 
weather. 

T.  S.  Ford,  for  the  appellant 

John  CaldweUj  for  the  respondent 

McFarland,  J.    This  is,  in  form,  an  action  under  section 
738  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  to  quiet  title  to  a  certain 
quartz-mining  claim  and  land  called  by  plaintiff  the  ''Uncle 
Sam  "  claim.    The  complaint  is  in  the  usual  form,  and  con- 
tains an  averment  that  plaintiff  is  in  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises in  contest    In  the  answer,  all  the  averments  of  the 
complaint  are  denied,  except  that  of  possession.    It  is  further 
averred  in  the  answer  that  the  south  half  of  said  Uncle  Sam 
claimed   by  plaintiff  is  identical  with  the  north  half  of  a 
quartz-mining  claim  called  the  "  Waldeck,"  belonging  to  de- 
fendant; that  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  said 
south  half  of  said  Uncle  Sam,  and  "  was  lawfully  possessed 
thereof"  for  several    years  next  preceding  April  6,    1889; 
that  on  said  April  6th  **  the  plaintiff  wrongfully  and  unlaw- 
fully entered  thereon  "  and  ousted  defendant  therefrom,  and 
that  plaintiff  wrongfully  withholds  the  same  from  defendant- 
In  the  prayer  of  the  answer,  the  defendant  asked,  in  addi- 
tion to  general  relief,  that  he  '*  be  restored  to  the  possession  of 
that  part  of  the  Waldeck  ledge  described  as  being  in  contro- 
versy."   At  the  proper  time  defendant  demanded  a  jury  "on 
the  issue  raised  by  his  said  averments  of  prior  possession  and 
ouster";  the  plaintiff  opposed  the  demand,  because  the  case 
was  a  proceeding  in  equity;  and  on  that  ground  the  court  re- 
fused a  jury.    The  court  then  proceeded  to  try  the  case;  and 
after  making  certain  findings,  rendered  judgment  against  de- 
fendant, from  which  he  appeals.     And  the  first  point  made 
by  appellant  is,  that  the  court  erred  in  denying  his  demand 
for  a  jury.    We  think  that  in  this  contention  appellant  is 
right. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  the  legislature,  by  the  mere  device 
of  adding  new  cases  to  those  of  a  class  to  which  former  equi- 
table remedies  were  applicable,  cannot  encroach  upon  that 
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provision   of   the   state  constitution    which  says  that  "the 
right  to  trial  by  jury  shall  be  secured  to  all,  and   remain 
inviolate."      And   section    738  of  the  code  must  not  be  con- 
strued as  intending  to  violate  that  provision  of  the  constitu- 
tion, unless  such  construction  be  unavoidable.     Issues  about 
titles  to  land,  such  as  those  presented  by  the  answer  in  the 
case  at  bar,  were  triable  at  law  at  the  time  the  constitution 
was  adopted,  and  therefore  either  party  has  the  right  to  have 
Boch  issues  tried  by  a  jury:  Tabor  v.  CooJt,  15  Mich.  322.  And 
section   738    need   not   be  construed  as  attempting  to  take 
away  that  right    The  main  effect  of  said  section  is  to  give 
{Nirties  the  right  to  compel  others,  by  suit,  to  litigate  and  de- 
termine controversies  in  cases  where  such  right  did  not  before 
exist;  but  if  in  such  a  suit  issues  arise  which  are  clearly 
legal  and  cognizable  in  a  court  of  law,  the  code  does  not  take 
%way  the  right  to  have  such  issues  tried  by  a  jury.   Formerly 
an  action  like  the  one  at  bar  could  not  have  been  maintained 
at  all;   plaintiff  would  have  been  compelled  to  wait  until  the 
defendant  chose  to  disturb  his  possession  by  an  action.    The 
code  enabled  one  in  his  position  to  commence  the  legal  con- 
test; but  when  he  thus  brings  a  defendant  into  court  he  must 
^  prepared  to  meet  any  pertinent  issues  which  the  latter  may 
tender,  and  to  try  them  in  the  way  in  which  the  defendant  has 
the  right  under  the  constitution  to  have  them  tried. 

The  nature  of  the  action  to  quiet  title  before  and  after  the 
code  provision  is  clearly  stated  by  Field,  C.  J.,  in  Curtis  v. 
StUter^  15  GaL  262.  At  that  time  the  provision  of  the  statute 
was  substantially  as  it  is  now,  except  that  the  plaintiff  was 
f^uired  to  be  in  possession.  The  learned  judge  says:  **This 
statute  enlarges  the  class  of  cases  in  which  equitable  relief 
could  formerly  be  sought  in  the  quieting  of  title.  It  author- 
i»8the  interposition  of  equity  in  cases  where  previously  bills 
of  peace  would  not  lie.  Such  bills  were  of  two  classes.  Those 
o(  one  class  lay  where  the  right  which  the  plaintiff  asserted 
vas  controverted  by  numerous  persons  holding  distinct  and 
^parate  interests  depending  upon  a  common  source.  A  right 
of  fishery  asserted  by  one  party,  and  controverted  by  numer- 
ous riparian  proprietors  on  the  river,  and  the  right  to  tithes 
claimed  by  a  person  and  controverted  by  his  parishioners,  are 
instances  cited  by  Story  where  a  bill  of  this  nature  would  lie. 
Bills  of  the  other  class  lay  where  the  plaintiff  was  in  possession 
of  real  property,  and  his  possession  had  been  disturbed  by  le* 
gal  proceedings  in  which  his  title  had  been  successfully  main- 
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tained.    To  the  prosecution  of  bills  of  this  latter  class,  the 
concurrence  of  three  particulars  was  essential:  the  possession 
in  the  plaintiff,  the  disturbance  of  that  possession  hy  legal  pro- 
ceeding on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  the  establishment  of 
the  right  of  the  plaintiff  by  judgment  in  his  favor  in  such  pro- 
ceedings:  Shepley  y.  Rangely^  Davis,  249.    The  necessity  of 
bills  of  this  class  naturally  arose  from  the  nature  of  the  action 
of  ejectment,  which  being  founded  on  a  fictitious  demise  be- 
tween fictitious  parties,  a  recovery  therein  constituted  no  bar 
to  another  action.    Thus  the  successful  party  might,  by  re- 
peated  actions,  be  subjected  to  vexatious  and  harassing  liti- 
gation, and  to  procure  repose,  courts  of  equity  interpose  and 
finally  determine  the  controversy.     It  was  in  this  way,  only, 
that  adequate  relief  could  be  administered:  Devovsher  v.  Neu?- 
enhem^  2  Schoales  <fe  L.  208;  Welby  v.  Duke  of  Rutland^  6  Brown 
Pari.  C.  575.    Under  the  statute  of  this  state  it  is  unnecessary 
for  the  plaintiff  to  delay  seeking  the  equit&ble  interposition  of 
the  court,  until  he  has  been  disturbed  in  his  possession  by 
the  institution  of  a  suit  against  him,  and  until  judgment  in 
such  suit  has  passed  in  his  favor.     It  is  suflScient  if  whilst 
in  the  possession  of  the  property,  a  party  out  of  possession  claim 
an  estate  or  interest  adverse  to  him.     He  can  immediately, 
upon  knowledge  of  the  assertion  of  such  claim,  require  the  na- 
ture and  character  of  the  adverse  estate  or  interest  to  be  pro- 
duced, exposed,  and  judicially  determined,  and  the  question 
of  title  be  thus  forever  quieted.     It  does  not  follow  from  the 
fact  that  the  suit  is  brought  in  equity  that  the  determination 
of  questions  purely  of  a  legal  character  in  relation  to  the  title 
will  necessarily  be  withdrawn  from  the  ordinary  cognizance  of 
a  court  of  law.    The  court  sitting  in  equity  may  direct,  when- 
ever in  its  judgment  it  may  become  proper,  an  issue  to  be 
framed  upon  the  pleadings  and  submitted  to  the  jury.     Upon 
the  verdict  of  the  jury,  if  a  new  trial  be  not  granted,  the  court 
will  then  act,  by  either  dismissing  the  bill  or  by  adjudging 
the  adverse  estate  or  interest  claimed  to  be  invalid  and  of  no 
effect,  and  awarding  a  perpetual  injunction  against  its  asser- 
tion to  the  property  in  question.    There  is  no  difficulty  in  so 
conducting  a  suit,  under  the  statute,  as  to  fully  protect  the 
legal  rights  of  the  parties,  and  at  the  same  time  to  secure  the 
beneficial  result  afforded  by  a  court  of  equity  in  bills  of  peace, 
which  is,  repose  from  further  litigation." 

In  People  v.  Center^  66  Cal.  551,  which  was  an  action  like 
the  one  at  bar,  the  court  refers  to  Curtis  v.  Sutter^  15  Cal.  262, 
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and  Bays:  "  It  may  be  the  original  defendants  herein  would 
have  been  entitled  to  demand  a  jury  to  try  the  legal  issue  as 
to  the  right  of  possession,  but  a  jury  was  expressly  waived." 
And  there  is  the  same  intimation  in  Hyde  y.  Redding^  74  Cal.* 
497.  Coansel  have  not  called  our  attention  to  any  cases  in 
this  state  where  the  point  now  under  discussion  has  been  clearly 
decided  adversely  to  appellant's  contention,  although  cases  can 
no  doubt  be  found  where  the  court,  not  having  its  attention 
closely  called  to  the  subject,  has  assumed  that  the  proceeding 
under  the  code  is  an  equitable  action,  and  referred  to  the  gen- 
eral rule  that  courts  of  chancery  need  not  call  upon  juries  for 
assistance.  But  it  is  clear  that  the  right  to  a  jury  trial  can- 
not be  EYoided  by  merely  calling  an  action  equitable.  If  that 
were  so,  the  legislature,  by  providing  new  remedies  and  new 
kinds  of  judgments  and  decrees  in  form  equitable,  could  in  all 
cases  dispense  with  juries,  and  thus  entirely  defeat  the  con- 
stitutional provision  on  the  subject.  In  Hyde  v.  Redding^  74 
Cal.  497,  the  court  intimates  that  the  proceeding  under  section 
738  of  the  code  may  be  either  a  suit  in  equity  or  an  action  at 
law.  It  is  really  a  statutory  action.  The  code  confers  equi- 
table rights  so  far  as  it  grants  the  power  to  maintain  the  action 
at  all,  and  the  decree  is  in  form  equitable;  but  if  it  has  to  deal 
with  ordinary  common-law  rights  clearly  cognizable  in  courts 
of  law,  it  is  to  that  extent  an  action  at  law.  And  the  proper 
course  to  be  pursued  in  such  a  case  is  clearly  pointed  out  by 
Judge  Field  in  Curtis  v.  Sutler,  15  Cal.  262. 

The  point  here  involved  has  been  more  thoroughly  consid- 
ered by  the  supreme  court  of  Pennsylvania  than  in  any  other 
tribunal  to  which  our  attention  has  been  called.  In  that 
state,  the  legislature  attempted  in  several  different  acts  to 
avoid  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  by  providing  new  proceedings 
in  equity  for  the  determination  of  issues  which  parties  clearly 
had  the  right  to  have  determined  by  courts  of  law  and  juries, 
and  in  every  instance  the  court  held  either  that  the  act  was 
unconstitutional,  or  that  it  should  be  so  construed  as  not  to 
cut  off  the  right  of  trial  by  jury.  In  one  of  those  cases,  the 
court,  in  commenting  on  the  attempt  above  stated,  say:  "If 
this  could  be  done,  there  is  not  an  ejectmerit  in  the  common- 
law  courts  which,  by  the  inversion  of  parties,  could  not  be 
brought  into  a  court  of  equity  ":  Haine^s  Appeal^  73  Pa.  St. 
172.  In  another  case,  the  court,  speaking  of  the  provisions 
of  the  constitution,  say:  *'  It  cannot  mean  that  the  legislature 
may  confer  upon  the  supreme  court  and  the  courts  of  com- 
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mon  pleas  the  power  of  trying  according  to  the  course  of 
chancery  any  question  which  has  always  been  triable  accord- 
ing to  the  course  of  law  by  a  jury":  Norris's  Appeal^  64  Pa. 
St.  281.  In  another  case,  the  court  say:  ''An  act  of  the 
assenibly  transferring  any  part  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  com- 
mon-law courts  to  a  court  of  chancery  would  be  unconstitu- 
tional": Tillmea  v.  Marsh,  67  Pa.  St.  508.  The  limits  of  this 
opinion  will  not  allow  more  extended  quotations  from  other 
cases;  but  the  point  will  be  found  to  be  fully  discussed  and 
pointedly  decided  in  North  Penn.  Coal  Co.  v.  Snowden^  42  Pa. 
St.  488;  82  Am.  Dec.  530;  Norris's  Appeal,  64  Pa.  St.  275; 
Haine's  Appeal^  73  Pa.  St.  169;  and  TiUmes  v.  Marsh,  67  Pa. 
St.  507. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  according  to  the  verified  answer,  defend- 
ant was  entitled  to  possession,  and  was  in  the  possession  of 
the  disputed  premises  a  short  time  before  the  commencement 
of  the  action,  and  was  ousted  by  plaintiff.    If,  under  these 
circumstances,  defendant  had  commenced  an  action  against 
plaintiff  to  recover  possession,  it  would  have  been  conceded 
by  all  that  either  party  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  jurj 
trial.     But  it  is  equally  clear  that  plaintiff,  by  first  bringing 
suit,  and  thus  inverting  the  parties,  could  not  deprive  defend- 
ant of  his  right  to  a  jury.     If  it  were  not  for  the  provision  of 
the  code,  plaintiff  would  have  been  compelled  to  wait  until 
defendant  commenced  his  action,  and  then  there  would  have 
been  no  question  about  the  right  to  a  jury;  but  while  the 
legislature  had  the  power  to  grant  the  plaintiff  the  privilege 
of  himself  commencing  the  suit,  it  had  not  the  power  to  give 
him,  and  we  think  did  not  intend  to  give  him,  the  privilege 
of  thus  depriving  defendant  of  his  constitutional  right. 

We  have  discussed  this  point  somewhat  at  length  because 
there  is  a  growing  tendency  to  resort  to  the  statutory  action 
to  quiet  title  when  other  actions  would  be  more  appropriate; 
and  it  is  well  to  consider  the  general  nature  of  the  proceed- 
ing. But  as  other  difficult  questions  may  hereafter  arise 
where  this  form  of  action  is  used,  it  is  proper  to  say  that  the 
decision  in  the  case  at  bar  rests  upon  the  facts  of  the  case. 
It  is  decided  here  only  that  where  the  answer  shows  that  the 
defendant  was  rightfully  in  possession,  and  was  ousted  by 
plaintiff  and  wrongfully  kept  out  of  possession,  upon  the  trial 
of  those  issues  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  jury  trial. 

For  the  reason  above  given,  the  judgment  must  be  reversed: 
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bat  as  there  may  be  another  trial  of  the  case,  it  is  necessary 
to  notice  another  point  made  by  appellant. 

2.  As  we  understand  from  the  findings,  the  court  rendered 
judgment  against  defendant  solely  upon  the  ground  that  the 
original  notice  of  location  which  defendant  put  on  the  Wal- 
deck  claim  on  October  7,  1886,  —  nearly  three  years  before 
plaintiff's  location,  —  was  entirely  invalid,  and  all  acts  done 
afterwards  worthless,  because  it  was  not  posted  in  a  proper 
manner.     The  court  found  that  there  was  a  local  mining  cus- 
tom in  the  district  that  all  notices  of  location  of  quartz  claims 
should  be  in  writing,  and  "posted  conspicuously  in  a  con- 
spicuous place  upon  the  claim  located,  at  or  near  the  lode 
line  of  said  claim,  and  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  county 
recorder  of  said  Nevada  County."     We  gather  from  the  find- 
ings that  defendant's  notice  was  in  due  form,  and  was  put 
upon  the  lode  line,  and  was  duly  recorded;  that  they  properly 
marked  iheir  boundaries;  that  they  performed  annually  upon 
the  claim  the  amount  of  labor  required  by  law,  and  on  that  part 
of  the  claim  which  is  in  dispute;  that  their  location  was  made 
in  good  faith;  and  that  from  October  7,  1886,  to  April,  1889,  — 
the  time  when  plaintiff's  location  was  made,  —  they  "in  all 
other  respects  complied  with  law  and  custom  except  as  to  the 
manner  of  posting  the  notice."    The  notice  was  placed  on  the 
claim  in  this  way:  It  was  written  on  one  side  of  a  sheet  of 
paper,  which  was  folded,  with  the  writing  inside,  and  placed 
upon  a  mound  of  rocks  three  feet  high,  and  upon  the  notice 
were  placed  two  flat  rocks,  so  that  about  three  fourths  of  an 
inch  of  the  margin  of  the  paper  was  exposed  to  view,  the  rest 
of  the  paper  being  obscured  by  the  two  stones  which  covered 
it    For  this  reasoYi  the  court  held  that  the  notice  was  not 
conspicuously  posted,  and  that  therefore  the  entire  location 
was  void.    In  so  holding,  the  court,  we  think,  erred.    It  was 
not  found  that  the  notice  was  so  placed  for  the  purpose  of 
concealing  it;  but  it  was  found  that  the  location  was  made 
in  good  faith,  and  that "  in  posting  said  notice,  defendant, 
Meister  (who  posted  the  same),  intended  protecting  it  from 
the  weather,  and  had  made  prior  locations  the  same  way." 
It  is  further  found  tiiat "  other  devices  were  resorted  to  by 
miners  to  protect  the  notices  from  the  weather,  such  as  cov« 
ering  the  notice  with  glass,  or  folding  it  in  a  box  and  placing 
the  box  in  a  conspicuous  place." 

If  the  plaintiff  had  attempted  to  relocate  the  claim  imme- 
diately after  defendant's  notice  had  been  placed  there,  and 
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before  defendant  had  done  farther  acts  of  possession,  and  be* 
fore  there  had  been  any  legislation  by  Congress  upon  the  sub- 
ject, and  the  only  question  had  been  as  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  posting,  still,  we  think,  that  the  posting,  as  shown  by  the 
€ndings,  would  have  been  sufficient    A  substantial  compli- 
ance with    mining  customs,  where  good  faith  is  shown,  is 
certainly  sufficient.      It  appears  that  various  devices  were 
resorted  to  by  miners  in  the  district  to  protect  their  notices 
from  the  weather.    The  method  which  defendant  adopted  is 
certainly  not  more  objectionable  than  ''  folding  it  in  a  box.'' 
An  artificial  mound  of  rocks  on  the  line  of  a  lode  is  a  con- 
spicuous object,  which  would  naturally  attract  the  attention 
of  one  seeking  information  as  to  a  former  location  of  the  lode, 
and  the  slightest  examination  of  the  mound  would  result  in 
the  discovery  of  the  written  notice.     Plaintiff  should  have 
seen  it,  and  if  he  did  see  it,  and  had  the  actual  knowledge 
which  it  gave,  but  concluded  to  take  advantage  of  what  he 
deemed  a  defect  in  the  manner  of  posting,  the  technical  point 
which  he  thus  made  is  entitled  to  but  little  consideration.     It 
does  not  appear  how  much  labor  and  money  defendant  ex- 
pended on  his  claim  during  the  several  years  preceding  plain- 
tiff's entry,  except  that  he  expended  more  than  was  necessary 
to  comply  with  the  law;  but  if  he  had  expended  large  sums 
of  money  in  developing  the  mine,  and  had  sold  interests  to 
others  at  high  prices,  the  proposition  to  forfeit  it  all  because 
he  partly  covered  his  original  notice  with  two  stones  to  pro- 
tect it  from  the  weather  would,  we  think,  have  appalled  either 
judge  or  jury. 

But  the  above  view  is  greatly  strengthened  when  we  reflect 
that  under  the  laws  of  Congress  the  original  notice  cuts  but 
little  figure,  after  the  other  acts  necessary  to  the  valid  loca- 
tion of  the  mining  claim  have  been  done.  The  notice  is  yalu- 
able  cbiefiy  as  a  temporary  protection  to  the  locator  while  the 
other  acts  are  being  performed.  Under  the  law  of  Congress, 
**  distinctly  marking  the  location  upon  the  ground  so  that  the 
boundaries  may  be  readily  traced "  is  necessary,  and  is  the 
main  act  of  original  location:  Holland  y.  Mount  Auburn  0.  Q. 
M.  Co.,  53  Cal.  149.  In  Oleeaon  v.  Martin  WkiU  M.  Co,,  13 
Nev.  464,  Beatty,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  speaks 
of  Congressional  legislation  on  the  subject  as  introducing  "a 
system  in  which  the  preliminary  posting  and  recording  of 
notices  it  entirely  out  of  place,  except  as  a  means  of  protect- 
ing a  claim  durioj;  the  t^me  necessary  for  tracing  the  ledge 
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end  marking  the  boundaries  of  the  location.  When  the  Ioca« 
tion  is  thus  marked,  all  that  the  notice  and  record  were  ever 
intended  or  expected  to  accomplish  is  effected  in  a  manner 
far  more  satisfactory  and  complete."  We  quote  the  above 
remarks,  not  to  the  point  that  a  mining  custom  requiring  the 
posting  of  a  notice  in  a  particular  way  can  be  wholly  disre- 
garded (which  is  not  necessary  here  to  be  decided),  but  as 
fihowing  additional  reasons  why  such  a  custom,  when  invoked 
years  after  all  other  acts  of  location  have  been  done,  should 
receive  a  liberal  and  not  a  strict  construction.  Our  conclu- 
sion is,  that — whatever  evidence  may  be  presented  on  another 
trial  —  under  the  facts  as  shown  in  the  findings  before  us,  the 
posting  of  defendant's  original  notice  should  be  held  to  have 
been  a  substantial  and  sufficient  compliance  with  the  said 
custom. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a 
new  triaL  

JvRT  Thial,  Right  ov.  —  All  iasues  of  fact  must  be  tried  by  a  jury,  if  either 
party  denies  it:  ScoU  r.  NkhoU,  27  Mias.  603;  61  Am.  Deo.  603. 

Hnrnro  Law — Konos  ov  Location  —  Libbbal  CoMSTRUcnoN.  — Notioes 
el  looafeuBi  are  to  be  liberally  oonatraed:  Carter  ▼.  Badgaluplf  83  GaL  187« 


Hawthorne  v.  Siboel. 

(88  Califorjiia.  159.1 

HiASiTRi  ov  Damaqrs.  —  If  THS  LxssBis  Of  PREmsis  hare  aoqnired  a 
hot-water  priTilege  for  nee  in  connection  with  the  bnsineaa  carried  on  by 
them,  the  loss  of  such  privilege  is  a  proper  snbject  for  compensation  in 
an  action  by  them  against  their  lessor  for  trespass  committed  by  him  in 
breaking  into  and  forcibly  altering  the  leased  premises  so  as  to  unfit 
them  for  their  business. 

HlASURB  Of  DaMAOSS.  — IN  AN  AOTION  BT  LlBWKIM  AGAINST  THXIR  LESSOR 

for  his  wrongful  act  in  entering  upon  the  leased  premises  and  making 
tlterations  therein,  no  error  against  him  is  committed  by  instructing  the 
jury  that  the  damages  recorerable  by  plaintiffs  for  any  loss  suffered  by 
them  which  rendered  their  leasehold  interest  wholly  or  in  part  worth- 
lessy  occasioned  by  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  defendant,  must  be  measured 
by  the  whole  duration  of  such  lease  under  the  terms  thereof,  and  the 
length  of  time  which  it  had  been  enjoyed  by  them  to  the  time  of  the 
leceptioii  of  the  injury,  and  by  the  value  of  such  advantages  as  accrued 
to  them  under  the  lease,  which  grew  directly  out  of  their  interest 
therein,  not  including  anything  which  resulted  from  the  loss  of  hot* 
>  water  rights  or  established  trade  or  business. 
MiASURB  Of  Damaobb.  —  DAMAGES  Which  Aocrub  Subbbqurntlt  to  a  tort, 
and  of  which  it  is  the  primary  cause,  are  not  separate  causes  of  action, 
bat  are  parts  of  the  tort  itself,  for  which  a  cause  of  action  is  given. 
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Mbasitiib  ov  Bamagbs.  —  EzPBiTsis  Of  Removal  to  Aitothxb  Pi^cx  of 
BcraiNBSS,  and  damap[68  reiulting  from  being  deprired  of  the  use  of  im- 
proyements  abandoned  by  them,  are  proper  elements  of  dama^^es  in  aa 
action  by  lessees  against  their  lessor  for  his  wrongful  act,  whereby  they 
were  compelled  to  abandon  premises  leased  by  them,  and  to  remove  to 
another  place  of  business. 

Practios  —  Harbilkss  Error.  —  Where  a  witness  was  asked  what  a  lease- 
hold was  worth  to  him,  an  allowance  of  such  question  is  a  harmless 
error,  if  the  answer  of  the  witness  shows  that  the  only  value  to  which  he 
testifies  is  the  market  value. 

Mkasurr  ov  Damaobs — Lot»  ot  Profits.  ^Iv  jlk  EsTASLisaxD  Basi- 
VIS8  is  wrongfully  injured  or  destroyed,  its  owner  can  recover  damages 
sustained  thereby,  and  in  an  action  for  their  recovery  evideace  of  the 
profits  he  was  actually  making  is  admissible.  Hence  in  an  action  against 
a  lessor  by  his  lessees  for  depriving  them  of  the  benefit  d  their  leasei, 
they  may  show  the  amount  of  business  done  by  them  before  and  after 
his  alleged  wrongful  acta. 

Stephen  M.  White,  for  the  appellants. 

C  F.  Cronin,  Baker  and  Long^  J.  0.  Koepfli^  ind  Will  D. 
Oouldy  for  the  respondents. 

FooTE,  C.  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
trespass  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  the  defendants  in 
*'  breaking  and  entering  "  upon  the  premises  held,  used,  and 
possessed  by  the  plaintiffs  under  a  lease,  and  '*  forcibly  and 
unlawfully  altering  and  changing  the  construction  "  of  the 
premises,  "  by  lowering  a  portion  of  the  ceiling"  thereof,  '*  and 
by  closing  up  and  obstructing  the  windows  and  gratings 
thereof  through  which  plaintiffs  obtained  light  and  air  for 
their  said  premises." 

It  was  further  alleged  that  these  acts  of  the  defendants 
rendered  the  premises  "  totally  unfit  and  useless  "  for  the  pur- 
poses of  their  business,  which  was  that  of  carrying  on  a  bar- 
ber-shop and  bath-room ;  that  they  were  thereby  compelled  to 
vacate  the  premises,  and  did  vacate  them  under  this  compul- 
sion on  the  third  day  of  September,  1888,  the  lease  not  expir* 
ing  until  the  26th  of  April,  1891. 

The  damages  claimed  were  trom  the  loss  of  the  established 
trade  and  business  of  the  plaintiffs;  from  that  occasioned  by 
having  to  abandon  a  portion  of  the  permanent  improvements 
which  they  had  made  on  the  leased  premises;  from  that  re-' 
suiting  from  the'  plaintiffs  being  compelled  to  abandon  and 
lose  the  benefit  of  their  leasehold  interest;  from  that  which 
they  suffered  by  being  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  their  agree- 
ment with  a  party  who  allowed  them  a  hot-water  privilege  for 
the  use  of  their  barber-shop  and  bath-room,  and  by  reason  of 
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ozpensea  entailed  on  them  in  their  enforced  remoyal  from  the 
premises. 

The  plaintiffs  obtained  judgment  for  five  hundred  dollars, 
— a  very  much  less  sum  than  they  claimed.  From  that,  and 
an  order  denying  a  new  trial,  this  appeal  is  taken. 

The  evidence  certainly  tended  to  show  that  the  plaintiffs 
occupied  and  used  the  premises  as  they  claimed,  and  that  the 
trespass  was  committed  by  the  duly  authorized  agent  of  the 
defendant  Siegel. 

The  main  argument  of  the  defendant  seems  to  be  on  the 
alleged  erroneous  rulings  of  the  court  as  to  the  measure  of 
damages  recoverable  in  the  action,  in  the  admission  of  evi- 
dence, and  in  the  instructions  upon  the  matter  which  it  gave, 
refused,  or  modified. 

In  this  connection  the  defendant  urges  that  no  damages 
could  be  recovered  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  loss  of  the  hot-water 
privileges,  which  they  derived  from  an  agreement  with  E.  Dun* 
ham,  mentioned  in  the  eighth  paragraph  of  the  complaint. 

If,  as  we  think,  the  evidence  tended  to  show  that  the  plain- 
tiffs were  compelled  to  abandon  their  place  of  business  by  the 
trespass  of  the  defendant,  then  they  were  entitled  to  recover 
whatever  "amount  will  compensate  for  all  the  detriment  proxi- 
mately caused  thereby,  whether  it  could  have  been  antici* 
pated  or  not":  Civ.  Code,  sec.  3333. 

If  the  evidence  tended  to  show  any  detriment  suffered  by 
the  plaintiffs  in  losing  this  hot-water  privilege,  and  the  loss 
thereof  was  proximately  caused  by  the  trespass  complained  of, 
the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  be  compensated  therefor,  and  it 
was  for  the  jury,  under  all  the  evidence,  to  say  if  they  were 
entitled  to  any  compensation,  and  if  so,  how  much. 

The  evidence  did  show  that  the  plaintiffs  had  such  a  privi* 
lege,  and  that  they  paid  a  certain  amount  of  money  therefor, 
and  that  it  was  of  beneficial  use  to  them.  There  is  also  evi- 
dence which  tends  to  show  that  the  cause  of  their  leaving  the 
premises  was,  that  the  trespass  complained  of  made  their 
place  of  business  unfit  for  the  purposes  for  which  they  had 
leased,  occupied,  and  possessed  it.  The  trespass  caused  them  to 
abandon  the  water  privilege;  the  loss  of  the  water  privilege 
was  one  of  the  injuries  resulting  from  this  abandonment. 
This  injury,  then,  was  proximately  caused  by  the  trespass,  and 
the  plaintiffs  were  to  be  compensated  therefor.  We  perceive 
no  error  in  the  eighth  instruction  given,  nor  in  the  evidence 
offered  and  admitted  in  support  of  the  demand* 
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It  is  further  urged,  in  behalf  of  the  appellants' contention, 
that  the  instruction  given  by  the  court  is  at  variance  with  sec- 
tion 3333  of  the  Civil  Code,  and  misleading,  in  that  it  permits 
and  directs  the  jury  to  take  into  consideration  anything,  how* 
ever  remote,  which  might  appear  to  them  to  indicate  **  loss  or 
harm."    The  instruction  reads  as  follows:  — 

'*9.  The  jury  are  instructed  that  if  they  believe  from  the 
evidence  that  the  plaintiffs  had  a  leasehold  interest  in  the 
premises  in  question,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  wrongful  acts 
of  the  defendant,  said  leasehold  interest  was  rendered  wholly 
or  in  part  worthless  to  the  plaintiffs,  or  that  they  were  com* 
pelled  to  abandon  the  same,  then  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
such  an  amount  as  will  compensate  them  for  all  loss  or  harm 
suffered  thereby,  taking  into  consideration  the  length  of  time 
of  said  lease  and  the  length  of  time  it  had  been  enjoyed  by  the 
plaintiffs,  and  the  value  of  such  advantages  as  they  may  be 
satisfied  by  the  evidence  were  a  part  of  or  directly  grew  oat 
of  said  leasehold  interest,  but  not  including  in  this  item  any* 
thing  for  loss  of  hot-water  rights  or  established  trade  and  busi- 
ness." 

Fairly  considered,  this  instruction  announces  to  the  jury 
that  the  damages  recoverable  by  the  plaintiffs  for  any  loss 
suffered  by  them  which  rendered  their  leasehold  interest  wholly 
or  in  part  worthless,  occasioned  by  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  de- 
fendant, must  be  measured  by  the  whole  duration  of  said  lease 
under  the  terms  thereof,  and  the  length  of  time  it  had  been 
enjoyed  by  them  up  to  the  time  of  the  reception  of  the  injury, 
and  by  the  value  of  such  advantages  as  accrued  to  them  under 
the  lease,  which  grew  directly  out  of  their  interest  therein,  but 
not  to  include  anything  which  resulted  from  the  loss  of  hot- 
water  rights  or  established  trade  or  business,  and  that  these 
damages  must  be  in  such  an  amount  as  will  compensate  them 
for  any  such  loss. 

This  did  not,  in  our  own  judgment,  direct  the  jury  to  give 
damages  in  their  nature  remote  or  speculative, but  was  confined 
to  a  verdict  for  such  detriment  only  as  was  proximately  caused 
by  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  defendant  as  affecting  loss  from 
the  injury  done  alone  to  the  leasehold  interest  held  by  the 
plaintiffs.  And  although,  perhaps,  the  instruction  is  not  so 
perspicuous  and  clear  as  it  might  have  been,  we  see  nothing 
in  it  misleading,  or  conflicting  with  other  instructions,  which 
last  most  clearly  kept  before  the  jury  the  idea  that  they  were 
to  give  no  damages  except  such  as  were  the  proximate  result  of 
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the  injury  done;  and  this  will  appear  by  a  glance  at  the  other 
ioBtructions  given. 

It  is  further  claimed  that  the  court  erred  in  instructing  the 
jury  that  in  estimating  the  damages  done  the  plaintiffs  they 
might  consider  the  evidence  concerning  the  expenses  of  the 
enforced  removal  of  the  plaintiffs  from  the  premises  to  another 
place  of  business,  and  that  regarding  any  damage  which 
might  result  from  the  deprival  of  the  use  of  improvements 
abandoned  by  them. 

The  defendant  contends  that  these  elements  of  damage  were 
not  recoverable.  The  argument  in  this  connection  appears  to 
be,  that  the  plaintiffs  could  only  recover  for  the  benefits  which 
they  might  have  had  if  the  defendants  had  permitted  them 
to  remain  at  their  former  place  of  business  un trespassed  upon. 
But  the  plaintiffs  were  not,  according  to  the  tendency  of 
their  evidence,  permitted  to  remain  unmolested,  but  were 
driven  away  by  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  defendants;  hence 
the  former  were  entitled  to  recover  whatever  their  loss  might 
be,  of  which  the  defendant's  wrongful  acts  were  the  efficient 
cause. 

^^  The  proximate  cause  is  the  efficient  cause;  the  one  that 
necessarily  sets  the  other  causes  in  operation  ":  ^tna  In$.  Co. 
v.  Boon,  95  U.  S.  130. 

'^That  which  is  the  actual  cause  of  the  loss,  whether 
operating  directly,  or  by  putting  intervening  agencies,  the 
operation  of  which  could  not  be  reasonably  avoided,  in  motion, 
by  which  the  loss  is  produced,  is  the  cause  to  which  such  loss 
should  be  attributed":  Brady  v.  Northwestern  In$,  Co.^  11 
Mich.  425. 

Here  the  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  tended  to  show 
that  the  trespass  of  the  defendant,  and  his  acts  in  accomplish* 
ing  it,  resulted  in  the  plaintiffs  having  to  leave  their  place  of 
business,  give  up  their  leasehold  interest,  go  to  expense  in 
moving  their  appurtenances,  etc.,  lose  the  privilege  which  they 
had  of  hot  water  for  baths  and  barber-shop,  and  in  their  hav 
ing  to  go  to  another  place  of  business  less  favorable  or  profit- 
able,  which  entailed  loss  in  their  established  trade  and 
business,  and  having  to  lose  the  use  of  abandoned  permanent 
improvements. 

The  cause  which  set  all  the  rest  in  motion  was  the  trespass. 
The  operation  of  the  subsequent  agencies  of  loss  was  the  re« 
suit  of  this  wrongful  injury.  Hence  they  proximately  resulted 
from  that  trespass.    To  the  first  cause,  primarily,  all  the  dam* 
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ages  resulting  are  to  be  attributed,  althougb  each  item  of 
damage  was  produced  by  some  separate  cause,  following  the 
primary  cause,  and  operating  more  immediately  in  prodacing 
the  damages:  ^tna  Ins.  Co.  y.  Boon^  95  U.  S.  130;  citing 
Louisiana  MuL  Ins,  Co,  v.  Tweedy  7  Wall.  44. 

Damages  which  accrue  subsequent  to  tbe  tort,  but  of  whicli 
it  is  the  primary  cause,  are  not  separate  causes  of  action,  but 
'^  are  parts  of  the  tort  itself  for  which  the  cause  of  action  is 
given":   Wood  y.  Currey,  57  Cal.  210. 

No  error  is  perceived  in  the  rulings  of  the  trial  court  as 
to  the  instructions  just  mentioned,  or  as  to  the  evidence  ad- 
mitted on  the  points  involved  therein. 

Further  complaint  is  made  because  the  trial  court  allowed 
a  question  to  be  put  to  one  of  the  plaintififs,  as  follows:  '*  Wbat 
is  that  leasehold  worth  to  you?  " 

If  erroneous  because  it  did  not  seek  for  the  market  value  of 
that  interest,  it  was  harmless,  in  view  of  the  answer  of  the 
witness,  which  plainly  indicated  that  the  value  of  which  he 
testified  was  the  market  value. 

Tbe  appellant  contends  that  the  court  erred  in  allowing 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  as  to  the  amount  of  business  done 
by  the  plaintiffs  before  and  after  the  alleged  trespass.  The 
complaint  charged  as  one  of  the  elements  of  damage  resulting 
from  the  trespass  that  the  plaintiffs  had  lost  thereby  their  es- 
tablished trade  and  business. 

With  a  view  to  show  what  that  loss  was,  we  think  the  evi- 
dence was  admissible. 

'*  The  best-considered  cases  agree  that  where  an  established 
business  is  wrongfully  injured  or  destroyed,  the  owner  of  the 
business  can  recover  the  damages  sustained  thereby,  and  that 
upon  this  question  evidence  of  the  profits  which  he  was  actually 
making  is  admissible  ":  Lambert  v.  Haskell^  80  Oal.  619. 

The  point  is  made  that  the  defendant  should  have  been 
allowed  to  demur  to  the  amended  complaint,  and  to  file  an 
answer  thereto. 

While  the  trial  was  in  progress,  the  plaintiffs  asked  leave  to 
amend  the  fifth  paragraph  of  their  complaint.  The  request 
was  granted.  The  amendment  was  made,  and  a  copy  of  it 
served  and  filed.  A  recess  was  then  taken  by  the  court  to 
allow  the  defendant  to  plead  thereto.  Upon  the  reassembling 
of  the  court,  the  defendant  presented,  filed,  and  read  a  de- 
murrer, which  went  to  other  matters  besides  the  amendment 
filed  by  the  plaintiffs.    Previous  to  this,  the  defendant  had 
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demurred  generally  to  the  complaint  before  amendment, 
which  was  overruled  for  want  of  "  presentation  ";  we  suppose 
this  was  intended  to  read  "  prosecution." 

The  court  refused  to  consider  the  demurrer  to  the  amended 
complaint  except  as  directed  to  the  amendment  allowed  to  be 
nwde,  and  as  to  that,  overruled  the  demurrer.    The  defendant 
then  asked  leave  to  file  an  answer  to  the  whole  complaint  as 
amended.    This  the  court  refused  to  allow,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  only  portion  of   the  complaint  which  had  been 
amended  was  the  fifth  paragraph  thereof,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant might  file  an  answer  to  that.     Maintaining  his  right 
to  answer  the  whole  complaint,  and  reserving  his  exception, 
the  defendant  answered  the  fifth  paragraph  of  the  complaint. 
It  is  true  that  *'  the  amendment,  together  with  the  original 
amended  complaint,  constituted  a  new  complaint,  which  su* 
perseded  all  other  pleadings  in  the  case  ":  Thompson  v.  John" 
ton,  60  Cal.  295.   But  no  reason  is  shown  why  the  demurrer  as 
filed  should  have  been  sustained  on  any  of  the  grounds  alleged 
therein,  nor  do  we  perceive  that  the  amended  complaint  was 
obnoxious  to  that  demurrer.     The  defendant  was  in  no  worse 
condition  by  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  consider  anything  but 
the  demurrer  as  applicable  to  the  amendment  made  to  the 
complaint,  than  he  would  have  been  had  the  court  considered 
and  overruled  the  demurrer  as  a  whole. 

As  to  the  action  of  the  court  in  refusing  to  allow  the  filing 
of  an  amended  answer  except  to  that  portion  of  the  complaint 
which  had  not  been  already  answered,  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  answer  proposed  to  be  filed  differed  in  any  essential  respect 
from  the  answer  on  file,  except  with  reference  to  that  part  an- 
swering the  amendment  of  the  fifth  paragraph  of  the  com- 
plaint, and  that  portion  of  the  proposed  answer  was  filed  and 
considered.  In  the  action  of  the  court,  therefore,  as  to  these 
matters,  there  appears  no  abuse  of  discretion. 

Perceiving  no  prejudicial  error,  we  advise  that  the  judg* 
ment  and  order  be  aiffirmed. 

Vanclief,  C,  and  Belcher,  C,  concurred. 

The  Court.  For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opinion, 
the  judgment  and  order  are  affirmed* 

Hearing  in  Bank  denied. 

Landlord  akd  Tsnant — Liability  of  Landlord  to  Tknant— Mb asurb 
or  Damaoks.  —  Removal  by  landlord  from  leased  premises,  before  the  expira* 
tioB  of  the  lease,  of  certain  goods  of  the  tenant  is  a  subject  for  punitive  dam- 
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ages:  Shores  r.  Brooks,  81  Ga.  468;  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  332.  Neglect  of  lessor 
to  keep  the  leaned  premises  in  repair,  whereby  they  are  rendered  useless  to 
lessees,  justifies  an  abandonment  by  them,  and  bars  the  recovery  of  reat» 
and  they  may  recover  damages  for  such  neglect,  which  damages  are  meaa- 
ared  by  the  difference  in  the  value  of  the  use  of  the  premises  if  the  repairs 
had  been  seasonably  made,  and  such  value  without  such  repairs:  Bostunek  ▼. 
Losey,  67  Mich.  554. 

Measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  contract  to  make  a  lease,  where  no  rent 
has  been  paid,  is  the  remainder  of  the  market  rental  after  deducting  agreed 
rental.  Held  that  for  breach  of  contract  to  lease  a  hotel,  plaintiffs  could  re- 
cover for  their  loss  of  time  in  waiting  for  the  hotel,  their  expenses  in  coming 
from  a  distant  state  to  the  place  where  the  hotel  was,  and  for  money  paid 
under  contract  to  a  clerk  brought  with  them  to  assist  in  operating  the  hotel: 
HaU  T.  Horton,  79  Iowa,  352. 

Where  a  landlord  by  some  act  deprives  the  tenant  of  the  beneficial  use  of 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  premises  leased,  the  tenant  should  be  deemed 
evicted  to  the  extent  he  is  thus  deprived,  and  the  rent  should  be  suspended 
during  the  time  of  such  disturbance:  Pridgeon  ▼•  BxceUhr  B.  Club,  66 
Mich.  326. 

Where  a  building  under  lease  has  been  torn  down  or  removed  by  city  aa<- 
thorities  u  dangerous,  acquiescence  by  the  lessor  will  not  make  him  liable  to 
tenant  for  injuries  incurred:  Hitchcock  v.  BcLOon,  118  Pa.  St.  272. 

Alteration  of  the  premises  to  such  an  extent  as  to  lessen  the  value  of  the 
leasehold  is  equivalent  to  an  eviction  of  the  tenants,  and  they  can  recover 
for  their  loss  of  profits  to  the  end  of  the  term  of  their  lease  as  the  fall  meas- 
ure of  their  damagess  Conlon  ▼•  MeOraut^  66  Mich.  19ii 
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Gbimshaw  V.  Beloheb. 

[88  Califobnia,  217.] 

Jjf  A  LiosNSB  IS  GiYSN  BT  A  Land-owneb  TO  BuiLD  A  Lbvib  ou  his  land* 
for  the  purpose  of-  protecting  the  land  of  the  builder  from  overflow,  the 
former,  after  the  levee  is  built,  has  no  right  to  revoke  the  license  and 
destroy  the  levee. 

iRjUNcnoN  TO  Prsvent  thk  Rbvooation  ot  a  Lioxnsb  to  Build  a  Lbyeb 
on  the  lands  of  another  will  be  granted,  when,  acting  under  such  license^ 
the  licensee  has  constructed  such  levee,  and  it  is  necessary  to  protect  hit 
lands  from  overflow;  and  the  removal  or  destruction  of  such  levee  will 
also  be  enjoined. 

J.  C.  Tubbs  and  A,  L.  Hariy  for  the  appellants. 

S.  (7.  Demon  and  C.  H.  Oaiman^  for  the  respondent. 

Db  Haven,  J.  The  findings  of  the  court  below  show  that 
the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  a  tract  of  land  situate  on  the  bank 
of  the  Cosumnes  River,  and  adjoining  it  is  another  tract, 
owned  in  common  by  the  defendants  Alice  J.  and  Lucy  E. 
Belcher,  and  the  estate  of  J.  M.  Belcher,  of  which  the  defend- 
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ant  Sarah  W.  Belcber  is  the  executrix;  that  to  protect  both 
of  said  tracts  from  overflow  it  is  necessary  to  maintain  a  levee 
in  front  of  both  tracts;  that  jast  above  the  line  dividing  said 
lands,  and  on  the  land  of  defendants,  there  is  a  depression, 
which  renders  it  necessary  that  the  levee  there  should  be  of 
greater  height  and  strength  than  at  other  points.    The  plain* 
tiff  had  completed  her  line  of  levee,  and  the  defendants  were 
engaged  in  the  repair  of  their  levee,  the  line  of  which  con- 
nected  with  that  of  plaintiff,  and  "it  being  feared  that  the 
floods  would  come  and  inundate  the  lands  to  be  protected  by 
said  levee  before  the  same  could  be  finished,  the  plaintiff  ap- 
plied to  the  defendants  for  leave  to  enter  upon  their  said  land, 
and  enlarge  and  repair  that  portion  of  the  levee  upon  defend- 
ants' said  land  which  extends  across  the  said  depression." 
The  defendants  consented,  and  gave  permission  to  the  plain- 
tiff to  repair,  enlarge,  and  reconstruct  the  said  section  of  levee 
at  her  own  cost  and  expense.    This  the  plaintiff  did,  the  same 
being  constructed  mostly  of  earth  hauled  from  the  plaintiff's 
own  land,  and  thus  connected  her  own  levee  with  that  of  the 
defendants,  forming  a  continuous  barrier  against  the  waters 
of  the  river.    The  court  further  found  that  the  defendants 
threatened  and  intended  to  tear  down,  remove,  and  dig  away 
a  portion  of  the  said  levee,  and  if  they  should  do  so  it  would 
subject  the  land  of  plaintiff  to  overflow  and  would  cause  great 
and  irreparable  damage  to  her  land. 

The  court  below  gave  judgment  enjoining  defendants  from 
doing  the  threatened  acts.  From  this  judgment,  and  an 
order  denying  their  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  defendants 
appeal. 

The  permission  given  plaintiff  to  construct  the  section  of 
levee  referred  to  in  the  findings  was  verbal. 

The  appellants  urge  that  the  license,  if  ever  given,  is  one 
which  they  have  a  right  to  revoke;  that  a  license  is  always 
revocable  when  the  act  licensed  is  of  such  a  nature  that  if 
granted  by  deed  it  would  amount  to  an  easement.  To  sustain 
this  position,  the  case  of  Potter  v.  Mercer^  53  Cal.  667,  is  cited, 
in  which  case  it  is  said:  *^But  the  effect  of  an  executed  or 
partly  executed  license,  though  revoked,  is  to  excuse  the 
licensee  from  liability  for  acts  done  properly  in  pursuance 
thereof  and  their  consequences;  but  the  revocation  puts  an 
end  to  the  license,  and  no  further  act  can  be  justified  under 
it."  This  is  undoubtedly  true  as  a  general  rule,  and  was 
properly  applied  to  the  facts  in  that  case.     But  the  judgment 
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in  this  case  does  not  aathorize  the  plaintiff  to  do  any  further 
act  upon  the  land  of  appellants.    It  only  restrains  the  appel- 
lants from  removing  or  injuring  a  levee  built  by  respondent  at 
her  own  cost  upon  the  land  of  appellants,  and  with  their  per- 
mission, such  levee  so  constructed  being  necessary  in  order  to 
protect  the  land  of  respondent  from  overflow  and  irreparable 
damage.    Such  a  judgment  does  not,  as  supposed  by  appel- 
lants, confer  upon  "the  respondent  a  permanent  right  in  the 
property"  of  appellants.    It  gives  her  no  right  to  enter  upon 
the  land  of  appellants  for  the  purpose  of  repairing  the  levee, 
or  to  rebuild  it  in  the  event  of  its  destruction.    The  distiDC- 
tion  between  the  right  of  respondent  as  fixed  by  this  judg- 
ment, and  a  permanent  right  to  maintain  the  levee  in  question, 
is  clearly  pointed  out  in  the  case  of  Carleton  y.  Redington^  21 
N.  H.  307.    It  is  there  said:  ''The  authorities  would  seem  to 
show  that  a  license  to  erect  a  dam  will  give  no  right  to  repair 
and  restore  the  dam  when  it  has  become  ruinous  and  de- 
cayed  But  if  it  be  holden  that  a  license  to  erect  a  dam 

implies  also  a  license  to  repair  the  same  at  pleasure,  it  would 
seem,  from  many  authorities,  that  the  license  cannot  be  sus- 
tained." 

As  to  the  right  of  the  respondent  to  maintain  this  action 
upon  the  facts  found  by  the  court,  there  is  a  conflict  in  the  de- 
cisions in  the  different  states,  many  courts  holding  to  the  con- 
trary. There  are  cases,  however,  which  hold  that  such  an 
action  is  maintainable,  and  we  think  these  state  the  rule  which 
is  most  in  consonance  with  principles  of  equity. 

In  Veghte  v.  Raritan  Water  Power  Co,^  19  N.  J.  Eq.  142,  the 
court  say  that  "  in  cases  where  the  revocation  would  be  a 
fraud,  courts  of  equity  give  a  remedy,  either  by  restraining  the 
revocation,  or  by  construing  the  license  as  an  agreement  to 
give  the  right,  and  compelling  specific  performance  by  deed, 
as  of  a  contract  in  part  executed." 

In  the  case  of  ClarJc  v.  Olidden,  60  Vt.  702,  it  is  held  that 
"a  license  to  lay  an  aqueduct  to  a  spring  of  water  on  one's 
land  is  irrevocable  during  the  existence  of  the  aqueduct;  and 
a  court  of  equity,  on  the  ground  of  equitable  estoppel,  will 
protect  the  licensee  in  the  use  of  the  aqueduct,  and  will  grant 
and  continue  an  injunction  restraining  the  owner  of  the 
spring  from  interfering  with  the  aqueduct  until  its  decay;  for 
a  revocation  of  the  license  would  operate  as  a  fraud." 

And  this  same  principle  has  been  affirmed  in  the  case  of 
Lee  V.  McLeody  12  Nev.  284. 
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Appell&ntB  further  insist  that  the  findings  are  not  sustained 
bj  the  evidence,  but  we  cannot  say  from  the  record  that  the 
court  committed  any  error  in  this  respect 

Judgment  and  order  affirmed. 

McFarland,  J.  (concurring.)  I  concur  in  the  judgment, 
but  I  base  my  concurrence  upon  the  particular  facts  of  this 
case.  A  rule  which  applies  to  two  coterminous  owners  of 
land,  who  unite  in  a  continuous  line  of  levee  for  the  protection 
of  both,  would  not  apply  to  many  other  instances  of  parol 
license. 

Harrison,  J.    I  concur  in  the  judgment 

Behearing  denied.  

LiCTHSB — Ifjunctioh  TO  PREVENT  Reyooatioh  oy.  —  A  Uoensa,  when 
•zeeafced,  is  generally  irreyocable,  but  a  UoenM  to  trect  and  maintain  m 
vtraotore  on  one's  land  is  not  irreyocable,  aa  such  a  constrnction  wonld  be  in 
▼iolation  of  the  statute  of  frauds:  Prince  y.  Ccue,  10  Conn.  875;  27  Am.  Dec 
675.  Where  the  owner  of  land  giyes  license  to  another  to  build  a  bridge  on 
his  land,  an  action  of  trespass  wiU  lie  against  him  for  remoying  the  bridge 
without  the  eonsentof  the  licensee:  Rieker  y.  Kelly,  1  Greenl.  117;  10  Am. 
Dea  88.  A  parol  license  to  erect  and  maintain  a  dam  to  flow  back  water,  if 
•zeonted,  cannot  be  revoked  by  the  licensor  or  his  grantees:  McKeUfp  y.  ifo 
/OeiMjr,  4  Watts,  317;  28  Am.  Dec  711. 

When  labor  has  been  expended  under  a  license,  the  owner  cannot  assert 
his  ownership  in  such  a  way  as  to  interfere  with  the  use  of  the  lioenac 
Wtdersham  y.  Orr,  9  Iowa,  253;  74  Am.  Dec  348. 

It  is  against  all  conscience  to  permit  a  party  to  revoke  his  license  after  the 
other  party  has  acted  upon  it  so  far  that  damage  would  result  from  the  revo- 
cation, and  estoppel  in  pais  applies  to  suoh  an  injurious  revocation:  Rhodes  v. 
Otis,  33  Ala.  578;  73  Am.  Dec.  439. 

Verbal  license  to  do  something  on  licensor's  land  becomes  irrevocable  after 
tiie  expenditure  of  money  on  the  land  on  the  faith  of  the  license:  Huff  v. 
MtCaUle^  53  Pa.  St  206;  91  Am.  Dec  203.  See  also  FUddnger  v.  8hau>,  87 
GU.  126;  onCe^  p.  234. 


[Iir  Bank.] 

Fbeble  V.  Abrahams. 

[88  Cauvobnia,  a4&] 

AmnMBirT  iob  the  Sale  ov  Land,  when  Binds  Vutdsb.  —  An  agree* 
ment  signed  by  both  vendor  and  vendee,  declaring  that  the  former 
agreed  to  sell  to  the  vendee  eertain  property  for  a  prioe  deeignated, 
binds  the  latter  to  pay  snoh  price. 

AQEmisNT  to  Sxll  Land— DxacRimoN  of  Pbbkisib,  wbxv  Sum- 
oiSNTLT  Cebtain.  —  An  agreement  for  the  sale  of  forty  aores  of  aa 
eighty-aere  tract  at  Biggs  is  sufficiently  certain  to  support  a  decree  for 
specific  performance,  when  aided  by  evidence  showing  that  the  vendors 
owned  an  eighty-aore'  tract  at  Biggs,  that  Mrs.  B.  wished  to  buy  the 
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western  lialf  of  inch  tract,  and  tliat  the  vendee  agreed  Aat  !f  the ' 
dors  woald  sell  saeh  west  half  to  her,  he  would  hvy  the  other  hal^ 
thereupon  the  agreement  in  question  was  executed  by  the  parties. 

AORSIMSNT    TO    SbLL    RbAL    EsTATB    NSKO    NOT    DlSORIBB   THE    S(7BJS<7r- 

MATTBR  THBREOF  WITH  SucH  Gbrtaintt  that  it  csu  be  ascertained  by 
the  writing  alone,  or  by  reference  to  some  other  writing  The  true  rale 
is,  that  the  situation  of  the  parties  and  the  surrounding  eiroumatanceM 
when  the  oontract  was  made  can  be  shown  by  parol  evidence,  so  tluit 
the  court  may  be  placed  in  the  position  of  the  parties  themselves^  and 
if  then  the  subject-nutter  is  identified,  and  the  terms  appear  reasonably 
certain,  it  is  enough. 

R,  H.  Lindsay^  and  Oray  and  Sexton^  for  the  appellanti 

John  OaUf  for  the  respondents. 

Shabpstsin,  J.  The  plaintiffs,  in  their  complaint,  allege 
that  on  the  thirteenth  day  of  January,  1888,  they  and  the  de- 
fendant entered  into  an  agreement,  of  which  the  following  is 

a  copy:  — 

«*  Bioas,  January  18,  1888. 

"  This  agreement  made  and  entered  into  by  C.  S.  Preble 
and  C.  S.  Young,  of  Reno,  Nevada,  and  A.  Abrahams,  of  the 
same  place;  said  Preble  and  Young  agree  to  sell  to  A.  Abra- 
hams,  of  Reno,  for  $125  per  acre,  for  forty  acres  of  the  eightj- 
acre  tract  at  Biggs,  and  upon  the  payment  of  the  said  sum 
said  parties  of  the  first  part  shall  make,  execute,  and  acknowl- 
edge, and  deliver  unto  the  party  of  the  second  part,  a  good 
and  sufficient  deed,  vesting  the  title  of  said  property  in  party 
of  second  part  '^  Pbbblb  and  YouNe. 

"A.  Abbahams. 

"Witness:  M.  BiOGS,  Jb.** 

Plaintiffs  further  allege  that  when  said  agreement  was  writ- 
ten it  was  understood  between  all  the  parties  thereto  that  the 
same  should  contain  a  clause  obliging  said  defendant  to  buy 
said  land  at  said  price  of  $125  per  acre,  and  the  omission  of 
such  a  clause  therefrom  was  wholly  accidental  and  uninten- 
tional; that  between  the  words  "said  Preble  and  Young  agree 
to  sell  to  Abrahams,  of  Reno,"  and  the  words  "  for  $125  per 
acre,  for  forty  acres  of  the  eighty-acre  tract  at  Biggs,"  in  said 
contract,  there  should  have  been  inserted  the  words  "  and  said 
Abrahams  agrees  to  purchase";  that  the  omission  was  the 
result  of  a  mutual  mistake,  etc.  Plaintiffs  further  allege  that 
they  have  kept  and  performed  all  the  terms,  covenants,  and 
conditions  on  their  part  to  be  performed,  and  that  defendant 
refuses  to  keep  or  perform  any  of  the  terms,  covenants,  or  con- 
ditions of  said  contract  on  his  part,  and  refuses  to  purchase 
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said  land,  or  pay  plaintiflfs  therefor;  wherefore  plainliflfs  pray 
to  ha^e  said  contract  reformed  so  as  to  make  it  obligatory 
upon  defendant  to  purchase  said  land  at  the  price  agreed  upon, 
and  that  as  so  reformed,  it  be  construed  and  enforced.  In  his 
answer,  the  defendant  denies  all  the  material  allegations  of 
the  conaplaint,  except  the  making  of  the  memorandum  in 
writing,  a  copy  of  which  is  contained  in  the  complaint.  Evi- 
dence was^  introduced  by  the  plaintiffs,  tending  to  prove  the 
alleged  mistake  in  the  memorandum  in  writing  of  the  agree- 
ment between  the  parties,  and  by  the  defendant,  tending  to 
prove  that  there  was  no  mistake.  Upon  all  the  material 
issues  the  court  found  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  decreed 
the  reformation  of  the  contract  and  a  specific  performance  of 
it,  as  prayed  in  the  complaint.  Defendant  moved  for  a  new 
trial  upon  a  statement  The  motion  was  denied,  and  from 
the  judgment,  and  from  the  order  denying  the  motion  for  a 
new  trial,  defendant  appeals. 

Everything  relating  to  the  reformation  of  the  contract  may 
be  eliminated  from  the  case,  because  the  contract  as  reformed 
means  just  what  it  did  before  it  was  reformed.  Without  any 
reformation,  it  obligated  the  defendant  as  strongly  to  buy  and 
pay  the  price  specified  for  the  land  as  it  did  the  plaintiffs  to 
sell  it  for  that  price. 

Appellant  contends  that  the  agreement  which  it  is  sought 
to  have  specifically  performed  is  ''  an  agreement  the  terms  of 
which  are  not  sufficiently  certain  to  make  the  precise  act 
which  is  to  be  done  clearly  ascertainable,"  and  therefore  can* 
not  be  specifically  performed:  Civ.  Code,  sec.  3390. 

The  contention  is,  that  the  agreement  to  sell  ^'  forty  acres  of 
the  eighty-acre  tract  at  Biggs  "  is  not  sufficiently  certain  to 
make  the  precise  act  which  is  to  be  done  clearly  ascertainable. 
This  is  the  only  agreement  in  writing  between  the  parties  for 
the  sale  or  purchase  of  any  real  estate;  and  an  agreeement  not 
in  writing  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  real  estate  is  void.  And 
the  description  of  the  property  in  the  written  agreement  is  so 
entirely  uncertain  as  to  render  the  instrument  inoperative  and 
void,  unless  we  can  go  beyond  the  face  of  it  to  ascertain  its 
meaning.  Parol  evidence  is  always  admissible  to  explain  the 
surrounding  circumstances,  and  situation  and  relations  of  the 
parties,  at  and  immediately  before  the  execution  of  the  con- 
tract^ in  order  to  connect  the  description  with  the  only  thing 
blended,  and  thereby  to  identify  the  subject-matter,  and  to 
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explain  all  technical  terms  and  phrases  used  in  a  local  or 
special  sense:  Pomeroy  on  Contracts,  sec.  152. 

It  appears  by  the  written  agreement  that  the  parties   in- 
tended a  sale  and  purchase  of  land,  and  that  it  was  "  forty 
acres  of  the  eighty-acre  tract  at  Biggs."    If  the  vendors  owned 
an  eighty-acre  tract  at  Biggs,  we  would  assume  that  thej  in- 
tended to  sell  forty  acres  of  the  eighty-acre  tract  owned  by  them 
at  Biggs.     Evidence  was  introduced  which  tended  to  prove  the 
location  and  description  of  the  eighty-acre  tract  at  Biggs,  and 
in  what  part  of  the  tract  the  forty  acres  which  plaintiffs  agreed 
to  sell  to  defendant  was  situated.    The  court,  in  effect,  found 
that  at  the  date  of  said  agreement,  one  Mrs.  Biggs  was  desir- 
ous of  purchasing  one  half  of  said  eighty-acre  tract,  L  e.,  the 
western  half,  upon  which  there  were  valuable  improvemeDts. 
She  offered  to  pay  for  that  half  five  thousand  dollars.     Plain- 
tiffs would  not  accept  her  offer,  but  offered  to  sell  the  entire 
eighty-acre  tract  for  ten  thousand  dollars.     Thereupon  de- 
fendant agreed  with  plaintiffs  that  if  they  would  sell  to  Mrs. 
Biggs  the  western  half  of  said  eighty-acre  tract  for  $125  per 
acre,   he,  defendant,  would  purchase  the  other  half  of  said 
eighty-acre  tract  and  pay  $125  per  acre  therefor.  .The  find- 
ing is  justified  by  the  evidence,  and  there  is  no  specification  of 
the  particulars  in  which  the  evidence  is  insuthcient  to  justify 
that  finding.    The  contracts  to  sell  to  Mrs.  Biggs  one  half  of 
said  eighty-acre  tract,  and  to  the  defendant  the  other  half 
thereof,  were  made  at  the  same  time  and  place.     We  think 
the  evidence  makes  the  subject-matter  sufficiently  certain,  and 
that  is  all  that  is  necessary.     Professor  Pomeroy  says:  '*  It  is 
not  strictly  accurate  to  say  that  the  subject-matter  must  be 
absolutely  certain  from  the  writing  itself,  or  by  reference  to 
some  other  writing.    The  true  rule  is,  that  the  situation  of  the 
parties  and  the  surrounding  circumstances,  when  the  con- 
tract was  made,  can  be  shown  by  parol  evidence,  so  that  the 
court  may  be  placed  in  the  position  of  the  parties  themselves; 
and  if  then  the  subject  matter  is  identified,  and  the  terms  ap- 
pear reasonably  certain,  it  is  enough":  Pomeroy  on  Con* 
tracts,  sec.  227,  note.    This  is  in  consonance  with  the  maxim, 
Cerium  ut  qxMd  cerium  reddi  potest.     The  evidence  clearly 
shows  that  the  parties  perfectly  understood  that  the  sale  and 
purchase  was  not  of  an  undivided  interest  of  forty  acres  in  a 
tract  of  eighty  acres,  but  of  forty  acres  in  severalty.     The  de- 
fendant does  not  claim  in  his  answer,  nor  in  his  evidence,  that  he 
intended  to  purchase  an  undivided  interest  in  the  eighty-acre 
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tract.  He  denies  that  he  intended  or  agreed  to  purchase  any 
interest  whatever.  Nothing  is  made  .more  clear  by  the  evi* 
dence  than  that  Mrs.  Biggs,  with  the  full  knowledge  of  all  the 
parties,  purchased  the  forty  acres  of  said  eighty-acre  tract 
upon  which  the  improvements  were  located.  This  is  clearly 
specified  in  the  written  agreement  between  her  and  the  plain- 
tiffs. They  agreed  to  sell  her  forty  acres,  including  the  build- 
ings and  orchards  on  the  forty  acres,  to  be  taken  by  her  where 
the  houses  and  barns  and  orchards  were  at  that  time,  and  the 
sanie  place  on  which  Mr.  Biggs,  Jr.,  and  his  family  were  re« 
Biding.  This  and  the  agreement  to  sell  to  the  defendant  were 
oontemporanecTus.  The  defendant,  if  he  agreed  to  purchase 
anything,  agreed  to  purchase  the  forty  acres  remaining  after 
the  forty  acres  purchased  by  Mrs.  Biggs  had  been  segregated 
from  said  eighty-acre  tract. 

By  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  the  plaintiffs  are  re« 
quired  "to  execute,  duly  acknowledge,  and  deliver  to  said 
defendant  a  good  and  sufficient  deed  of  conveyance  in  fee^ 
and  free  and  clear  of  all  encumbrances,  the  form  of  the  same 
to  be  settled  and  approved  by  the  judge  of  said  superior  court, 
if  the  parties  differ  respecting  it,  of  the  'following  described 
premises,  to  wit:  Forty  acres  of  land,  being  the  eastern  half 
of  said  eighty-acre  tract  described  in  said  complaint,  and  the 
part  thereof  not  heretofore  conveyed  to  M.  Biggs,  Jr.,  said 
eighty-acre  tract  being  one  of  the  tracts  into  which  the  ranch 
known  as  Biggs's  upper  ranch  is  divided,  and  upon  the  west- 
em  half  of  which  the  dwelling-house  and  buildings  used  in 
connection  with  said  ranch  are  situated,  all  being  situated 
near  Biggs,  in  said  Butte  County."  And  it  is  further  ad- 
judged that  if  said  defendant  refuse  to  receive  said  deed, 
the  plaintiffs  file  the  same  with  the  clerk  of  the  court;  and 
that  upon  such  delivery  or  filing  of  said  conveyance,  the  de- 
fendant pay  to  the  plaintiffs,  or  their  attorney,  the  sum  of 
five  thousand  dollars,  the  purchase  price  named  in  said  agree- 
ment 

It  is  urged  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  that  said  premises 
are  encumbered,  and  therefore  he  ought  not  to  be  compelled 
to  accept  a  conveyance  of  them.  He  is  not  compelled  to 
aceept  a  conveyance  which  does  not  vest  in  him  the  fee  free 
of  all  encumbrances.  He  was  once  tendered  a  conveyance, 
which  he  did  not  refuse  to  accept  on  the  ground  that  it  did 
not  convey  the  premises  free  of  all  encumbrances,  but  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  never  agreed  to  porchass  the  premises. 
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He  is  amply  protected  by  the  judgment  against  any  encum* 
brances,  and  until  he  is  tendered  a  conveyance  free  of  all 
encumbrances,  he  is  not  compelled  to  accept  it  or  to  pay  any« 
thing  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  errors  of  law  specified  are  such  as  could  not  have  af* 
Tected  the  substantial  rights  of  the  parties,  and  therefore  must 
be  disregarded. 

Judgment  and  order  affirmed. 


Vbitdob  and  VKNDSB^SnrficiKHOT  OF  Dksobiption  is  CoNTKAor  vom 
Salk  of  Rial  Estate.  -*  A  description  of  land  in  a  contract  to  convey,  mm 
**  lot  6,  lying  within  the  city  limits  of  St.  Panl,  amounting  to  six  and  seven- 
ty handxvdths  acres,  according  to  goyemment  survey,  upon  the  Missioaippt 
River,"  is  sufficiently  definite:  8L  Paul  Land  Co,  ▼.  Dayton,  42  Minn.  73. 
'*  Whatever  lots  or  lands  which  may  be  owned  by  the  parties  of  the  first 
part  in  the  of  Montville"  is  sufficient:  St,  Paul  Land  Co,  v.  Dayton^  4tl 
Minn.  73.  "A  house  on  Church  Street "  is  a  sufficient  description  to  satisfy 
the  statute  of  frauds,  and  the  house  may  be  identified  by  parol  evideneet 
Mead  ▼.  Parker,  116  Mass.  413.  "A  house  and  lot  on  Amity  St,  Lynn* 
Mass.,"  is  a  sufficient  description,  and  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  apply 
the  description  to  a  house  and  lot  on  such  street  owned  by  the  vendor  at  ths 
time  the  memorandum  was  signed:  Hurley  ▼.  Brown,  98  Mass.  64S. 


Peers  v.  MoLaughlin. 

[88  Califobmia,  2M.] 

A  MoBTOAai  DincTiysLT  Exbcuted,  or  an  imperfect  attempt  to  ereate  a 
mortgage  upon  specific  property,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  debt|  will 
create  a  specific  lien  upon  the  property  intended  to  be  mortgaged. 

EqIHTABLB  MORTGAOt.  —  MOBTOAOB  EXBOUTBD  BT  A  FaTHKR  ON  BeRALF  OF 

HiMSBLF  AND  HIS  Childrbn,  wheu  he  did  not  have  authority  to  ezeonts 
it  for  them,  is  nevertbeleiss  enforceable  as  an  equitable  mortgage,  if  it 
was  given  as  part  of  the  purchase  price  of  property  which  the  mortgagee 
had  sold  and  conveyed  to  the  father  and  children  pursuant  to  an  agree- 
ment that  they  would  give  him  a  mortgage  for  the  unpaid  purchase- 
money. 

A  Minor  will  not  bb  Permitfbd  to  Adopt  a  Part  of  an  Entibb 
Transaotion  which  is  beneficial  to  him,  and  reject  its  burdens.  Hence 
if  a  father  of  minors  acts  for  them,  they  must  either  accept  or  repudiate 
the  entire  transilction;  they  cannot  retain  its  fruits  and  at  the  same  time 
deny  its  obligations. 

linroRB  OANNOT  Avoid  a  MoRraAOB  and  Affirm  a  Dbbd^  whin  Boin 
ARB  Madb  at  thb  Sahb  Timb,  relate  to  the  same  property,  aad  to- 
gether make  but  one  transaction. 

Chase  and  Chan,,  and  C.  K.  Brown^  for  the  appellants, 

/.  M.  SeaweU^  and  Relnstein  and  Eisner^  for  the  respondents. 
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Db  Havbn,  J.    The  court  below  adjudged  that  defendant 
Thomas  McLaughlin  is  indebted  to  the  plaintififs  in  the  Bum 
of  $1,615.24,  and  that  said  indebtedness  is  a  lien  upon  the 
land  described  in  the  complaint,  and  directed  that  it  be  sold 
to  satisfy  said  lien.     All  of  the  defendants  appeal  from  this 
judgment.    There  is  no  bill  of  exceptions  in  the  record.    The 
findings  show  the  following  facts:  The  defendants  John  Thomas 
Edward  McLaughlin  and  Margaret  McLaughlin  are  minor 
children  of  the  defendant  Thomas  McLaughlin.    In  March, 
1884,  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant  Thomas  McLaughlin 
made  an  agreement,  the  plaintiffs  to  convey  to  said  Thomas 
McLaughlin  and  his  said  minor  children  the  land  described  in 
the  complaint  for  the  sum  of  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars, 
and  at  the  same  time  the  defendant  Thomas  McLaughlin  paid 
to  plaintiffs  on  account  of  said  purchase  the  sum  of  thirteen 
hundred  dollars,  and  the  balance  of  twelve  hundred  dollars 
was  to  be  paid  October  1,  1884.    On  October  10th  following, 
this  balance  was  still  unpaid,  and  it  was  then  agreed  between 
plaintiffs  and  the  defendant  Thomas  McLaughlin,  "  for  him* 
self  and  his  said  children,  •  •  •  .  that  plaintiffs  should  exe- 
cute a  deed  .  ...  of  said  .  •  •  •  land  to  Thomas  McLaughlin 
and  his  said  children,  and  that  the  said  balance  of  said  pur- 
chase price  •  •  •  •  should  be  secured  by  a  mortgage  upon  said 
lot  of  land.'' 

Thereupon  plaintiffs  conveyed  said  land  to  the  defendant 
McLaughlin  and  his  said  minor  children,  at  the  same  time 
receiving  back  a  note  for  twelve  hundred  dollars,  and  a  mort- 
gage to  secure  it  upon  the  land  conveyed.  The  mortgage 
recited  that  '*  Thomas  McLaughlin,  John  Thomas  Edward 
McLaughlin,  and  Margaret  McLaughlin  "  are  parties  thereto 
of  the  first  part,  and  was  signed,  — 

^*  Thomas  McLaughlin.    [Seal' 
"Thomas  McLaughlin,    [Seal' 

''Guardian  of  the  persons  and  estates  of  John  Thomas 
Edward  McLaughlin  and  Margaret  McLaughlin,  minors." 

The  note  was  also  signed  by  Thomas  McLaughlin  for  him- 
self, and  alsOb  below,  as  guardian  fc^r  the  said  minors. 

The  court  farther  finds  ''  that  said  deed  and  mortgage  were 
drawn  by  (me  Oliver  Walcott,  an  attorney  at  law,  who  repre- 
sented to  said  plaintiflii  that  said  mortgage  was  sufficient  to 
create  a  lien  for  said  sum  of  twelve  hundred  dollars,  npon  the 
interests  of  said  children  as  well  as  upon  the  interest  of  said 
Thomas  McLaughlin  in  said  lot  of  land,  and  that  said  plain- 
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tifl*8,  when  they  executed  said  deed  and  received  the  mort- 
gage, believed  that  said  mortgage  was  sufficient  and  effective " 
for  that  purpose. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  defendant  minors  that  the  judgment  is 
erroneous,  in  so  far  as  it  makes  the  said  indebtedness  of  the 
defendant  Thomas  McLaughlin  a  lien  upon  their  interest  in 
the  land  so  conveyed  to  them. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  case  showing  that  any  portion  of 
the  money  paid  by  the  defendant  Thomas  McLaughlin  be- 
longed to  said  minors,  or  whether  he  was  or  was  not  in  fact 
the  guardian  of  their  estates. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  upon  the  facts  appearing  here 
the  mortgage  referred  to  may  be  enforced  as  an  equitable 
mortgage  upon  the  whole  land,  and  whatever  interest  the  de« 
fendant  minors  may  have  acquired  therein  by  virtue  of  the 
deed  referred  to  is  subject  to  its  lien. 

The  principle  is  well  settled  in  equity  that  a  mortgage  de- 
fectively executed,  or  an  imperfect  attempt  to  create  a  mort- 
gage upon  specific  property  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a 
debt,  will  create  a  specific  lien  upon  the  property  so  intended 
to  be  mortgaged:  Daggett  v.  Rankin^  81  Cal.  827;  Love  v* 
Sierra  N.  L.  W.  &  M.  Co,,  32  Cal.  652;  91  Am.  Dec.  602. 

In  Remington  v.  Higgins,  54  Cal.  620,  which  was  an  action 
against  husband  and  wife,  the  facts  were,  that  the  huaband 
bargained  for  land,  agreeing  that  a  mortgage  should  be  given 
to  secure  the  purchase  price,  and  at  his  request  the  deed  was 
made  to  his  wife,  and  she  executed  the  mortgage.  This  mort- 
gage was,  however,  invalid,  because  by  the  conveyance  to  the 
wife  the  property  became  community  property,  and  as  such 
was  not  subject  to  mortgage  by  the  wife.  In  dealing  with 
that  state  of  facts,  the  court  uses  this  language:  "  Admitting 
that  the  transaction  did  not  create  a  mortgage  in  law,  and  not 
deciding  but  that  plaintiff  may  have  waived  his  lien  of  a 
vendor,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  plaintiff  has  a  lien  upon 
the  premises  by  way  of  equitable  mortgage  to  recover  the  un- 
paid portion  of  the  purchase-money  and  interest.  The  hus- 
band in  bargaining  for  the  premises  agreed  that  a  mortgage 
should  be  given;  a  paper  was  executed,  in  pursuance  of  that 
agreement,  which  was  supposed  by  the  parties  to  have  accom* 
plished  that  object.  It  now  appears  that  that  paper  is  invalid 
as  a  mortgage.  Equity  will  treat  that  as  done  which  the 
parties  agreed  to  have  done,  and  which  ought  to  have  been 
done." 
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So  Id  this  case,  the  father  agreed  that  the  balance  of  the 
purchase  price  should  be  secured  by  a  mortgage  of  the  land 
conveyed,  and  we  presume  that  the  one  under  consideration  was 
executed  by  him  in  good  faith  to  carry  out  that  agreement, 
and  the  court  below  finds  that  the  plaintiffs  accepted  it  under 
ttie  belief  that  it  was  a  valid  lien  upon  the  whole  land  they  were 
conveying,  and  it  was  because  the  plaintiffs  so  relied  upon  it 
that  the  defendants  were  enabled  to  acquire  any  interest  in 
the  land.  We  have  not  overlooked  the  fact  that  in  all  the 
cases  above  cited  the  persons  against  whom  the  imperfect  in« 
Btrament  was  enforced  had  the  capacity  to  make  a  valid  con- 
tract,  while  by  the  judgment  here  it  is  the  land  of  minors 
who  were  and  are  incapable  of  contracting  for  land,  and,  in  a 
g^eneral  sense,  of  ratifying  such  a  contract,  against  which  this 
mortgage  is  enforced. 

But  this  fact  ought  not,  under  the  circumstances  here  dis- 
closed, to  prevent  the  application  of  the  equitable  rule  which 
lies  at  the  foundation  of  these  cases.  It  must  be  borne  in 
mind,  also,  that  the  agreement  of  the  father  and  his  assumed 
agency  in  accepting  a  deed  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement  is 
the  source  or  foundation  of  all  the  right,  legal  or  equitable, 
which  these  minors  have  in  the  land.  The  deed  was  made  to 
them  solely  by  direction  of  the  father.  That  was  the  form 
which  the  transaction  took,  and  in  equity  the  agreement  that 
the  purchase  price  should  be  secured  by  a  mortgage  upon  the 
land,  the  conveyance  and  the  mortgage  must  be  regarded  as 
one  transaction,  and  no  person,  whether  minor  or  adult,  can 
be  permitted  to  adopt  that  part  of  an  entire  transaction  which 
is  beneficial,  and  reject  its  burdens. 

This  commanding  principle  of  justice  is  so  well  established, 
that  it  has  become  one  of  the  maxims  of  the  law.  The 
father  acted  for  the  children,  and  they  must  either  accept  or 
repudiate  the  entire  contract  which  he  made;  they  cannot  re- 
tain  its  fruits  and  at  the  same  time  deny  its  obligations. 

"  A  party  cannot  apply  to  his  own  use  that  part  of  the  trans- 
action which  may  bring  to  him  a  benefit,  and  repudiate  the 
other,  which  may  not  be  to  his  interest  to  fulfill.  Thus  it 
has  been  held  that  an  infant  cannot  avoid  a  mortgage  and 
affirm  a  deed,  when  both  are  made  at  one  and  the  same  time, 
relate  to  the  same  property,  and  go  to  make  up  one  transao* 
tion.  If  the  mortgage  be  avoided  under  the  plea  of  infancy, 
the  deed  becomes  of  no  effect":  Heath  v.  Weat^  28  N.  H.  108, 

In  this  case  the  minors  are  before  the  court,  and  have  filed 
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an  answer  by  their  guardian  ad  litem*  They  have  not  dis- 
claimed the  title  vested  in  them  by  the  deed  procured  under 
the  circumstances  stated,  but  seek  to  defeat  the  lien  of 
plaintiffs'  mortgage,  so  far  as  their  title  is  concerned,  by  the 
plea  ^'  that  they  have  not  ratified  any  contract  relating  to  the 
sale  of  said  lot,  and  that  they  are  incapable  of  ratifying  the 
same/'  But  what  the  rules  of  equity  would  not  permit  them 
to  do  if  they  had  attained  their  majority  they  cannot  be  per- 
mitted to  do  now  through  their  guardian  ad  litem. 
Judgment  affirmed.  

Equitablb  Mortoaox,  What  CoNsrrruTKs:  See  extended  note  to  Bulkier 
▼.  PhUipB,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  696-708.  A  mortgage  on  real  eetate,  ezeontod  in 
Uk^ot  of  a  partnership  in  its  firm  name,  and  recorded  aa  required  by  atat- 
nte,  constitutes  a  valid  lien  upon  the  property  in  favor  of  the  firm  as  seoozity 
for  indebtedness  to  it:  Bank  ▼.  Johnwn,  47  Ohio  St.  306.  When  the  rights 
of  innocent  third  parties  will  not  be  affected,  a  mortgage  discharged  from 
record  wiU  be  given  its  original  priority  as  a  lien  by  a  court  of  equity:  Fergm» 
tan  ▼.  Olaa^ford,  68  Mich.  36. 

Minor  oanmot  Disaftirh  his  Contract,  and  also  retain  the  benefits 
thereof:  See  extended  note  to  Ch-aig  v.  Van  Bebber,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  60QL 
He  cannot  affirm  a  portion  of  a  single  transaction,  and  disaffirm  the 
He  must  abide  by  it  or  disaffirm  it  m  Mo:  See  same  note,  page  669. 
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Balb  Madb  to  Hnn>KR»  Dslat,  or  Defraud  Creditobs  n,  as  to  theiBf 
absolutely  void,  and  not  voidable  merely. 

Plbadino  Fraud  when  Neobssart.  —  When  a  sheriff  is  sued  for  poBsession 
or  conversion  of  property,  and  denies  the  title  of  the  plainti£^  ho  may, 
under  such  denial,  prove  that  a  transfer  to  plaintiff  was  made  to  hindsr, 
delay,  or  defraud  creditors  of  the  vendor,  and  that  the  sheriff  representB 
one  of  such  creditors. 

Plbadino.  —  Sheriff,  ik  an  Action  against  Him  for  thb  Possbssion  oa 
CoNVBRSiON  of  PROPERTY,  need  not  anticipate  the  source  of  the  plain- 
tiff's title,  nor  allege  that  it  was  acquired  for  the  purpose  of  hindering^ 
delaying,  or  defrauding  creditors.  Such  defense  is  admissible  under  ths 
denial  to  plaintiff's  title. 

Witness  —  Prior. — Evidence  that  a  witness,  long  prior  to  the  trial,  mads 
statements  consistent  with  his  testimony  is  not  admissible  when  he  has 
been  impeached  by  evidence  of  his  bad  reputation,  to  rebut  the  effoct  of 
■uoh  impeaching  evidence. 

John  F.  Ellison  and  J.  T.  Matlock^  for  the  appellant. 

A.  M,  McCoyy  Clay  W.  Taylor^  and  Jackson  Hatch^  for  ths 
respondent. 
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TsMPLBy  C.  This  appeal  is  from  the  judgment  and  from  an 
order  denying  defendant's  motion  for  a  new  trial.  The  suit 
w&B  brought  against  the  sheriff  to  recover  for  property  seized 
at  the  suit  of  L.  Newcomer  against  James  Oleason,  who  is  a 
brother  of  the  plaintiff.  The  answer  denies  the  title  and  pos« 
aesaion  of  plaintiff,  justifies  under  the  writ,  and  avers  title  in 
GleasoD. 

Plaintiff  derives  her  title  from  Oleason,  and  at  the  trial  the 
controversy  was  as  to  the  validity  of  the  transfer  to  her.  The 
questions  raised  relate  almost  entirely  to  alleged  erroneous 
rulings  in  the  admission  of  evidence  tending  to  establish  the 
bona  fides  of  the  sale  to  plaintiff. 

On  the  trial  the  plaintiff  objected  to  the  testimony  of  de- 
fendant on  this  subject,  claiming  that  the  answer  did  not  raise 
the  issue  of  fraud,  and  now  insists  that  if  the  rulings  com- 
plained of  are  erroneous  they  are  still  not  injurious,  for  the 
same  reason. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  insufficiency  of  this  answer  is  estab- 
lished by  the  cases  of  Albertoli  v.  Jiranham,  80  Cal.  633,  13 
Am.  St  Bep.  200,  and  Sukeforth  v.  Lord,  87  Cal.  399. 

In  those  cases,  however,  the  defendants  did  not  content 
themselves  with  merely  denying  the  right  of  plaintiff,  justify- 
ing  under  a  writ,  and  averring  title  in  the  debtor  of  the  at- 
taching creditor,  but  proceeded  to  charge  the  plaintiff  with  an 
attempt  to  assist  the  debtor  in  defrauding  his  creditors.  It  is 
not  necessary  to  set  up  such  a  defense.  It  has  been  held  that 
the  defendant  is  not  required  to  anticipate  the  source  from 
which  plaintiff  claims  to  derive  his  title,  but  if  he  does  pro- 
ceed to  set  up  the  acts  of  fraud  which  he  charges  render  plain- 
tiff's title  invalid,  he  must  state  facts  which  are  sufficient  in 
law  to  that  end. 

But  such  plea  is  entirely  unnecessary.  A  sale  made  to 
hinder,  delay,  and  defraud  creditors  is,  as  to  such  creditors, 
absolutely  void,  and  not  voidable  merely:  Civ.  Code,  sec.  3439; 
Freeman  on  Executions,  136;  Butler  v.  Collins^  12  Cal.  463. 

When  the  defendant  denies  the  plaintiff's  title,  and  shows 
himself  to  be  a  creditor,  such  evidence  is  admissible  in  rebut- 
tal of  plaintiff's  proof  of  title.  It  shows  such  title  invalid; 
that,  as  to  defendant,  the  transfer  is  void. 

This  question  was  expressly  decided  by  this  court  in  Qrum 
T.  Barney^  55  Cal.  254,  and  in  Humphreys  v.  Harkey,  55  Cal. 
284;  and  decisions  elsewhere  accord  with  these  decisions:  See 
Tupper  v.  Thompson^  26  Minn.  385. 
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James  Oleason  was  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  and  gave  evi- 
dence in  support  of  nearly  all  the  facts  constituting  plaintifiT's 
case.    In  rebuttal,  he  was  impeached  by  evidence  of  Btate- 
ments  made  by  him  inconsistent  with  his  testimony,  and  by 
showing  that  his  reputation  for  truth  was  bad.    The  plaintiff 
was  then  allowed,  against  the  objection  of  defendant,  to  prove 
by  other  witnesses  that  he  had  also  made  statements  consist- 
ent with  his  testimony.    When  this  testimony  was  objected 
to,  counsel  explained  the  offer:  "  We  propose  to  prove  [state- 
ments made?]  at  a  time  so  far  remote  that  there  was  no  pos* 
sibility  he  would  foresee  it,  and  which  preclude  the  idea  that 
the  story  was  a  fabrication  of  recent  date." 

Respondent  does  not  claim  the  right  to  prove  such  state- 
ments in  rebuttal  of  the  statements  proved  by  defendant,  but 
he  claims  that  the  fact  that  his  witness  was  impeached  by 
evidence  of  bad  reputation  justifies  such  evidence. 

The  first  thing  that  strikes  one  upon  such  a  proposition  is, 
that  this  character  of  evidence  does  not  meet  the  emergencies 
of  the  case.  Where  a  witness  is  discredited  by  showing  that 
he  is  not  disinterested,  but  is  testifying  under  an  induce- 
ment to  misstate  the  facts,  there  is  some  plausibility  in  the 
claim  that  statements  to  the  same  effect  as  his  testimony, 
made  before  he  became  interested,  tend  in  some  degree  to 
show  that  his  testimony  was  not  affected  by  this  interest. 
Here  the  question  was,  whether  Gleason  was  a  truthful  man, 
and  the  evidence  had  no  bearing  upon  that  issue. 

The  doctrine  upon  this  subject  is  discussed  in  People  ▼• 
DoyeUj  48  Cal.  90;  Barkly  v.  Copeland,  74  Cal.  1;  6  Am.  St 
Rep.  413;  and  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  sec.  469. 

These  authorities  do  not  support  the  respondent  in  this 
matter,  and  he  has  not  referred  us  to  any  which  do.  On  the 
hypothesis  of  the  plaintiff,  Gleason  had  no  interest  in  the  cascf^ 
nor  could  he  have  had  any,  except  upon  the  theory  of  the  de- 
fense that  the  transaction  was  an  attempt  to  hide  his  prop- 
erty from  his  creditors;  and  upon  that  supposition,  who  can 
tell  how  long  he  had  been  seeking  a  cover  for  his  fraud? 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  evidence  was  material,  and  it  must 
have  been  injurious.  The  trial  was  before  a  jury,  who  found 
for  plaintiff.    We  think  the  ruling  erroneous. 

The  other  alleged  errors  need  not  be  noticed,  as  they  may 
not  be  repeated  on  a  new  trial,  except  the  point  made  that  the 
evidence  does  not  show  an  immediate  delivery.    Upon  that 
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poiDt  we  think  there  was  evidence  enough  to  warrant  the  court 
in  submitting  the  matter  to  the  jury. 

Wo  adviee  that  the  judgment  and  order  be  reversed,  and  a 
new  trial  ordered. 

Vanclisf,  C,  and  Foots,  C,  concurred. 

The  Court.  For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opin« 
ion,  the  judgment  and  order  are  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
ordered.  

Fhaudvlsmt  GomrBTANOB,  WHETHBR  VoiD  OB  Von>ABLB:  See  Sieek  r. 
Coon,  27  N«K  686;  20  Am.  St  Rep.  705,  and  note;  ffehiu  ▼.  Oreen,  105  N.  a 
S51;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  893,  and  note.  Assignment  by  an  insolTent  debtor  of  a 
life  insnranoe  policy  payable  to  himself  to  avoid  the  payment  of  his  debts  is 
▼Old  aa  to  creditors:  SavingB  Bank  ▼.  McLean,  84  Mich.  625.  Making  of  a 
general  assignment  by  a  debtor  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  in  such  a  way 
AS  to  give  preference  to  one  oyer  another  is,  in  some  of  the  states,  fraudulent 
ftod  Toid:  Hat^ord  Oil  Co,  t.  Bank,  126  111.  534;  Lancaster  v.  Wheeler,  62 
K*.  H.  479;  Bank  qfOommeree  v.  Payne,  86  Ky.  446.  A  conveyance  for  the 
purpose  of  hindering  and  delaying  creditors  is  frandnlent  and  Toid:  Weber 
▼.  ifiek,  131  HL  520.  All  transfers  made  in  trust  for  the  use  of  a  grantor 
are  frandnlent  and  yoid  as  against  his  creditors:  Kendall  v.  Bishop,  76  Mich. 
634  A  party  who  conveys  away  his  land  to  prevent  the  state  from  subject- 
ing it  to  the  payment  of  fines  is  guilty  of  fraud,  and  such  conveyance  is  void: 
State  ▼.  Burkeholder,  80  W.  Va.  593.  A  fraudulent  conveyance  is  valid, 
•xcept  as  to  creditors:  Fordyee  v.  Hkke,  76  Iowa,  41. 

Plbadiitq  Fraud,  whbn  Neoessart:  People  v.  Bealy,  128  IlL  9;  15  Am. 
St.  Rep.  90,  and  note.  How  fraud  must  be  pleaded:  Helms  v.  Oreen,  105 
K.  C.  251;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  893,  and  note.  A  court  of  equity  can  only  decree 
on  the  case  made  by  the  pleadings;  fraud  not  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings 
cannot  be  introduced  by  depositions:  Welfley  ▼.  Shenandoah  etc  Co.,  SZ  Va. 
768.  An  allegation  that  defendant  has  disposed  of  the  greater  part  of  his 
property  with  intent  to  defraud  creditors,  and  has  left  the  state  with  like 
intent,  will  sustain  a  warrant  of  attachment:  Roddey  v.  Bndn,  31  S.  G.  36. 
A  complaint  is  bad  which  fails  to  aver  that  the  debtor,  after  a  fraudulent 
oonveyanoe,  had  not  money  enough  left  to  pay  his  debts:  Sell  ▼.  Bailey,  119 
Ind.  51.  Charges  of  fraud  or  mistake  must  be  specific,  to  avail  anythingi 
Howard  r.  Penmseola  eto  A  iS.  Oo.,  24  Fla.  560. 
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[In  Bank.] 

Speot  V.  Spbot, 

[88  California,  4^7.] 

pAAcnci — Findings.  —  If  a  Court  Declines  to  Find  upon  o«rUln  iames» 
on  the  groiind  that  they  are  not  material,  the  appellate  ooart  will  pre* 
■nme  that  evidenoe  was  offered  thereupon,  and  will  roTerse  the  jiid^<- 
ment  if,  in  its  opinion,  the  iesQei  were  material. 

MOBTQAOSE  MAT  BE  GiVEN  THE  RiGHT  TO  THE  POSSESSION  of  the  mort£(m£;ed 

property  as  additional  secnrity  for  his  debt,  and  this  may  be  done  by 
parol  agreement)  and  the  right  to  retain  possession  is  not  dependent  on 
the  right  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  bat  solely  on  the  existence  of  the 
debt. 
Land  u  Held  in  Pledge  when  a  Mobtoaoob  Gives  a  Mobtgaoxb  Pes* 
SESSION  as  additional  secnrity  for  his  debt»  and  the  pledgee  has  tho  ri|(ht 
to  retain  possession  nntil  the  debt  is  paid,  though  the  statute  of  lioiita* 
tions  has  barred  all  remedy  for  its  recovery. 

MOBTQAOEB  IN  POSSESSION  IS  BnTITLBD  TO  RETAIN  StTCR    PoSSKSIOir     fHT* 

TIL  HIS  Dbbt  is  Paid,  and  cannot  be  deprived  thereof  by  an  action  of 
ejectment,  although  the  statute  of  limitations  has  barred  his  right  to 
maintain  an  action  to  enforce  the  debt. 

MOBTOAQOB  OANNOT    MAINTAIN    BjECTMBNT  AGAINST  HS    MOBTGAGSB     UN' 

m$  the  debt  is  paid,  and  it  cannot  be  paid  by  mere  lapse  of  time. 

B.  F,  Howard  and  S.  O,  Tompkins^  for  the  appellant 
H,  M.  Albery  and  W,  0,  Dyae^  for  the  respondent. 

Harrison,  J.    The  defendant,  in  her  answer  to  a  complaint 
in  ejectment,  which  was  in  the  ordinary  form,  denied  all  its 
allegations,  and  "for  a  separate  and  equitable  defense   to 
plaintiff's  action,  and  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  equitable 
relief  herein,"  alleged  that  in  October,  1875,  Jonas  Spect,  who 
was  then  the  owner  and  in  possession  of  the  demanded  prem- 
ises, conveyed  the  same  to  one  Montgomery;  that  in  October, 
1876,  said  Jonas  Spect  borrowed  from  the  defendant  the  sum 
of  $2,200,  and  executed  to  her  his  promissory  note  therefor; 
that  on  the  second  day  of  January,  1877,  he  procured  said 
Montgomery  to  convey  the  demanded  premises  to  her,  and 
that  at  the  same  time,  and  as  a  part  of  the  same  transaction, 
an  agreement  was  entered  into  between  herself  and  said  Jonas 
Spect,  declaring  that  said  conveyance  was  made  as  security 
for  the  payment  of  said  promissory  note;  *Hhat  by  virtue  of 
said  conveyance  from  Montgomery,  and  said  agreement,  and 
by  the  consent  of  said  Jonas  Spect,  defendant  took  possession 
of  the  demanded  premises,  and  has  ever  since  remained,  and 
is  now,  in  actual  possession  of  the  same,  claiming  them  as  her 
own;  that  no  part  of  said  $2,200  has  ever  been  paid,  principal 
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or  interest,  but  the  whole  thereof  is  now  due  and  unpaid, 
amounting  to  $5,632";  and  prayed  judgment  that  plaintiff 'a 
oomplaint  be  dismissed.  The  action  was  tried  by  the  court, 
and  judgment  rendered  for  the  plaintiff.  The  court  made 
findings  of  the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  incorpo- 
rated therein  the  following  statement,  with  reference  to  the 
equitable  defense  set  up  in  the  answer:  ''  The  court  declines 
to  find  on  the  fact  whether  or  not  defendant  has  a  mortgage 
lien  on  the  premises  in  controversy,  for  the  reason  that  the 
court  is  of  the  opinion  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  disposi- 
tion of  the  issues  involved  in  this  case  to  find  upon  that  mat- 
ter, this  being  an  action  of  ejectment,  and  the  only  question 
involved  being  the  right  to  the  possession  of  the  premises  de- 
scribed in  plaintiff's  complaint.'^  The  defendant  has  appealed 
directly  from  the  judgment,  and  presents  as  a  ground  for  its 
reversal  that  the  court  failed  to  find  upon  the  issues  presented 
by  her  equitable  defense. 

Inasmuoh  as  the  court  gives  as  its  reason  for  not  making 
findings  upon  these  issues  that  such  findings  were  immaterial, 
we  must  assume  that  evidence  was  introduced  at  the  trial 
suf&cient  to  support  the  allegations,  and  therefore  the  rule 
annoanced  in  Himmelman  v.  Henry,  84  Cal.  104,  has  no  appli- 
cation.    If  the  facts  alleged  by  the  defendant  constitute  a 
defense  to  the  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  they 
presented  material  issues  upon  which  the  court  should  have 
made  findings,  and  a  failure  to  do  so  was  error  which  will  re- 
quire a  reversal  of  the  judgment. 

The  court  does  not  find  by  what  means  the  plaintiff  be- 
came the  owner  of  the  demanded  premises,  but  as  it  is  alleged 
in  the  equitable  defense  above  named  that  Jonas  Spect  was 
the  owner  at  the  time  he  made  the  conveyance  to  Montgomery, 
we  must  assume  that  the  plaintiff's  title  is  derived  under  him, 
and  is  therefore  subject  to  whatever  encumbrance  was  created 
by  the  foregoing  acts  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  can  assert  no  greater  rights  to  the  premises  than 
could  Jonas  Spect  himself,  were  he  the  plaintiff  herein.    It 
may  also  be  assumed,  although  it  does  not  appear  in  the  record 
that  such  point  was  presented  to  the  court  below,  that  the 
defendant's  right  of  action  upon  the  debt  for  which  this 
mortgage  was  given  to  her  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations. 

The  question  to  be  determined  is.  Can  a  mortgagor,  who  has 
placed  his  mortgagee  in  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises, 
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maintain  ejectment  against  him  while  the  debt  for  whicli  tbe 
mortgage  was  given  remains  unsatisfied,  even  though  an  ao- 
tion  by  the  mortgagee  for  the  recovery  of  the  debt  is  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitations? 

Section  2927  of  the  Civil  Code  declares  that  "  a  mortgage 
does  not  entitle  the  mortgagee  to  the  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty, unless  authorized  by  the  express  terms  of  the  mortgage; 
but  after  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  the  mortgagor  majr 
agree  to  such  change  of  possession  without  a  new  considera- 
tion.^ 

The  right  of  the  mortgagee  to  take  possession  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises  does  not  depend  upon  the  statute.    The  mort- 
gagor could  at  all  times,  even  by  a  parol  agreement,  give  to 
his  mortgagee  this  additional  security:  Fogarty  v.  Sawyer^  17 
Cal.  589;  Edwards  v.  Wray^  11  Biss.  251.     In  taking  such 
possession,  the  mortgagee  does  not  thereby  acquire  any  estate 
in  the  land,  or  obtain  for  his  mortgage  any  higher  character- 
or  any  different  or  greater  protection,  than  it  would  otherwise 
have  possessed.     In  any  action  to  enforce  the  mortgage,  or  to 
collect  the  debt  for  which  it  was  given  as  security,  the  mort- 
gagee has  no  additional  rights  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  he  is 
in  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises  with  the  consent  of  the 
mortgagor.    Such  possession  does,  however,  give  him  rights 
in  addition  to  those  conferred  by  the  mortgage.    It  is  an  ad- 
ditional security  for  the  debt,  which  he  is  entitled  to  retain  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  under  which  it  was  received.    This 
right  to  retain  the  possession  of  the  land  is  not  coincident  with 
a  right  to  foreclose  his  mortgage,  or  dependent  upon  such 
right,  but  depends  solely  upon  the  existence  of  the  debt.    The 
possession  of  the  land  is  a  special  security  for  the  debt,  distinct 
and  separate  from  the  mortgage,  which  has  been  conferred  by 
an  act  of  the  debtor,  and  the  right  to  retain  the  same  is  inde- 
pendent of  and  distinct  from  any  right  springing  from  the 
mortgage.     A  mortgage  is  defined  by  section  2920  of  the  Civil 
Code  to  be  "  a  contract  by  which  specific  property  is  hypothe- 
cated for  the  performance  of  an  act,  without  the  necessity  of  a 
change  of  possession."    The  use  of  the  term  "hypothecate** 
signifies  that  possession  is  not  an  incident  of  the  mortgage, 
and  that  the  fact  of  possession  is  entirely  distinct  from  the 
contract  of  hypothecation.     When,  therefore,  in  addition  to 
the  contract  of  hypothecation,  the  debtor  gives  to  his  creditor 
the  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  he  thereby,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  mortgage  which  he  has  executed,  also  pledges  the 
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land  to  him  aa  aecurity  for  the  debt,  and  confers  upon  him 
Biich  rights  as  are  incident  to  a  pledge. 

The  common  law  recognized  this  species  of  landed  security. 
It  was  there  called  vadium  vivumy  as  distinguished  from  the 
vadium  jnoriuum.    This  is  defined  by  Chancellor  Kent  to  be: 
**  when  the  creditor  takes  the  estate  to  hold  and  enjoy  it  with- 
OQt  any  limited  time  of  redemption,  and  until  he  repays  himself 
oat  of  the  reots  and  profits.     In  that  case  the  land  survivoB 
the  debt,  and  when  the  debt  is  discharged,  the  land,  by  right 
of  reverter,  returns  to  the  original  owner":  4  Kent's  Com.  137; 
2  Bla.  Com.  157;  Ca  Lit.  205  a.    The  holding  of  the  land  in 
pledgie  is   like  the  holding  of  any  other  pledge.    Until  the 
debt  is  repaid  the  owner  of  the  pledge  cannot  recover  it  from 
the  creditor.    The  bolder  of  personal  property  given  as  secu- 
rity for  a  debt  is  entitled  to  retain  the  same  from  the  owner 
Tmtil  the  debt  is  satisfied,  even  though  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions has  barred  all  right  of  action  to  recover  the  debt:  Jones 
V.  Merchants^  Bank^  4  Rob.  (N.  Y.)   221.    Under  the  same 
principle  the  mortgagee  in  possession  is  entitled  to  retain  such 
poBsession  until  the  debt  is  paid.     "The  mortgagee's  right, 
being  in  possession,  to  defend  himself  against  an  ejectment 
by  the  mortgagor,  is  but  a  right  to  retain  the  possession  of  the 
pledge  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  debt.    Such  a  right  is  but 
the  incident  of  the  debt,  and  has  no  relation  to  a  title  or  estate 
in  the  lands  ":  Kortright  v.  Cady,  21  N.  Y.  364;  78  Am.  Dec. 
145.     '<  On  the  same  principle  that  the  party  who  holds  goods 
in  pledge  for  a  debt  may  retain  those  goods,  even  after  an 
action  at  law  upon  such  debt  has  been  barred,  the  party  who 
has  got  rightful  possession  of  land  mortgaged  may  retain  pos- 
session thereof  until  his  debt  is  paid,  although  he  can  bring 
no  action  to  enforce  the  debt ":  Henry  v.  Confidence  M,  Co.^  1 
Nev.  622.    In  Dutton  v.  Warschauer,  21  Cal.  625, 82  Am.  Dec. 
765,  it  is  said:  *'  When  possession  is  taken  by  the  mortgagee 
after  condition  broken,  by  consent  of  the  mortgagor,  it  will  be 
presumed,  in  the  absence  of  clear  proof  to  the  contrary,  to  be 
with  the  understanding  that  the  mortgagee  is  to  receive  the 
rents  and  profits,  and  apply  them  to  the  payment  of  the  debt 
secured.    There  is,  indeed,  no  other  good   reason  why  the 
mortgagee  should  be  let  into  possession  in  preferenos  to  any 
other  party,  and  nnless  a  limitation  to  the  period  of  possession 
is  fixed  at  the  time,  it  will  be  considered  as  extending  until 
the  satisfaction  of  the  debt.    Having  thus  entered,  the  mort- 
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gagee  can  hold  against  the  mortgagor,  and  all  others,  until 
such  satisfaction  is  obtained/' 

The  rights  which  grow  out  of  the  relations  existing  between 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  as  well  as  the  remedies  for  the  en- 
forcement and  protection  of  those  rights,  are  of  equitable  ori« 
gin,  and  are  to  be  determined  by  the  principles  of  equity, 
whether  the  right  be  asserted  or  the  remedy  sought  in  an 
action  at  law  or  in  equity.    These  principles,  when  once  estab- 
lished, become  the  guidance  of  courts  of  law  as  well  as  of 
equity,  even  in  those  countries  where  the  tribunals  of  law  and 
equity  are  distinct.    It  was  said  by  Lord  Bedesdale:  **  The 
distinction  between  strict  law  and  equity  is  never  in  any  coun- 
try a  permanent  distinction.    Law  and  equity  are  in  continual 
progression,  and  the  former  is  constantly  gaining  ground  upon 
the  latter.    A  great  part  of  what  is  now  strict  law  was  for- 
merly considered  as  equity,  and  the  equitable  decisions  of 
this  age  will  unavoidably  be  ranked  under  the  strict  law  of 
the  next."    Section  307  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  de- 
clares:  *'  There  is  in  this  state  but  one  form  of  civil  actions 
for  the  enforcement  or  protection  of  private  rights  and  the 
redress  or  prevention  of  private  wrongs."    While  all  distinc- 
tions  in  the  form  of  actions  are  abolished,  yet  the  principles 
upon  which  the  rights  of  parties  are  to  be  determined  remain 
to  guide  the  judgment  of  the  court.    Courts  look  to  the  sub- 
stantial rights  of  the  parties  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  remedy  to  which  they  are  entitled,  irrespective  of  the 
form  of  the  complaint  under  which  the  remedy  is  sought. 
Whenever  a  mortgagor  seeks  a  remedy  against  his  mortga- 
gee, which  appears  to  the  court  to  be  inequitable,  whether  it 
be  to  cancel  the  mortgage  as  a  cloud  upon  his  title  {Booth  y. 
Hoskinif  76  Gal.  271),  or  to  enjoin  a  sale  under  the  power 
given  by  him  in  the  security  {Grant  v.  Burfy  54  Cal.  298),  or 
to  recover  from  the  mortgagee  the  possession  of  the  mortgaged 
premises,  the  court  will  deny  him  the  relief  he  seeks,  except 
upon  the  condition  that  he  shall  do  that  which  is  consonant 
with  equity. 

In  accordance  with  these  principles,  it  is  a  settled  role  that 
a  mortgagor  cannot  maintain  ejectment  against  his  mort- 
gagee until  the  debt  is  paid:  Ph^e  y.  iJtley,  16  Wend.  248;  80 
Am.  Deo.  56;  Hvhbell  y.  Moulson,  63  N.  Y.  226;  18  Am.  Bep. 
619;  Fee  v.  Smngly^  6  Mont  696;  RoberU  y.  SutherUnj  4  Or. 
220;  Cooke  v.  Cooper,  18  Or.  142;  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  709;  Frink 
V.  Le  Roy,  49  Cal.  314;  TaUman  v.  Ely,  6  Wis.  244;  Brinhnan 
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T.  Jone$,  44  Wis.  512;  Sahler  v.  Signer^  44  Barb.  614;  Madison 
Avenue  Church  v.  Oliver  St.  Church,  78  N.  Y.  82;  Den  t. 
WHght,  7  N.  J.  L.  175;  11  Am.  Dec.  546;  Wells  v.  Van  Dyke, 
109  Pa.  St  835;  Duke  v.  Reed,  64  Tex.  705;  Jones  on  Mort- 
gages,  860.  715. 

The  debt  is  not  satisfied  or  paid  by  mere  lapse  of  time.  The 
etatute  of  limitations  is  a  bar  to  the  remedy  only,  and  does  not 
extinguish,  or  even  impair,  the  obligation  of  the  debtor.  It  is 
available  in  judicial  proceedings  only  as  a  defense,  and  can 
neyer  be  asserted  as  a  cause  of  action  in  his  behalf,  or  for 
conferring  upon  him  a  right  of  action.  It  is  to  be  used  as 
a  shield,  and  not  as  sword.  "  It  has  never  been  held  that  the 
expiration  of  the  statutory  time  for  bringing  an  action  to  re- 
cover a  debt,  or  to  enforce  any  personal  obligation,  operated 
either  as  an  extinguishment  or  payment.  Such  a  result  can- 
not be  derived  from  the  language  of  our  statute,  the  reason  or 
policy  of  the  law,  or  the  decisions  of  courts  in  this  state  or 
elsewhere":  Orant  v.  Burr,  54  Cal.  301. 

The  mortgagee,  after  the  mortgage  debt  has  been  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitations,  cannot  by  any  affirmative  proceed- 
ings on  his  part  invoke  the  aid  of  the  court  for  the  collection  of 
the  debt;  but  if  the  mortgagor  has  placed  him  in  the  possession 
of  the  land  mortgaged,  he  does  not  lose  the  right  thus  con- 
ferred upon  him,  and  can  resist  any  action  by  the  mortgagor 
to  deprive  him  of  this  security.  In  Frink  v.  Le  Roy,  49  Cal. 
314,  a  decree  of  foreclosure  and  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises 
was  entered  in  1859.  Thereupon  Le  Roy,  one  of  the  mort- 
gagees, took  possession  of  the  premises  under  an  agreement 
between  the  parties  that  he  might  do  so,  and  apply  the  rents 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  In  1870,  Frink,  who  had 
succeeded  to  the  interest  of  the  mortgagor  in  the  premises, 
brought  an  action  in  ejectment  against  Le  Roy  for  their  re- 
covery. Le  Roy,  in  his  answer,  by  way  of  equitable  defense, 
set  up  the  mortgage,  the  judgment  foreclosing  the  same,  and 
the  agreement  under  which  he  had  taken  possession.  To  this 
defense  the  plaintiff  pleaded  the  statute  of  limitations.  Upon 
an  appeal  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
supreme  court  held  that  the  statute  of  limitations  had  no 
application,  and  that  Le  Roy's  right  to  remain  in  possession 
under  the  agreement  was  not  affected  by  it,  saying  that  "  the 
equity  of  Le  Roy  to  be  maintained  in  possession  until  satis* 
faction  of  the  debt  is  not  lost  from  the  fact  that  for  upwards 
of  ten  years  he  has  been  in  the  actual  possession  of  that  of 
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which  he  Is  now  sought  to  be  deprived."    In  Hubhell  v.  MotiJ^ 
son,  53  N.  Y.  225,  13  Am.  Rep.  519,  it  was  held  that  the  mort^ 
gagor  could  not  maintain  an  action  in  ejectment  against  tli3 
mortgagee  for  the  mortgaged  premises,  even  though  he  could 
prove  at  the  trial  that  the  mortgagee  had  received  from  tHo 
lands  sufficient  rents  and  profits  to  satisfy  the  debt;  that  sucH 
receipt  did  noii'pso facto  satisfy  the  mortgage  and  discharge 
its  lien,  but  was  in  the  nature  of  an  equitable  set-off  to  the 
amount  due  upon  the  mortgage  debt,  and  that  until  after   & 
judicial  determination  had  been  had  upon  an  accounting  ixx 
equity,  and  the  application  of  these  receipts  decreed  by  the 
court  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt,  the  mortgage  was  not  satisfied. 

Section  346  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  provides  that 
"  an  action  to  redeem  a  mortgage  of  real  property,  with  or 
without  an  account  of  rents  and  profits,  may  be  brought 
by  the  mortgagor,  or  those  claiming  under  him,  against  the 
mortgagee  in  possession,  or  those  claiming  under  him,  un- 
less he  or  they  have  continuously  maintained  an  adverse 
possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises  for  five  years  after 
breach  of  some  condition  of  the  mortgage."  If  the  mortgagor 
could  maintain  ejectment  against  his  mortgagee  after  the  debt 
for  which  the  mortgage  was  given  had  become  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations,  he  would  have  no  need  to  bring  an 
action  to  redeem  the  mortgage;  and  if  the  mortgagee  bad 
maintained  an  adverse  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises 
for  five  years  after  the  breach  of  some  condition  of  the  mort- 
gage, such  adverse  possession  would  be  a  complete  defense  to 
the  action  of  ejectment.  Mere  lapse  of  time  does  not  consti- 
tute  adverse  possession,  but  if  the  mortgagor  could  maintain 
ejectment  as  soon  as  the  right  of  action  upon  the  debt  were 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion would  be  meaningless. 

It  follows,  from  a  consideration  of  the  principles  which  we 
have  herein  stated,  that  the  equitable  defense  alleged  by  the 
defendant  was,  if  sustained  by  proofs,  sufficient  to  defeat  the 
plaintiff's  right  of  recovery,  and  that  the  failure  of  the  court 
to  make  findings  upon  the  issues  so  presented  was  error,  for 
which  the  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Rehearing  denied.  ^^^ 

MosTGAOi  ~  MoRTOAOM  IN  PossBSSioiT.  —  Where  the  mortgagee  by  the 
terms  of  the  initrament  if  placed  in  poisession  of  the  Und  mortf^ed,  the 
mortgagor  oazinot  reeover  poaeeasion  without  payment  of  the  debt  aecured 
thereby:  Eodrigua  v.  Hayne$,  76  Tex.  226.    The  mortgagor  may  require  a 
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retrmaafer  of  mortgaged  premiflea  only  upon  payment  of  debt:  Cooper  t. 
Smith,  75  Mich.  247.  Where  the  mortgagee  holda  possessioa  under  an  ar* 
nogement  with  the  mortgagor,  snch  poeaession  doea  not  become  adverao 
uitil  the  debt  ia  aatiafied,  or  he  aaaerta  au  abaolate  title  in  himaelf,  and  givea 
distinct  notioa  to  the  mortgagor;  McPhenon  ▼.  HayuHxrd,  81  Me.  329.  Sea 
Abo  Jaekmrn  ▼.  Lpich^  129  UL  72;  SUUweU  t.  Hamm,  97  Mo.  679. 


Habbob  Commissioners  u  Bbdwood  Company. 

[88  CALiroBNlA,  491.] 

PBirAi.Tii8  ARB  KOT  Damaobs,  BUT  ARB  PuKDHMBim  impoeed  for  breaoh 
of  duty  enjoined  by  law. 

LaOiaLATUBB   GARIIOT    DbLBQATB   TO  AM  EXBOUTIYB   BODT   THB  POWBB  TO 

Imposb  a  Pbnaltt  for  the  violation  of  a  rale  or  regulation,  though  tbo 
legislature  fizea  the  maximum  of  auch  penalty. 

Jl  H.  0.  Weaver  and  J.  N.  OiUett^  for  the  appellant. 
8.  M.  Buchy  for  the  respondent. 

Garotjtte,  J.  This  is  an  action  to  recover  a  penalty  of  five 
hundred  dollars  imposed  by  the  plaintiff  upon  the  defendanti 
for  the  violation  of  certain  rules  and  regulations  made  by 
plaintiff. 

Section  2568  of  the  Political  Code  provides  that  "  the  board 
of  harbor  commissioners  of  the  port  of  Eureka  are  authorized 
and  empowered  to  make  such  rules  and  regulations,  and  take 
such  action,  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  protection  of  naviga- 
tion in  Humboldt  Bay.'' 

Section  2569,  subdivision  6,  provides:  "Impose  penalties 
for  violation  of  sueh  rules  and  regulations,  not  exceeding,  for 
any  one  violation,  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars,  to  be  re- 
covered by  action." 

Section  6  of  the  rules  and  regulations  made  by  plaintiff,  in 
pursuance  of  the  above  sections  of  the  code,  imposes  a  penalty 
in  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars  for  the  violation  of  certain 
of  these  rules. 

We  do  not  believe  the  plaintiff  has  the  power  to  impose  a 
penalty  as  provided  in  the  rule  just  mentioned. 

The  imposition  of  a  penalty  is  in  the  nature  of  a  quari  crim- 
inal proceeding,  as  it  only  follows  from  the  violation  of  some 
law. 

In  United  Siaiee  v.  Montelly  Taney,  62,  referring  to  the  char* 
acter  and  object  of  penalties,  we  find  this  language: — 

"  It  is  not  damages,  therefore,  that  are  intended  to  be 

▲k.  St.  Rbp.,  Vol.  XXIL— 21 
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cured,  but  punishment  intended  to  be  inflicted  upon  thoBO 
who  are  justly  and  properly  responsible  for  any  improper  uso 

of  the  vessels'  register In  other  words,  it  is  a  fized 

penalty  imposed  by  law  as  a  punishment  for  breach  of  duty 
enjoined  by  law,  and  must  be  treated  as  such,"  etc. 

The  board  of  harbor  commissioners  is  a  creature  of  tho 
Btatute,  and  purely  an  executive  body,  and  the  fixing  and  im. 
posing  of  penalties  are  matters  of  which  the  legislature  alone 
^as  cognizance.  An  act  providing  that  if  a  person  does  or 
does  not  do  a  certain  thing  he  shall  pay  a  penalty  of  five  hun- 
dred dollars  is  legislation.  And  it  is  a  cardinal  principle  of 
representative  government  that  the  legislature  cannot  dele- 
gate the  power  to  make  laws  to  any  other  authority  or  body* 
Cooley's  Constitutional  Limitations,  116,  139. 

Conceding  that  the  legislature  could  delegate  to  the  plain- 
tiff the  authority  to  make  rules  and  regulations  with  reference 
to  the  navigation  of  Humboldt  Bay,  the  penalty  for  the  viola- 
tion of  such  rules  and  regulations  is  a  matter  purely  in  the 
hands  of  the  legislature. 

The  act  of  the  legislature  in  fixing  the  maximum  of  such 
fiuch  penalty  is  of  no  avail;  the  vice  of  the  whole  matter  is  in 
not  itself  fixing  the  penalty,  and  in  delegating  such  legisla- 
tive power  to  the  plaintiff. 

Justice  Agnew,  in  Locke^a  Appeal^  72  Pa.  St.  491,  18  Am« 
Rep.  716,  says:  ^*The  legislature  cannot  delegate  its  power  to 
make  a  law;  but  it  can  make  a  law  to  delegate  a  power  to 
determine  some  fact  or  state  of  things  upon  which  the  law 
makes  or  intends  to  make  its  own  action  depend.  To  deny 
this  would  be  to  stop  the  wheels  of  government." 

And  it  would  seem  that  the  establishment  of  rules  as  to  the 
navigation  of  Humboldt  Bay  would  be  simply  acts  of  execu- 
tive administration  which  the  legislature  could  delegate  to 
the  plaintiff  as  an  executive  body  under  the  foregoing  author- 
ity; but  when  the  executive  body  has  made  such  rules  and 
regulations,  it  has  exhausted  all  the  authority  which  the  legis- 
lature had  power  to  confer  upon  it. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  legislature  attempted  to  go  further 
than  in  the  case  of  Ex  parte  CoXy  63  Cal.  21. 

Under  an  act  of  the  legislature  approved  March  4,  1881, 
the  viticultural  health-officer,  with  the  approval  of  the  board 
of  viticultural  commissioners,  was  empowered  to  declare  and 
enforce  rules  in  the  nature  of  quarantine,  to  prohibit  the  im- 
portation of  diseased  vines,  etc.;  and  further  provided  that 
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Any  willful  violation  of  these  rules  should  constitute  a  misde- 
meanon 

The  petitioner  Cox  was  discharged  upon  habeas  corpus  by 
this  coortt  he  having  been  convicted  of  violating  certain  of 
these  rules  and  regulations. 

The  court  said:  ^'For  the  purpose  of  local  legislation,  legis- 
lative functions  may  be  conferred  upon  and  exercised  by  mu- 
nicipal corporations;  but  the  act  before  us  is  in  no  sense  a 
conferring  of  powers  for  municipal  purposes.  The  legislature 
had  not  authority  to  confer  upon  the  officer  or  board  the  power 
of  declaring  what  acts  should  constitute  a  misdemeanor." 

In  that  case,  the  legislature  delegated  the  power  to  the 
board  to  make  the  rules,  but  expressly  provided  in  the  actr 
itself  the  punishment  for  the  violation  of  such  rules.  But  in 
the  case  at  bar,  the  legislature  not  only  delegated  the  power 
to  the  plaintiff  to  make  the  rules  and  regulations,  but  went 
far  beyond  that,  and  attempted  to  delegate  the  power  to  the 
plaintiff  to  punish  for  the  violation  of  such  rules  and  regula- 
tions.    This  could  not  be  done. 

Let  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 

Pknaltixs— Damaoes — Distinction  bbtwikn:  Sm  extended  note  to 

OnOam  t.  Beekkoa%  1  Am.  Deo.  331,  340;  Moore  r.  CoU,  127  Fa.  St  289;  U 

Am.  8lb  Bap.  846,  and  note.     Sum  etipalated  as  damages,  when  held  to  be  a 

pttmdtjt  Ccaier  ▼.  Strom,  41  Minn.  622;  Wibaux  v.  OrinmU  etc  Co,^  9  Mont. 
154. 

Damages  as  a  punishment  or  example  should  not  be  awarded  in  oivil  ao- 
tions  for  a  iort  punishable  under  the  criminal  law:  8taU  ▼.  Orove^  77  Wis. 
448;  HowleU  r,  TuUie,  15  CoL  454.  A  failure  to  charge  the  jury  that  exem« 
plary  damages  are  giren  by  way  of  punishment  cannot  be  complained  of  by 
a  defendant  against  whom  a  judgment  for  such  damages  has  been  rendered: 
ifayer  ▼.  Duke,  72  Tex.  445. 

LioiSLATUXi,  PowxB  OF;  LawUm  t.  Steele,  119  K.  Y.  226;  16  Am.  St. 
fiep.  813.  The  legislature  cannot  delegate  its  authority  to  make  laws  by 
submitting  the  question  of  their  enactment  to  a  popular  rote;  but  the  legis- 
lature may  confer  a  power  upon  a  municipal  corporation,  and  anthorixe  its 
•ooeptanoe  or  rejeotioii  by  the  roters  of  such  municipali^:  /oAsmom  ▼•  ilor- 
<K  76T«z.  86;  StaUr.  Jtapp,  89  Minn.  6& 
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[In  Bans.) 

National  Bank  v.  Union    Insuranob  CoMPiLNX* 

[88  Cautobnia.  497.] 

Insuranob.  — In  Construtno  a  Policy  of  iNsmiANOB,  the  eonrttlurald  lean 
against  that  oonstmotion  which  imposes  upon  the  assured  the  obligahtion 
of  a  warranty. 

Insuranob.  —  In  Dbtbrkinino  whbthbr  a  Statsmsnt  nr  a  Pouor  ov 
Insuranob  is  a  Warranty  on  the  part  of  the  assured,  the  entire  policy 
must  be  considered,  and  if,  from  the  whole,  it  appears  that  such  atato- 
ment  was  not  intended  as  a  warranty,  it  will  not  be  so  construed. 

Insuranob. — Unintbntional  Misstatement  bt  an  Assured  will  not  be 
treated  as  a  breach  of  warranty  rendering  his  policy  Toid,  when  the 
policy  itself  declares  that  fraud,  false  swearing,  misstatement,  or  eon- 
oealment  of  a  material  fact  by  the  assured  shall  render  this  policy  Toid. 

Insuranob.  —  Chanob  in  the  Possession  of  the  Prekises  Insured  will 
not  avoid  a  policy  of  insurance  made  payable  to  a  mortgagee,  if  ha  was 
not  aware  of  such  change,  and  the  policy  provided  that  it  should  not  af- 
fect him,  unless  he  shoifld  fail  to  give  notice  thereof  after  the  change 
became  known  to  him. 

Insxtrancb.  —  Mortgaore  is  Still  PROTEoraD  bt  a  Poliot  of  Insurakob 
Made  Payable  to  him,  though  he  has  foreclosed  the  mortgage  and  piu> 
chased  the  property  at  the  sale,  if  the  mortgagor  retains  the  right  to  re- 
deem from  the  sale. 

MORTOAOE    IS    NOT    FORECLOSED    UNTIL    THE    MoRTGAOOR'S    RiOHT   OF    Rb- 

dbmftion  is  Gut  off. 
Insurance.  —  Mortoaoe  is  not  Paid  bt  thb  Purchasb  of  tbb  Mokt- 
oaged  Premises  by  thb  Mortoaoeb  at  the  foreclosure  sale  thereof, 
and  an  insurance  made  payable  to  him  therefor  oontinnes  in  foroa  after 
•uch  sale. 

Smith  and  Pomeroy^  for  the  appellant. 

Demon  and  Oatinan^  and  Add  0.  Hinkson^  for  the  respondent. 

PooTB,  C.  On  the  twenty-seventh  day  of  December,  1886, 
the  appellant,  a  fire  insurance  company,  issued  to  the  Johnston 
Brandy  and  Wine  Manufacturing  Company  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance against  loss  or  damage  by  fire,  upon  certain  property 
therein  mentioned,  to  the  amount  of  three  thousand  dollars. 
On  the  face  of  this  policy  was  attached  the  following  indorse- 
ment: — 

^'  Loss  (if  any)  payable  to  National  Bank  of  D.  0.  Mills  & 
Co.,  as  herein  provided. 

"  It  is  hereby  agreed  that  this  policy,  as  to  the  interests  of 
the  mortgagee  or  trustee  only  therein,  shall  not  be  invalidated 
by  any  act  or  negligence  of  the  mortgagor  or  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty insured,  nor  by  occupation  of  the  premises  for  purposes 
more  hazardous  than  are  permitted  by  the  terms  of  this  policy^ 
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nor  by  any  change  in  title  or  possession  of  the  property  in- 
sured; provided,  however,  that  whenever  the  said  mortgagee 
or  trustee  shall  become  aware  of  any  act  or  negligence  of  the 
mortgagor  or  owner  which  would,  except  as  to  such  mortgagee 
or  trustee,  invalidate  this  policy,  or  of  any  occupation  of  the 
premises  for  purposes  more  hazardous  than  are  permitted  by 
the  terms  of  this  policy,  or  of  any  change  in  title  or  possession 
of  the  property  insured,  he  will  at  once  notify  this  company 
thereof;  and  provided,  also,  that  he  will  on  demand  pay  to  this 
company  the  additional  premium  charged  by  this  company 
on  account  of  any  increased  risk  for  the  entire  term  of  this 
policy;  and  failure  to  so  notify  this  company,  or  to  so  pay 
said  additional  premium,  shall  avoid  this  contract^ 

It  further  appears  that  there  was  an  indorsement  made 
thereon  that  on  the  2d  of  March,  1887,  the  National  Bank  of 
B.  O.  Mills  &  Co.  had  notified  the  insurance  company  that  it, 
as  mortgagee,  had  instituted  a  suit  for  foreclosure  on  the 
property  embraced  in  the  policy,  and  that  the  same  had  been 
accepted  by  that  company  without  prejudice  to  the  policy. 

On  the  25th  of  May,  1887,  the  same  insurance  company  is- 
sued a  policy  of  insurance  of  the  same  character  and  to  the 
same  parties,  and  the  loss  made  payable  in  the  same  way  and 
upon  like  conditions,  for  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars.  It 
appears  that  the  property  insured  was  destroyed  by  two  suc- 
cessive fires  in  the  month  of  September  (about  the  3d  and 
20th,  io  the  year  1887),  and  that  the  value  of  the  building 
and  other  property  burned  at  said  times  was  fully  equal  in 
value  to  the  amount  of  the  insurance. 

The  National  Bank  of  D.  0.  Mills  &  Co.,  to  whom  the  loss 
was  made  payable,  and  who  held  a  mortgage  for  six  thousand 
dollars  on  this  property,  brought  this  action  to  recover  for  the 
loss,  interest,  and  costs,  and  obtained  judgment  as  prayed 
for;  from  which,  and  and  an  order  denying  a  new  trial,  this 
appeal  is  taken. 

The  appellant  urges,  in  support  of  its  contention,  that  the 
first  finding  of  the  trial  court,  "  that  all  and  singular  the 
averments  of  the  complaint  are  true,"  and  the  second  finding, 
'*  that  all  and  singular  the  matters  and  things  stated  in  de- 
fendant's amended  answer  and  the  general  averments,  and 
both  of  the  general  and  special  defenses  therein  set  forth,  are 
untrue,  excepting,"  etc.,  are  unsupported  by  the  evidence. 

The  point  made  in  this  behalf  is,  that  at  the  time  of  the  is- 
suing of  the  policy  dated  the  25th  of  May,  1887,  it  was  made 
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an  express  warranty  therein  by  the  insured  that  the  premises 
were  then  leased  to  Messrs.  Walden  &  Co.,  when  in  fact  they 
were  not  so  leased,  and  that  therefore,  by  its  terms,  the  policy 
was  void  for  such  misrepresentation. 

Conceding  that  the  statement  in  the  policy,  if  taken  by 
itself,  and  without  reference  to  other  portions  of  that  state- 
ment, vis.,  '^  it  is  understood  and  agreed  that  the  within  de- 
scribed premises  have  been  leased  by  Messrs.  Walden  &  Co.,** 
is  an  express  warranty,  under  section  2607  of  the  Civil  Code, 
which  reads:  ''A  statement  in  a  policy,  of  a  matter  relating  to 
the  person  or  thing  insured,  or  to  the  risk,  as  a  fact,  is  an  ex- 
press warranty  thereof";  nevertheless,  if,  taking  the  entire 
policy  in  all  its  terms  and  language,  it  can  be  perceived  that 
such  was  not  the  intention  of  the  parties,  such  an  expression 
will  not  be  held  to  be  an  express  warranty.     And  where 
there  is  any  doubt  as  to  the  construction  to  be  given  to  lan- 
guage in  such  a  matter,  ''  the  court  should  lean  against  that 
construction  which  imposes  upon  the  assured  the  obligation 
of  a  warranty":  First  Nat,  Bank  v.  Hartford  Fire  Ins,  Oo.^  95 
U.  S.  679. 

In  another  part  of  this  policy  there  occurs  this  clause: 
'*  Fraud,  false  swearing,  misrepresentation,  or  concealment  of 
a  material  fact  by  the  insured,  whether  in  the  application  for 
this  policy,  proofs  of  loss,  or  otherwise,  shall  render  this  pol- 
icy void." 

Thus  it  seems  that  it  is  the  intentional  misstatement  or 
concealment  of  a  material  fact  which  rendered  the  policy  void, 
and  not  the  mere  fact  that  a  statement  therein  as  to  the  ma- 
terial matter  is  untrue.  The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that 
there  was  no  intentional  misstatement  as  to  the  leasing  of  the 
property  to  Walden  &  Co.  These  parties  did  have  a  verbal 
lease  of  the  premises  up  to  the  30th  of  April,  1887,  and  this 
fact,  and  the  further  fact  that  the  language  of  the  policy  is 
''  have  been  "  leaped,  goes  far  to  create  the  impression  that  as 
the  lease  had  been  so  recent,  the  Johnston  Brandy  and  Wine 
Manufacturing  Company,  having  that  in  miud,  might  have 
been  of  the  impression  that  these  parties  still  had  a  lease,  or 
perhaps  meant  to  say  that  they  had  had  a  lease. 

This  view  of  the  matter  in  hand  seems  to  be  in  accord  with 
previous  adjudications  of  the  appellate  court.  In  WheaUm  v. 
North  British  etc,  Ins.  Co.,  76  Cal.  419,  9  Am.  St  Rep,  216, 
a  somewhat  similar  question  was  involved,  and  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  statement  of  the  insured,  in  his  application, 
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to  the  value  of  the  property,  was  an  express  warranty. 
The  alleged  warranty  was  in  this  language:  "  Special  refer- 
ence being  made  to  assured's  application  and  survey  No. 
261,707,  which  is  his  warranty,  and  a  part  hereof."  In  an- 
other part  of  the  policy  there  was  this  clause:  "If  any  false 
representation  is  made  by  the  assured  of  the  condition,  situa- 
tion, or  occupancy  of  the  property,  or  any  over-valuation,  or 
any  misrepresentation  whatever,  either  in  a  witten  applica- 
tioQ  or  otherwise,  ....  this  policy  shall  become  void." 

The  appellate  court  said  (p.  422):  "  In  Helbing  v.  Svea  Ins. 
Co.^  64  Cal.  156,  35  Am.  Rep.  72,  it  was  held  that  a  provision 
in  a  policy  of  insurance  that  the  application  shall  be  consid- 
ered a  warranty,  and  if  the  property  insured  is  over-valued  in 
it  the  policy  shall  be  void,  applies  only  where  the  statements 
as  to  value  are  intentionally  false;  that  the  question  of  fraud 
is  one  of  fact;  that,  although,  where  the  discrepancy  between 
the  statement  in  the  application  and  the  actual  value  of  the 
property  is  so  great  as  to  convey  the  conviction  of  fraud  to  the 
reasonable  mind,  the  jury  may  and  ought  to  find  fraud,  yet^ 
where  the  discrepancy  is  very  considerable,  the  jury  may  find 
the  application  not  to  have  been  fraudulent,  even  in  the  ab- 
sence of  explanatory  evidence Moreover,  the  language 

of  the  provision  in  the  policy  here  sued  on,  that  if  any  false 
representation  is  made  by  the  assured,  etc.,  the  policy  shall 
become  void,  when  read  as  a  whole,  very  clearly  shows  that  a 
willful  misrepresentation  as  to  the  value  of  the  property,  or 
one  made  with  such  gross  and  reckless  carelessness  as  in  the 
law  would  be  treated  as  willful,  was  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  parties.  If  so,  the  previous  clause  does  not  make  tho 
valuation  a  warranty.  Even  when  the  statements  in  the  ap- 
plication are  declared  to  be  warranties,  they  will  not  bo 
regarded  as  such  if  qualified  by  other  stipulations,  which 
afford  a  fair  inference  that  the  parties  themselves  did  not  so 
intend  them." 

By  the  findings  it  has  been  determined  by  the  trial  court 
as  a  fact  that  the  assured  did  not  intentionally  misrepresent 
any  fact  to  exist,  material  to  the  risk,  which  did  not  exist,. 
and  as  heretofore  stated,  we  think  the  findings  on  this  point 
are  sustained  by  the  evidence. 

The  appellant  claims  also  that  the  policy  of  the  27th  of 
December,  1886,  was  void  as  to  the  Johnston  Brandy  and 
Wine  Manufacturing  Company,  because  the  lessees,  Walden 
ft  Co.,  were  warranted  to  be  the  tenants  then,  and  in  posses* 
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Bion,  and  that  when  these  tenants  abandoned  the  possession 
of  the  premises  without  notice  given  hy  the  assured  to  tlie 
company,  the  policy  became  void. 

This  statement  of  the  existence  of  the  lease  to  Walden  A 
Co.,  if  it  stated  such  existence,  was  not  a  warranty  in  either 
of  the  policies,  as  we  have  seen,  and  the  change  of  possession, 
if  it  took  place  without  notice,  did  not  concern  the  plaintiff 
here,  for  it  was  not  to  be  affected  by  any  act  of  this  kind, 
unless  notice  was  brought  home  to  it  of  such  change  of  pos- 
session, and  it  further  failed  to  notify  the  company.  The 
evidence  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  any  change  in  the  possession  of  the  property  from 
Walden  <&  Co.  back  to  the  Johnston  Brandy  and  Wine  Manu- 
facturing Company,  nor  that  the  premises  were  vacated  or 
unoccupied,  even  conceding  that  such  was  the  fact,  under  *a 
proper  interpretation  of  the  language  of  the  policies  on  these 
points.  If  it  had  no  such  knowledge,  it  was  not  bound  to 
communicate  it,  and  was  protected  by  the  indorsement  on  the 
policy. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  unless  the  plaintiff  here  has  lost 
its  right  by  reason  of  something  which  is  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence to  have  transpired  before  the  loss,  by  which  the  rights 
of  the  plaintiff  under  the  terms  of  the  indorsement  on  the 
policies  are  affected,  there  was  no  error  committed  in  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment  and  the  refusal  to  grant  a  new 
trial. 

In  this  connection,  the  appellant  contends  /'  that  the  inter- 
est  of  a  mortgagee  in  insured  property  is  measured  by  the 
amount  of  his  mortgage  debt  at  the  time  of  the  loss;  and  if 
at  such  time  his  debt  is  extinguished,  either  wholly  or  in 
part,  his  interest  as  a  mortgagee  is  also  extinguished,  either 
entirely  or  pro  tanto  "/  and  that  "  the  mortgage  debt "  of  the 
plaintiff  *'  having  been  pro  tanto  extinguished  to  the  extent  of 
six  thousand  dollars  by  reason  of  the  foreclosure  sale  and  the 
application  of  the  proceeds  to  the  mortgage  indebtedness,  the 
mortgage  clause  operated  as  a  protection  to  the  plaintiff  only 
to  the  extent  that  its  indebtedness  remained  unpaid  after  the 
Bale." 

It  is  true  that  the  plaintiff  proceeded  to  foreclose  the  mort- 
gage, and  that  of  this  intention  the  defendant  had  notice; 
and  that  the  property  was  bought  in  at  sheriff's  sale  for  the 
plaintiff,  a  credit  of  six  thousand  dollars  made  upon  the  judg- 
ment, and  a  certificate  of  purchase  issued.    But  when  the 
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fire  occurred,  the  deed  had  not  been  executed  and  the  legal 
title  had  not  been  passed,  the  time  for  redemption  not  having 
elapsed.  It  is  not  pretended  that  there  was  any  payment  of 
money  on  the  judgment.  The  bid  of  the  plaintiff  was  cred- 
ited on  the  judgment,  and  a  receipt  given  to  balance  the 
sheriff's  account  of  the  foreclosure  sale.  But  there  would 
never  have  been  any  actual  payment  of  money  received  by 
the  plaintiff  unless  it  had  been  paid  in  upon  the  redemption 
of  the  property,  or  it  had,  upon  the  failure  of  redemption,  re- 
ceived a  deed.  In  fact,  the  plaintiff  never  got  a  deed  until 
after  the  loss  had  occurred,  no  redemption  having  taken 
place. 

In  this  connection,  the  argument  by  the  appellant  is,  that 
the  legal  effect  of  the  foreclosure  was  to  pay  the  plaintiff's 
debt  pro  tantOj  and  to  that  extent  to  extinguish  its  interest  as 
a  mortgagee  in  the  insured  property. 

It  has  been  held  by  the  appellate  court  of  this  state  'Hhat 
the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  "  embraces  the  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  the  execution  of  the  sheriff's  deed,  as  well  as  the 
decree  of  the  court  ordering  the  sale.  A  mortgage  cannot  be 
said  to  be  foreclosed,  even  in  the  sense  of  our  code,  until  the 
mortgagor's  right  of  redemption  is  cut  off:  Ooldtree  v.  McAlis- 
ter^  86  Gal.  105.  Tested  by  this  rule,  since  the  time  for  re- 
demption had  not  elapsed  when  the  foreclosure  took  place 
and  loss  occurred,  and  no  deed  had  been  made  to  the  mort- 
gagee, there  had  been  no  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage.  And 
so  far  as  the  question  of  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt  is  con- 
cerned,  as  bearing  upon  the  matter  of  the  extinguishment 
pro  tanto  of  the  insurable  interest  of  the  mortgagee,  it  was 
held,  in  Bragg  v.  New  England  Afut,  Fire  Ins.  Co,,  25  N.  H. 
289,  that  where  in  a  policy  such  as  this  the  insurance  is 
effected  on  the  property  of  one  person,  and  the  loss  made 
payable  to  the  mortgagee,  another  person,  that  even  upon  a 
foreclosure,  where  the  property  is  sold  and  a  deed  made  to 
the  mortgagee,  there  is  not  such  an  alienation  of  the  title  as 
to  forfeit  the  right  to  recover  on  the  policy.  For  if  the  mort- 
gagee thus  acquires  an  additional  interest  in  the  property,  it 
is  a  potential  reason  why  he  would  be  more  interested  in  pro- 
tecting the  property  insured;  and  such  a  change  of  title,  al- 
though within  the  language  of  the  proviso  against  change  of 
title  or  sale,  or  transfer,  is  not  within  its  spirit  and  purpose, 
and  will  not  vitiate  the  policy;  and  the  instance  of  a  case 
where  the  title  becomes  absolute  in  a  mortgage  by  foreclosure 
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is  cited  by  Mr.  May,  in  his  work  on  insurance,  to  illustrate 
this  principle:  May  on  Insurance,  sec.  275.  To  much  the 
tame  effect  is  it  held  in  Heaton  v.  Manhattan  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  7 
R.  I.  508. 

Unless  the  right  of  redemption  has  been  extinguished,  there 
is  no  payment  pro  tanto  by  the  mortgagor  at  the  sale:  West  v. 
Charriberlin^  8  Pick.  388.  Where  no  deed  has  passed,  as  we 
have  seen,  the  foreclosure  is  incomplete,  and  no  payment  has 
been  made. 

If  the  deed  had  been  made  when  the  fire  occurred,  and  the 
right  of  redemption  had  been  cut  off,  there  would  have  been 
a  payment  made  by  the  bid.  But  even  then,  under  the  au- 
thorities, it  seems  as  if  there  would  have  been  no  change  of 
title  or  extinguishment  of  interest  which  would  have  affected 
the  policy. 

For  these  reasons,  we  advise  that  the  judgment  and  order 
be  affirmed. 

Belcher,  C,  and  Vancliff,  C,  concurred. 

The  Court.  For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion, the  judgment  and  order  are  affirmed. 

Beatty,  C.  J.,  being  disqualified,  did  not  participate  in  the 
above  opinion. 

Rehearing  denied.  _ 

Imsubanos  —  Ck>N8TBuariON  or  Polict.  —Policies  of  inanrance  are  to  bo 
constmed  with  reference  to  the  intent  of  the  partiea:  OonUnenkU  Int.  Co,  t. 
JTy/e,  124  Ind.  132;  19  Am.  St  Rep.  77.  A  policy  of  insurance  is  oonstmed 
most  strongly  against  the  insurer:  Philadelphia  T,  Co.  v.  British  A.  Assur.  Co., 
182  Pa.  St.  236;  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  596,  and  note;  Bonneri  ▼.  Pentutyhfania  /na. 
Co.,  129  Pa.  St.  558;  16  Am.  St  Rep.  739.  To  avoid  a  policy  of  insnrance 
for  breach  of  warranty,  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  insurer,  and  a  sab* 
stantial  breach  must  be  shown:  Phxnix  Ina,  Co.  v.  Pidoel,  119  Ind.  155;  12 
Am.  St  Rep.  393,  and  extended  note.  In  construing  warranties  in  a  policy 
of  insurance,  the  intention  of  the  parties  is  the  prime  object  to  be  reached: 
Hoo9e  V.  PrucoU  etc  Insurance  Co.,  84  Mich.  309. 

Insuranob  —  MoBTOAGB  —  CuANOB  OF  POSSESSION.  —  Where  a  mortgagor 
agrees  to  insure  the  premises  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagee,  but  takes  a 
policy  in  his  own  name,  and  without  the  mortgagee's  knowledge,  equity  will 
give  a  lien  to  the  mortgagee:  Nordyhe  v.  Qtry,  112  Ind.  635;  2  Am.  St  Rep. 
219.  The  owner  of  insured  property  mortgages  it  with  notice  to  insurer, 
sells  the  property,  and  assigns  the  policy  to  vendee,  who  obtains  assent  of 
the  insurer;  the  latter,  knowing  nothing  of  the  mortgage,  cannot  set  up  the 
previous  forfeiture  by  the  assignor  to  defeat  the  assignee's  olaim:  Continental 
/as.  Co.  r.  Muwns^  120  Ind.  3a 
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DUNSMOOR   V.    FURSTENFBLDT. 

[88  Califobkia,  622.] 

MoiTKT  Cbasb  to  bb  Hbld  m  CudTODT  OF  Law  when  the  eonrt  makes  an 
order  for  its  distribatioa  to  the  parties  whom  it  finds  entitled  thereto, 
and  directs  its  officer  to  pay  snoh  moneys  to  them. 

QamsnaBKBirr  ov  a  Rbcbivkb  ob  Othxi^  Offiosb  ojt  a  Ooubt  is  Etfxot* 
ITS  WHXH  the  moneys  in  his  hands  have  been  distribnted  by  the  conrt 
and  directed  to  be  paid  in  specified  sums  to  the  several  parties  eatitled 
thereto,  and  the  garnishment  is  of  the  interest  of  one  of  such  parties. 

Dkwx,  What  is.  —  Ir  Moneys  in  Cubtodt  or  Law  abb  Distbibutbd  by 
an  order  of  coortp  and  a  definite  snm  is  directed  to  be  paid  by  the  clerk 
or  other  officer  haying  possession  thereof  to  a  person  designated,  such 
officer  mnst  be  regarded  as  owing  a  debt  to  such  person,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  law  authorizing  the  garnishment  of  any  person  owing  debts  to 
the  defendant. 

Wilson  and  BuUa^  and  Oeorge  A.  Bankin,  for  the  appellant. 
Victor  Montgomery^  for  the  respondent,  Furstenfeldt. 

Vanclief,  C.  The  plaintiff  (clerk  of  the  superior  conrt) 
bronght  this  action  to  compel  the  defendants,  Furstenfeldt  and 
Geinger,  to  interplead  as  to  their  respective  adverse  claims  to 
be  paid  a  sum  of  money  in  the  possession  and  custody  of  the 
plaintiff,  which  he  was  willing  and  ready  to  pay  to  the  one  to 
whom  the  court  should  determine  it  was  due. 

The  court  adjudged  that  Furstenfeldt  was  entitled  to  the 
money,  and  Geinger  brings  this  appeal  from  the  judgment 
upon  the  judgment  roll,  and  contends  that  upon  the  facts 
found  the  judgment  should  have  been  in  his  favor. 

The  material    facts  found  are  substantially  as  follows: 

1.  In  January,  1888,  Peter  Eschelbach  made  an  assignment 
of  his  property  to  one  Lewis,  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors; 

2.  Thereafter,  Sichler,  one  of  the  creditors  of  the  insolvent, 
brought  an  action  in  the  superior  court  of  Los  Angeles  County 
against  Lewis,  the  assignee,  to  compel  him  to  account  to  the 
creditors;  3.  In  this  action  against  the  assignee  he  was  or- 
dered by  the  court,  April  11,  1889,  to  deposit  with  the  clerk 
thereof,  Dunsmoor,  plaintiff  herein,  about  $8,000,  to  be  held 
pending  the  litigation  as  to  the  proper  distribution  thereof. 
among  the  creditors,  and  thereupon  the  said  sum  was  so  de- 
posited by  the  assignee;  4.  On  the  same  day,  April  11,  1889, 
the  court  ordered  a  distribution  of  said  sum  among  the  credi- 
tors, one  of  whom  was  Antone  Miller,  to  whom  the  court  or- 
dered the  clerk,  plaintiff  herein,  to  pay  from  said  money  the 
tarn  of  $305.32;  5.  On  July  3,  1889,  Miller  assigned  all  his 
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right  and  title  to  the  last-mentioned  sum,  then  in  the  custody 
of  the  clerk,  to  the  defendant  Furstenfeldt,  who,  on  the   fol- 
lowing ninth  day  of  July,  demanded  it  of  the  clerk,  but   the 
clerk  then  refused,  and  every  since  has  refused,  to  pay  the  eame 
to  Furstenfeldt;  6.  On  the  sixth  day  of  April,  1889,  the   de- 
fendant Geinger  obtained  a  judgment  in  the  superior  court  of 
San  Francisco  against  Antone  Miller  for  the  sum  of  $1,319, 
upon  which  execution  was  issued  to  the  sheriff  of  Los  Angeles 
County  on  June  18,  1889,  and  was  duly  served  by  copy  and 
garnishment  upon  Dunsmoor,  the  plaintiff,  and  upon  Lewis, 
the  assignee  of  the  insolvent,  on  June  20, 1889;  7.  Dunsmoor, 
on  June  21,  1889,  answered  to  the  garnishment  notice  that  he 
held,  subject  to  the  order  of  the  court,  $305.32,  which  had 
been  distributed,  by  order  of  the  court  in  the  case  of  Sichler 
V.  Lewis^  to  Antone  Miller,  as  above  stated;  8.  On  July  1, 
1889,  defendant  Geinger  demanded  of  Dunsmoor  said  sum  of 
$305.32,  which  the  latter  refused  to  pay,  and  which  he  still 
holds  in  his  custody,  subject  to  the  judgment  of  the  court  in 
this  action,  as  alleged  in  his  complaint  herein;  9.  Thereafter 
the  defendant  Furstenfeldt  petitioned  the  superior  court  of 
Los  Angeles  County  for  an  order  requiring  Dunsmoor  to  pay 
to  him  said  sum  of  $305.32,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been 
asHigned  to  him  by  Antone  Miller,  to  whom  it  had  been  or- 
dered to  be  paid  in  the  case  of  Sichler  v.  Lewis,  Assignee^  but 
the  court,  after  "due  hearing,"  denied  his  petition,  "upon  the 
ground  that  said  court  had  no  further  control  or  jurisdiction 
over  said  sum  of  money,  by  reason  of  the  order  of  distribution 
previously  made  by  said  court."    Whether  Geinger  had  no- 
tice of  this  petition  is  not  stated,  nor  does  it  appear  that  he 
participated  in  the  hearing. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  garnishment  by  virtue  of  Geinger*B 
execution  was  thirteen  days  prior  to  the  assignment  by  Miller 
to  Furstenfeldt,  and  therefore  if  the  money  ($305.32)  in  the 
hands  of  Dunsmoor,  or  a  debt  from  Dunsmoor  to  Miller  for 
the  same  sum  of  money  growing  out  of  the  transactions,  was 
subject  to  the  garnishment,  the  judgment  should  have  been  in 
favor  of  the  appellant;  otherwise,  the  judgment  in  favor  of 
Furstenfeldt  should  be  affirmed. 

Section  544  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  provides  that 
"all  persons  having  in  their  possession,  or  under  their  con- 
trol, any  credits  or  other  personal  property  belonging  to  the 
defendant,  or  owing  any  debts  to  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of 
service  upon  them  of  a  copy  of  the  writ  and  notice,  as  pro- 
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▼ided  in  the  last  two  sections,  shall  be  •  •  •  •  liable  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  such  credits,  property,  or  debts, 
Qntil  the  attachment  be  discharged,  or  any  judgment  recov- 
ered by  him  be  satisfied." 

Respondent  contends,  —  1.  That  no  part  of  the  money  in 
the  possession  of  Dunsmoor  belonged  to  the  defendant  Miller; 
2.  That  the  money  of  which  Dunsmoor  acquired  the  posses- 
sion by  the  order  of  the  court  was  at  the  time  of  the  service  of 
the  writ  in  the  custody  of  the  law,  and  therefore  not  subject  ta 
garnishment;  and  3.  That  Dunsmoor  owed  no  debt  to  Miller. 

1.  We  think  it  must  be  conceded  that  the  eight  thousand 
dollars,  while  in  the  custody  of  Dunsmoor,  did  not  belong  to* 
the  creditors  of  the  insolvent.  Lewis,  the  assignee  of  the  in- 
solvent, held  it  in  trust  for  those  creditors,  to  be  distributed 
among  them,  ratably,  in  payment  of  their  several  demands 
against  the  insolvent.  In  his  hands,  no  one  of  the  creditors^ 
could  have  lawfully  claimed  any  part  of  the  money  as  his  in- 
dividual personal  property,  nor  could  all  the  creditors,  jointly, 
have  so  claimed  all  the  money,  as  it  was  not  a  special  deposit 
by  or  for  them:  Wade  on  Attachment,  sees.  329-407.  The 
transfer  of  the  money  from  the  assignee  to  Dunsmoor,  in 
obedience  to  the  order  of  the  court,  gave  the  creditors  no 
more  title  to  it  than  they  had  before. 

2.  Whether  the  money  was  ordered  to  be  delivered  to  Duns- 
moor in  his  official  capacity  as  clerk  of  the  court,  or  as  a 
receiver  or  master  in  chancery,  he  held  it  for  the  same  pur- 
poses (though  not  by  the  same  title)  for  which  it  had  been 
held  by  the  assignee,  and  for  no  other  purpose.  For  such 
purposes,  and  until  they  were  accomplished,  no  doubt,  the 
money  was  in  the  custody  of  the  law,  in  the  ordinary  sense  of 
the  term;  but  so  far  as  the  court  was  concerned,  such  pur- 
poses were  fully  accomplished  by  the  final  decree  in  the  case 
of  Siehler  v.  Leuoisj  Assignee^  determining  the  share  of  the 
money  to  which  each  creditor  was  entitled,  and  ordering 
Dunsmoor  (as  clerk  or  receiver)  to  pay  to  each  creditor  a  spe- 
cific certain  sum  from  the  fund.  That  was  the  end  of  the 
judicial  proceedings  in  the  case  of  Siehler  v.  Lewis.  The  exe- 
cution of  the  decree  by  paying  the  money  to  the  creditors  was 
all  that  remained  to  be  done.  The  only  reason  assigned  by 
the  authorities  for  the  rule  prohibiting  the  attachment  of 
property  in  the  custody  of  the  law  is,  that  such  attachment 
would  generally  delay  and  embarrass  judicial  and  other  offi- 
cial  proceedings  in  the  administration  of  such  property;  and. 
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that  this  is  a  snfficient  reason  for  the  rule,  as  applied  to  all 
judicial  proceedings  in  regard  to  such  property,  is  generalljr 
admitted,  and  to  this  extent  the  weight  of  authority  admits 
no  exception  to  the  rule.     But,  according  to  a  great  prepon- 
derance of  the  modem  cases,  there  are  some  exceptions  to  the 
rule  as  applied  to  property  in  the  custody  of  purely  execu- 
tive officers,  based   upon  the   maxim  that  the   rule  should 
not  be  applied  ^'when  the  reason  of  the  rule  ceases":  Ci^. 
Code,  sees.  3509,  3510.    After  speaking  of  the  rule  and  the 
exceptions  thereto  in  Maryland,  Mr.  Wade,  in  his  work  on 
attachment,  section  424,  says:  ^'  It  is  elsewhere  held,  and  as 
it  appears  with  considerable  unanimity,  that  when  defendant 
has  a  right  to  a  certain  distributive  share  of  the  fund  in  the 
hands  of  a  receiver,  master  in  chancery,  or  trustee  of  court, 
the  officer  may  be  effectually  garnished  by  a  creditor  of  the 
party  so  entitled,  after  the  court  has  ordered  it  to  be  paid. 
•  •  •  •  The  authorities  seem  to  concur  in  holding  receivers  and 
similar  officers  liable  to  garnishment  when  they  have  in  their 
hands  a  definite  sum  to  which  the  defendant  or  judgment 
debtor  is  clearly  entitled,  and  the  officer  has  nothing  more  to 
do  with  the  fund  than  to  pay  it  over.     Some  of  them  may  go 
beyond,  but  none,  so  far  as  they  have  been  examined,  fall 
short  of,  this  conclusion."    See  also  Freeman  on  Executions, 
sec.  129;  Oaither  v.  Ballew,  4  Jones,  488;  69  Am.  Dec.  764. 

In  speaking  of  assignees  in  bankruptcy  and  insolvency,  and 
after  admitting  that  the  property  in  their  hands  is  not  subject 
to  garnishment  before  an  order  of  distribution,  the  same  author 
(sec.  428)  says:  "  It  is  another  matter  when,  in  the  course 
of  the  administration  of  his  duties,  the  assignee  has  in  his 
hands  a  sum  due  one  of  the  creditors,  and  a  creditor  of  such 
creditor  seeks  to  charge  him  as  garnishee  in  respect  thereta 
In  such  case  the  exemption  could  be  maintained,  if  at  all, 
only  on  the  ground  of  the  official  capacity  in  which  the 
money  of  the  defendant  was  held.  It  is  no  longer  the  prop- 
erty of  the  assignee.  In  case  of  his  refusal  to  pay  it  over  to 
the  party  entitled  thereto,  the  latter  could  maintain  an  action 
for  it.  It  is  not  apparent  how,  in  such  case,  the  assignee 
would  occupy  ground  more  favorable  to  his  exemption  than 
would  a  sheriff  in  possession  of  a  surplus  due  an  execution 
defendant."  As  to  sheriffs,  see  Wade  on  Attachment,  see. 
421. 

In  oases  of  garnishment  of  executors  and  administrators  in 
respect  to  the  property  of  legatees  and  heirs,  the  exception  to 
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the  rule  of  exemption  applies,  after  an  order  of  distribution 
of  the  property  has  been  made  whereby  the  share  or  portion 
of  the  defendant  in  attachment  is  rendered  definite  and  cer- 
tain: Wade  on  Attachments,  sees.  425, 426;  Freeman  on  Exe* 
cutions,  sec  131;  Estate  of  Nerae^  85  Cal.  892;  95  Am.  Dec. 
111.  I  think  the  case  at  bar  comes  fairly  within  the  exception 
to  the  rule  that  property  in  the  custody  of  the  law  is  not  sub- 
ject to  garnishment. 

3.  Having  conceded  that  no  part  of  the  money  in  the  hands 
of  Dunsmoor  —  that  is,  no  particular  coins  or  bank  bills  — 
could  be  said  to  be  the  personal  property  of  Miller,  a  delivery 
of  which  to  himself  he  was  entitled  to  demand  of  Dunsmoor, 
it  remains  to  answer  the  objection  that ''  Dunsmoor  owed  no 
debt  to  Miller." 

If,  as  contended  and  conceded,  no  particular  money  in 
Dunsmoor's  hands  belonged  to  Miller,  and  that  Dunsmoor 
might  have  paid  Miller  the  sum  ordered  by  the  court  to  be 
paid  him  in  any  lawful  money,  it  would  seem  to  follow  that 
Dunsmoor  owed  Miller  $305.32;  and  surely  what  Dunsmoor 
owed  Miller  was  a  debt  {Rodman  v.  Mun$on^  13  Barb.  197)  the 
payment  of  which  Miller  could  have  enforced.  Indeed,  it  was 
a  debt  in  the  strict  legal  sense,  —  a  judgment,  —  a  debt  of 
record:  BurrilPs.Law  Diet  For  a  full  exposition  of  the  word 
**  debt,"  as  used  in  law,  and  particularly  in  statutes,  see  New 
Jersey  In$.  Co.  t.  Meeker^  87  N.  J.  L.  800,  and  authorities  there 
cited.  Any  kind  of  obligation  of  one  man  to  pay  money  to 
another  is  a  debt.  **  A  debt  signifies  what  one  owes.  There  is 
always  some  obligation  that  it  shall  be  paid;  but  the  manner 
in  which  .  •  •  •  it  is  to  be  paid,  or  the  means  of  coercing  pay- 
ment, do  not  enter  into  the  definition":  Rodman  v.  Munson^  13 
Barb.  197.  Perhaps  Miller  might  have  coerced  payment  by 
motion  in  the  same  court  that  ordered  the  payment.  If  not, 
he  certainly  could  have  recovered  the  debt  by  action  upon 
the  judgment  rendered  in  the  case  of  Bidder  v.  Lewie. 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  that  the  lower 
conrt  should  be  directed  to  render  judgment  on  the  findings 
of  fact  in  favor  of  appellant. 

FooTK,  Ci  and  Templb,  C,  concurred. 

The  Court.  For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion, the  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  court  below  is  directed 
to  render  judgment  on  the  findings  of  fiact  in  favor  of  the  ap- 
pellant. 
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Attachment  and  Garnishmbkt.  ~  Property  m  autodio  legia  li  not  snb- 
}ect  to  attachment:  Stevenson  ▼.  Palmer,  14  CoL  565;  20  Am.  St  Rep.  295, 
and  note.  Wages  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff^  when  not  subject  to  gamiahment: 
Ccx  ▼.  Bearden,  84  Ga.  304;  20  Am.  St  Rep.  359.  Money  in  the  custody  of 
the  law  is  not  subject  to  attachment:  Boioden  v.  SchaiaeU,  I  Baii  Eq.  860;  23 
Am.  Deo.  170.  Money  received  by  sheriff  on  execution  cannot  be  attached 
in  his  hands:  Dawson  ▼.  Holeomb^  1  Ohio,  275;  13  Am.  Dec.  618.  For  attach- 
ment of  money  in  officer's  hands,  see  note  to  Shmn  ▼.  Zimmerman^  66  Am. 
Dec  264.  A  writ  of  garnishment  served  on  the  clerk  of  the  court  is  not  a  lien 
on  the  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff:  SweOur  v.  C^tn,  74  Tex.  667* 


[In  Bank.] 

Smith  v.  Olmstbad. 

[88  CALirOBNIA,  582.] 

Wills.  —  Ab  to  thb  Intxrxst  ov  a  PBBTiBMrrrsD  Hkib,  hii  anoeitor  mnsft 
be  regarded  as  dying  intestate. 

Wills  —  FfisrsRii ittbd  Hhb.  —  A  Fowks  ot  Sale  in  a  Will»  and  %  sale 
made  thereunder,  though  oonfirmed  by  a  oonrt^  do  not  affect  the  share 
of  a  pretermitted  heir,  when  the  sale  was  not  made  to  pay  decedent'* 
debts,  nor  charges  accruing  in  the  course  of  administration.  This  mie 
is  not  abrogated  by  a  statute  declaring  that  when  an  authority  is  given 
in  a  will  to  sell  property  the  executor  may  sell  any  property  of  the  estate 
without  an  order  of  the  oourtk  but  that  no  title  passes  until  the  sale  ie 
confirmed  by  the  court 

Chapman  and  Hendriek,  Cope,  Boyd^  and  Fifield^  John  IL 
Jarboe^  W.  S.  OoodfeUow,  Estee^  Wilson^  and  McCutcheon^  E.  IL 
Taylor^  OarbeVf  Boaltj  and  Bishop^  Stanly,  Stoney^  and  Hayes^ 
E.  J.  Pringhj  Smith  and  PoTneroy,  Auguate  Comte,  Jr.j  Henry 
C.  Campbell,  A.  H.  Loughborough,  Mastick,  Belcher,  and  Mastick^ 
Page  and  Eells,  Craig  and  Meredith,  and  Olney^  Chxckering^  and 
Thomas,  for  the  appellants. 

E.  Edgar  Oalbreth,  and  Anderson^  Fitzgerald^  and  Anderefm, 
for  the  respondents. 

Db  Haven,  J.  This  is  an  action  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining conflicting  claims  to  real  property. 

The  record  shows  that  one  Z.  B.  Smith,  now  deceased,  in 
his  lifetime  made  a  last  will,  by  which,  after  directing  the 
payment  of  his  debts,  he,  in  terms,  gave  to  his  wife  all  of  his 
property,  with  '^  absolute  power  to  sell  any  or  all  of  said  real 
and  personal  property,  at  public  or  private  sale,  with  or  with- 
out advertisement,  and  without  application  to  any  court,  and 
without  approval  or  authority  of  any  court  whatever."  In  a 
subsequent  clause  the  wife  was  also  named  as  executrix  of 
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the  will.  She  duly  qualified  as  such,  and  sold  to  the  defend* 
ants  the  property  described  in  the  complaint  Such  sale  wa» 
made  without  any  previous  order  therefor;  but  was  afterwards 
oonfinned  by  the  court  in  which  the-  administration  of  her 
deceased  husband's  estate  was  pending.  The  land  was  com* 
mnnity  property.  The  record  does  not  show  that  the  sale  was 
necessary  for  any  of  the  reasons  stated  in  section  1536  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure;  that  is,  in  order  **  to  pay  the  allow* 
ance  of  the  family,  or  of  the  debts  outstanding  against  the 
decedent)  or  the  debts,  expenses,  or  charges  of  administration^ 
or  legacies.^' 

The  plaintiffs  are  minor  children  of  the  said  Z.  B.  Smith, 
deceased,  and  are  not  provided  for  in  said  will,  nor  does  the 
will  show  that  the  omission  to  provide  for  them  was  inten* 
ttooal. 

There  has  never  been  any  distribution  of  this  property,  and 
the  administration  of  the  estate  of  said  Smith  is  still  pending. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  was  in  favor  of  plaintiffs, 
and  the  defendants  appeaL  This  judgment  was  affirmed  by 
Department  One  of  this  court,  on  January  25, 1890,  but  a  hear* 
ing  in  Bank  was  afterwards  ordered,  and  the  case  is  now  be* 
fore  as  for  determination. 

The  question  for  decision  is,  whether,  upon  the  facts  as  here 
stated,  the  power  of  sale  contained  in  the  will  is  so  far  oper- 
stive  against  the  plaintiffs  that  a  sale  made  under  it,  and 
confirmed  by  the  court,  transferred  to  the  defendants  the  title 
to  the  land  in  controversy.  To  determine  this,  a  brief  refer* 
ence  to  the  language  of  the  law  relating  to  wills,  and  the  right 
to  succession  of  property  of  a  decedent,  in  the  absence  of  a 
will  disposing  of  it,  is  necessary. 

By  section  1307  of  the  Civil  Code  it  is  provided  that  where  a 
testator  omits  to  provide  in  his  will  for  any  of  his  children, 
unless  it  appears  that  such  omission  was  intentional,  such 
child  ^  must  have  the  same  share  in  the  estate  of  the  testator 
as  if  he  had  died  intestate,  and  succeeds  thereto,  as  provided 
in  the  preceding  section."  That  is,  *'  the  child  succeeds  to  the 
same  portion  of  the  testator's  real  and  personal  property  that 
he  would  have  succeeded  to  if  the  testator  had  died  intestate  ": 
CiT.  Code,  sec.  1308. 

We  are  unable  to  construe  these  sections  otherwise  than  as 
declaring  that  the  pretermitted  child  succeeds  immediately  by 
operation  of  law  to  the  same  portion  of  the  testator's  real 
property  as  if  no  will  had  been  made;  that  as  to  such  portion 
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the  testator  is  to  be  regarded  as  dying  intestate,  and  its  suc- 
cession is  directed  by  law,  and  not  by  the  will.  And  as  a 
necessary  legal  consequence  of  this  construction,  it  would 
follow  that  every  provision  in  the  will  directly  or  indirectly 
:«ttempting  to  dispose  of  such  portion  of  the  estate,  except  for 
the  discharge  of  the  decedent's  debts,  or  other  charges  accru- 
ing in  due  course  of  administration,  is  inoperative  as  against 
oiuch  child. 

As  to  the  rights  of  a  pretermitted  child  under  these  sec* 
lions,  this  court  has  heretofore  held:  '*  In  other  words,  the 
child  succeeds  to  the  same  portion  of  the  testator's  real  and 
personal  property  that  he  would  have  succeeded  to  if  the  tes* 
tator  bad  died  intestate  ":  EstaU  of  Wardell,  57  Cal.  489. 

Sections  16  and  17  of  the  act  concerning  wills  (HittcU's 
Qeneral  Laws,  1086),  and  section  1  of  the  statute  of  descents 
and  distributions  (Hittell's  General  Laws,  323),  are  substan- 
tially  the  same  as  the  provisions  of  our  Civil  Code  relating  to 
the  same  subjects;  and  this  court,  in  Pearson  v.  Pearson^  46 
Cal.  610,  basing  its  decision  on  these  statutes,  held,  explicitly, 
that  the  pretermitted  child  takes  the  same  share  in  the  estate, 
and  holds  by  the  same  title,  as  though  the  testator  had  died 
intestate. 

Now,  in  the  case  of  a  person  dying  intestate,  his  estate  de- 
scends and  vests  immediately  in  his  heirs,  subject  only  to  the 
payment  of  the  debts  of  decedent,  the  expenses  of  adminis- 
tration, and  the  family  allowance.  This  is  not  only  clear  from 
sections  1383,  1384,  1386,  and  1402  of  the  Civil  Code,  but 
was  so  expressly  held  by  this  court  in  Brenham  v.  Story^  39 
Cal.  188,  under  statutes  substantially  the  same,  the  court  say- 
ing: '*  Upon  the  death  of  the  ancestor  the  heir  becomes  vested 
at  once  with  the  full  property,  subject  to  the  liens  we  have 
mentioned;  and  subject  to  these  liens  and  the  temporary  right 
of  possession  of  the  administrator,  he  may  at  once  sell  and 
dispose  of  the  property,  and  has  the  same  right  to  judge  for 
himself  of  the  relative  advantages  of  selling  or  holding  that 
any  other  owner  has.'* 

The  respondents  in  this  case  were,  immediately  upon  the 
death  of  their  father,  clothed  by  operation  of  law  with  such  a 
title  to  the  property  in  controversy,  and  this  being  its  nature 
and  extent,  it  is  clear  that  such  title  was  not  divested  by  the 
sale  made  by  the  executrix  of  their  father's  will,  under  the 
circumstances  disclosed  by  the  record  in  this  case.  A  title  to 
property  which  is  so  full  and  complete  that  its  possessor  has 
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"(be  same  right  to  judge  for  bimBelf  of  the  relative  advan- 
tages of  selliDg  or  holding  that  any  other  owner  has  "  cannot 
co-exist  with  the  right  of  another  to  transfer  such  property  at 
discretion,  and  the  power  exercised  by  the  executrix  in  this 
case,  being  inconsistent  with  the  title  which  the  law  vested  in 
the  respondents  upon  the  death  of  the  father,  cannot  be 
upheld. 

ThoBO  yiews  are  in  harmony  with  the  decisions  of  other 
states,  where  statutes  relating  to  wills  and  right  of  succession 
are  similar  to  our  own:  See  Northrop  v.  JIfargtkim,  16  Or.  173; 
Smith  y.  Robertsony  89  N.  Y.  558.     But  it  is  urged  by  appellant 
that  these  cases  are  not  in  point,  because  in  neither  of  the 
states  in  which  the  decisions  were  made  was  there  a  statute 
similar  to  section  1561  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  which 
provides  that  when  ^  authority  is  given  in  the  will  to  sell  prop- 
erty, the  executor  may  sell  any  property  of  the  estate  without 
order  of  the  court,  and  at  either  public  or  private  sale,  and  with 
er  without  notice,  as  the  executor  may  determine,"  but  that 
>^no  title  passes  unless  the  sale  be  confirmed  by  the  court"; 
and  it  is  claimed  that  the  sale  here,  having  been  confirmed  by 
the  court,  is  valid  under  that  section.    But  we  think  it  is  man- 
ifest that  in  determining  the  question  whether  in  judgment  of 
law  authority  to  sell  has  in  fact  been  given  to  an  executor,  the 
section  can  have  no  application.    It  is  equally  clear  that  the 
authority  to  sell  therein  referred  to  must  be  held  to  include 
only  such  a  one  as  is  operative  and  binding  upon  the  person 
against  whom  it  is  asserted;  and  unless  such  an  authority  can 
be  found  in  the  will,  when  such  will  is  read  and  construed  with 
reference  to  the  law  which  determines  its  meaning  and  legal 
effect,  it  must  be  held  that  it  was  not  given, —  and  in  that  case 
there  is  nothing  upon  which  this  section  of  the  code  can  act. 
The  case  of  CoateB  v.  HugheSy  3  Binn.  498,  cited  and  relied 
on  by  appellants,  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  views  we  have  an* 
nounced.    The  power  under  consideration  there  was  confined 
to  a  sale  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  testator,  and  it 
appeared  that  there  was  a  necessity  for  the  sale  for  such  pur- 
pose, and  the  court  held,  and  we  think  rightly,  that  such  a 
power  was  operative.    The  reason  why,  in  such  a  case,  the 
power  of  sale  would  be  operative,  is  apparent    The  child  who 
succeeds  to  the  estate  of  his  ancestor,  by  inheritance,  takes  it 
subject  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  such  ancestor,  and  his 
right  of  succession  is  in  no  wise  affected  by  a  provision  in  a 
will  which  goes  no  further  than  to  authorise  what  the  law 
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would  in  any  eyent  direct  to  be  done,  if  necessary  to  discharge 
such  lien.  In  snch  a  case  the  executor  is  only  clothed  with 
the  ordinary  powers  incident  to  the  administration  of  the 
estate,  —  in  fact,  the  precise  power  which  the  law  giyes  an 
administrator  of  the  estate  of  an  intestate. 

The  order  of  confirmation  imparted  no  validity  to  the  sale 
in  this  case;  it  only  adjudicates  that  the  power  contained  in 
the  will  had  been  followed,  and  that  the  sale  was  for  a  fair 
price. 

We  are  satisfied  with  the  conclusion  reached  in  Department 
One. 

Judgment  afiirmed. 

Harrison,  J.  (concurring).  I  concur  in  the  order  affirming 
the  judgment,  both  for  the  reasons  expressed  in  the  opinion  of 
Mr.  Justice  De  Haven,  and  also  upon  the  following  consider- 
ations: — 

Section  1402  of  the  Civil  Code  provides  that  **  upon  the 
death  of  the  husband,  one  half  of  the  community  property 
goes  to  the  surviving  wife,  and  the  other  half  ....  goes  to 
his  descendants,  .  .  •  •  subject  to  his  debts,  the  family  allow* 
ance,  and  expenses  of  administration."  These  are  the  ^'  pur- 
poses of  administration,"  referred  to  in  section  1384  of  the  Civil 
Code,  and  are  also  the  objects  for  which  the  court  is  author- 
ized, under  section  1536  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  to  di- 
rect a  sale  of  the  property  of  the  decedent.  The  right  of  the 
children  and  the  right  of  the  surviving  wife  to  the  community 
property  exist  by  virtue  of  the  same  section  of  the  code,  and 
are  declared  in  identical  words;  and  inasmuch  as  it  is  the  set- 
tled rule  that  the  right  of  the  surviving  wife  to  her  half  of  the 
community  property  vests  in  her  immediately  upon  the  death 
of  the  husband  {Estate  of  Silvey,  42  Cal.  210),  it  must  also  be 
held  that  the  right  of  the  children  to  their  half  of  the  same 
property  vests  in  them  at  the  same  time. 

In  King  v.  La  Orange^  50  Cal.  828,  it  was  held  that  a  power 
of  sale  in  the  will  did  not  authorize  a  conveyance  by  the  execu- 
tor of  the  wife's  share  of  the  community  property,  and  that  a 
conveyance  by  the  executor,  under  such  power,  of  the  real 
estate  of  the  deceased  did  not  have  the  effect  to  transfer  the 
interest  of  the  wife  as  the  survivor  of  the  community.  It  is 
true  that  the  conveyance  in  that  case  was  only  of  the  ^'  right, 
title,  and  interest "  of  the  decedent  in  the  property,  but  the  de- 
cision in  the  case  does  not  turn  upon  this  distinction,  and  in 
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leality  snch  a  distinction  does  not  exist  At  the  date  of  the 
conveyance,  the  testator,  being  dead,  had  of  coarse  no  ^*  right, 
title, or  interest"  in  the  property;  and  the  conveyance  by  the 
executor,  under  the  power  contained  in  the  will,  being  like  a 
conveyance  under  any  other  power  of  attorney  {Larco  v.  Casa' 
netiava^  30  CaL  560),  would  necessarily  be  limited  to  such 
right,  title,  and  interest  as  existed  in  his  constituent  at  the 
date  of  his  death,  the  point  of  time  when  the  authority  of  the 
executor  came  into  existence.  If  a  conveyance  under  a  power 
of  Bale  given  in  the  will  is  inoperative  to  transfer  the  interest 
of  the  wife,  it  must  be  equally  inox)erative  to  transfer  the  in- 
terest of  the  children.  In  accordance  with  the  principles  es* 
iabliahed  by  the  decision  in  King  v.  La  Orange^  60  Cal.  828,  it 
is  the  usual,  if  not  the  invariable,  custom  of  conveyancers  in 
this  state,  when  community  property  of  a  decedent  is  sold 
by  the  executor,  under  a  power  given  by  the  will,  to  require  a 
release  or  conveyance  of  the  same  property  from  the  surviving 
wife.  This  rule  or  custom  was  followed  in  the  present  case, 
since  it  appears  from  the  record  that  the  purchaser  took  a  deed 
of  the  land  in  question  from  the  surviving  wife  individaally, 
as  well  as  in  her  representative  capacity. 

Rehearing  denied. 

WiLui— ErrsoT  ov  Omasioir  *o  Pbovtos  vob  a  Child  nr  WnXb— -A 

pNtarmittod  ehild  is  •nfeitled  to  the  samo  ihare  of  his  father's  sstats  thai  he 

troald  hsTe  had  if  there  had  been  no  will:  Woodard  r.  SpiUett  1  Dana,  ISO; 

SB  Asi.  Dee.  139;  noU  to  Wilicm  v.  Foskei,  89  Am.  Dea  740-744;  Ward  r, 

Wmd,  ISO  DL  IIL 


[hf  BAinr.] 
Ex   PABTB   SpBABS,  ON    HaBBAS    GoBPUB. 

(88  CAUrOBHXA,  MdJ 

FiTornvB  fbom  Jirsnoi— Habbas  Corpus.  —The  goremor  of  the  state  has 
no  authority  to  issne  hii  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  an  alleged  fngitiye 
from  Jnsties^  nnless  he  has  been  oharged  with  crime  in  a  state  whenoe  it 
Is  alleged  be  has  fled,  either  by  indictment  or  affidarit;  and  whether  he 
is  so  charged  is  a  question  of  law,  alwajrs  open,  on  the  face  of  the  papery 
to  jndioial  inqniry,  on  an  application  for  Ids  discharge  on  Aofteov  eorpiu* 

Fvomvx  noil  Jusnoi  m  not  Chargbd  with  a  Cnms  Authosizuio  tss 
OovrauroA  to  Jmsum  a  Wabrant  for  hit  arrest^  when  the  only  charge 
against  him  is  contained  in  an  siBdaTit,  stating  that  the  afllant  has  rea* 
son  to  believs^  and  does  belioTS^  that  he  has  committed  a  certain  oriflM^ 
naming  it; 
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L4Wf  or  AvoTHiB  Statb.  —  Thoa^  on  »  hearing  on  Mbeaa  torjpm  » idnglo 
Motion  of  the  oriminal  oode  of  another  state  U  read  in  OTldenoe^  the  oonrt 
will  look  to  the  whole  ood^  to  aaoertain  what  the  law  of  the  atate  la  upoo 
the  subjeot  before  it; 

Q.  E.  Riley,  J.  F.  SUey,  and  J.  I.  CaldwM,  for  the  peti- 
tioner. 

Attomey'Oeneral  Harij  contra. 

Dx  Havsn,  J.  The  petitioner  is  before  the  court  upon  a 
writ  of  habeai  corpus,  the  return  to  which  shows  that  he  is  in 
the  castody  of  the  sheriff  of  Nevada  County  by  virtue  of  a 
warrant  for  his  arrest  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  issued  by  the 
governor  of  this  state  in  compliance  with  a  requisition  from 
the  governor  of  the  state  of  Alabama. 

The  governor  of  this  state  was  not  authorized  to  issue  hie 
warrant  for  the  arrest  of  petitioner,  unless  it  was  shown  to 
him  that  the  petitioner  is  substantially  charged  with  a  crime 
in  the  state  from  which  it  is  alleged  he  has  fled,  and  the  law 
of  Congress  (Rev.  Stats.,  sec.  5278)  requires  that  this  fact 
must  be  made  to  appear  by  a  copy  of  an  indictment  found,  or 
an  affidavit  made  before  a  magistrate  of  such  state,  certified 
as  authentic  by  the  governor  of  the  state  making  the  demand: 
Roberts  v.  ReiUyf  116  IT.  S.  95.  And  whether  the  alleged 
fugitive  is  so  substantially  charged  with  a  crime  is  a  question 
of  law,  which  is  always  open,  upon  the  face  of  the  papers,  to 
judicial  inquiry,  on  an  application  for  discharge  under  a  writ 
of  habeas  corpus:  Roberts  v.  Reilly,  116  IT.  S.  95. 

We  have  before  us  the  copy  of  the  affidavit  which  accom- 
panied the  requisition  of  the  governor  of  Alabama,  and  the 
sole  question  for  determination  is,  whether  such  affidavit  sub* 
stantially  charges  the  petitioner  with  having  committed  any 
crime  which  would  have  justified  his  arrest  in  that  state.  The 
affidavit  purports  to  have  been  made  by  one  J.  C.  Orr,  and 
charges  that  he,  Orr,  '^  has  reason  to  believe,  and  does  believe, 
that  within  twelve  months  before  making  this  affidavit  in 
said  county,  W.  A.  Spears  embezzled,  or  fraudulently  con- 
verted to  his  own  use,  one  car-load  of  mules,  or  the  value  of 
the  same,  to  wit,  of  two  thousand  dollars,  the  personal  prop- 
erty of  J.  C.  Orr,  which  came  into  W.  A.  Spears's  possession 
by  virtue  of  an  employment  to  sell  said  mules.'* 

It  is  obvious  that  this  affidavit  does  not  directly  charge  that 
petitioner  has  committed  any  offense,  and  it  would  be  a  dan- 
gerous precedent  to  establish  that  any  man  may  be  deprived 
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of  his  liberty  and  removed  to  another  state  upon  snob  an  ao 
cnntioii.  The  statement  therein,  that  affiant  ''has  reason  to 
beBere^  and  does  belieyey"  that  petitioner  embezzled,  or  frauds 
vlently  oon-verted  to  his  own  use,  the  property  mentioned,  is 
not  the  statement  of  any  fact,  and  for  that  reason  the  affidavit 
is  fatally  defective.  The  language  of  the  snpreme  coart  of 
Michigan  in  Sioart  v.  XunbaUy  43  Mich.  451,  is  applicable  here: 
"CJhargee  are  not  verified  by  an  affidavit  that  somebody  i» 
informed  and  believed  that  tiiey  are  true.  This  is  mere  eva- 
aon  of  the  law;  the  most  improbable  stories  may  be  believed 
of  any  one,  and  the  man  most  free  from  any  reasonable  snspi- 
cion  of  guilt  is  not  safe  if  he  holds  his  freedom  at  the  mercy 
of  any  man  three  hundred  miles  off,  who  will  swear  that  he 
haa  been  informed  and  believes  in  his  guilt" 

That  such  an  affidavit  is  insufficient  to  support  the  issuance 
of  a  Tvarrant  under  the  laws  of  this  state  was  held  by  this 
oonrt  in  Scpairte  Dimmig^  74  Oal.  165.  We  there  said:  ''But 
a  mere  affidavit  in  the  form  of  an  information,  containing  no 
evidence,  and  f oUowed  by  no  deposition  stating  any  fact  tending 
to  show  guilt,  is  insufficient  to  support  a  warrant.  The  liberty 
of  a  citizen  cannot  be  violated  upon  the  mere  expression  of  an 
opinion  under  oath  that  he  is  guilty  of  a  crime." 

In  JBt  parte  Smithy  3  McLean,  121,  the  affidavit  accompany- 
ing the  requisition  of  the  governor  of  Missouri  for  the  arrest  of 
Smith  was  made  by  one  Boggs,  and  charged  ''that  on  the 
night  of  the  sixth  day  of  May,  1842,  while  sitting  in  his  dwell- 
ing, in  the  town  of  Independence,  in  the  county  of  Jackson^ 
he  was  shot,  with  intent  to  kUl,  and  that  his  life  was  despaired 
of  for  several  days,  and  that  he  believes,  and  has  good  reason 
to  believe,  from  evidence  and  information  now  in  his  pos- 
aeseion,  that  Joseph  Smith,  commonly  called  the  Mormon 
Prophet,  was  accessary  before  the  fact  of  the  intended  murder 
and  that  the  said  Joseph  Smith  is  a  citizen  and  resident  of 
the  state  of  Illinois." 

This  affidavit  was  held  msufficient  as  a  basis  for  the  gov- 
ernor's warrant,  upon  the  ground,  among  others  stated,  that 
it  was  not  positive  in  its  charge.  See  also  1  Bishop's  Crim. 
Fkoo.,  sea  222. 

It  is  true  that  the  courts  are  not  authorized  to  discharge  a 
prisoner  because  of  formal  defects  in  the  indictment  or  affi- 
davit charging  the  offense,  and  that  the  sufficiency  of  the 
charge,  as  a  matter  of  technical  pleading,  is  to  be  tried  and 
determined  in  the  state  from  which  the  alleged  fugitive  fled: 
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DavUU  Cau^  122  Mass.  829;  Keniwky  v.  Denniitm^  24  How. 
107. 

But  the  defect  in  the  affidavit  before  us  is  not  a  merely 
formal  one.  The  objection  to  its  sufficiency  is  substantial, 
and  it  is,  that  in  judgment  of  law  it  does  not  make  any  charge 
at  alL 

Upon  the  hearing,  the  attorney-general  read  as  evidence, 
from  a  printed  volume  of  the  statutes  of  that  state,  section 
4204  of  the  Criminal  Code  of  Alabama,  from  which  it  appears 
that  a  warrant  of  arrest  for  a  misdemeanor  may  be  issaed 
upon  an  affidavit  in  which  the  affiant  states  *'  that  he  has 
probable  cause  for  believing,  and  does  believe,"  that  euch 
offense  has  been  committed,  and  it  was  argued  that  inasmuch 
as  no  other  section  of  this  code  was  formally  offered  in  evi- 
dence,  that  the  court  must  presume  that  the  affidavit  here  is 
flufficient  under  the  laws  of  that  state.  We  think,  however, 
that  we  are  not  confined  to  this  particular  section,  which  is 
not  applicable  here,  but  are  authorized  to  look  into  the  volume 
in  which  it  appears,  and  upon  such  examination  we  find  the 
law  of  that  state  to  be,  what  in  the  absence  of  all  evidence  we 
would  presume  it  to  be,  substantially  like  that  of  our  own 
state,  so  far  as  relates  to  arresting  one  charged  with  a  felony. 
It  follows  that  the  affidavit  before  us  must  be  regarded  as  in* 
sufficient  to  justify  the  issuance  of  the  executive  warrant  of 
arrest  under  which  the  petitioner  is  detained  in  custody. 

Petitioner  discharged. 

Patbrson,  J.  (dissenting).  I  am  unable  to  concur.  *'  The 
warrant  of  the  governor  is  prima  facie  evidence,  at  least,  that 
all  necessary  legal  prerequisites  have  been  complied  with'' 
(Church  on  Habeas  Corpus,  sec.  480),  and  the  petitioner  has 
not  made  it  appear  to  my  satisfaction  that  the  courts  of  Ala- 
bama could  not  hold  him  for  examination  on  the  affidavit 
charging  him  with  embezzlement. 

Extradition.  —A  fugitive  from  justice  illegally  arrested  In  one  state  for 
«n  offense  committed  in  another  will  not  be  released  on  habeas  corpus:  B» 
parU  Barker,  87  Ala.  4;  13  Am.  St  Rep.  17,  and  note.  An  extradition 
warrant  need  only  show  nnmistakable  facts  as  to  the  fugitive  oharaoter  of 
the  party  sought  to  be  extradited:  MbsparU  Stctnlqf,  25  Tex.  App.  372. 

EzTRADinoif,  Warrant  or,  kssd  not  Show  that  the  crime  charged  is 
ft  crime  against  the  law  of  the  demanding  state:  Ex  parte  Stanley,  25  Tex. 
App.  372. 

Extradition  —  Habnas  Ck)RPTra.  —  The  merits  of  the  case  cannot  be  in* 
quired  into  on  habeas  corpus;  only  the  sufficiency  of  the  papers  and  tiie  iden« 
tity  of  the  prisoner:  Kurtsk  ▼.  StaU,  22  Fla.  36;  1  Am.  St  Rep.  173^  and  nets 
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MuBPHY  V.  Mayor  and  Gounoil  of  Wilhinoton. 

[6  HotrfTOv,  lO&J 

MnaaEPAii  OoBPOXAnova.  —  Dimsioir  ov  Small  ahb  Psitatb  Watbiu 
00UB8S  by  a  eity  for  the  purpose  of  drainago  and  lewerage,  with  the  ooii* 
Mat  and  approral  of  the  land-owners  through  whose  land  it  nins,  is  not 
an  axereise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain. 

MmncEPAL  CoapoBATiOHS^  Local  AassssMiim  fob  Improviubnts— > 
iHjmronoy  to  PaaTXirr  Oolliotzon  or.  —  The  expense  of  local  im- 
provaments  in  a  town  or  ei^  may  be  met  by  local  assessments,  in  whole 
or  in  part^  and  equity  will  not  enjoin  the  collection  of  such  assessments 
•xcept  under  special  oircnmstanoes,  sn<^  as  leare  the  complainant 
without  any  remedy  at  law,  and  bring  his  ease  under  some  of  the  reo* 
«|{aiied  heads  of  squity  jurisdiction,  or  where  it  is  olear  that  the  tax 
baa  been  imposed  without  authority  and  is  absolutely  void. 

Kquxtt ^  Cloud  on  Tztlb.  —A  lien  or  encumbrance,  to  throw  a  aloud  on 
titla  to  real  property  so  as  to  give  the  owner  a  right  to  relief  in  equity, 
mnsi  be  one  that  is  regular  and  valid  on  its  face,  though  in  fact  irregu* 
lar  and  Toid  from  oiroumstauoes  which  must  be  proved  by  extrinsic  evi- 
denoe. 

BoaiTT — Illioal  AmmuMMXiT  —  Gloud  on  Titlb.  —  Where  the  illegali^ 
of  a  municipal  assessment  or  tax  is  apparent  on  the  record  of  the  pro* 
^^inyi^  and  requires  no  extrinsio  evidence  to  show  it^  such  assessment 
or  tax  is  not  a  elond  upon  title,  and  the  remedy  of  the  owner  is  by  action 
at  law,  and  not  by  suit  in  equity. 

KQvrrr— Cloud  oh  Titlb  — Illioal  Munioipal  AasuBMBirr.  —When a 
ei^  ordinance  imposes  oertain  conditions  which  must  be  eomplied 
with  in  order  to  make  a  local  municipal  assessment  or  tax  valid,  a  fail* 
«ra  to  oomply  with  any  one  of  the  conditions  renders  the  tax  void;  and 
whan  aneh  failure  appears  from  the  face  of  the  proceedings,  no  doud  on 
the  title  is  araated,  and  the  reoiedy  of  the  land-owner  is  by  action  at 
law,  and  not  by  suit  in  squity. 

MvHioiPAL  CoBFORATioNd  «  Illioal  Mitkioipal  Tax  «  Rbmbdt  of  Land- 
owiruu  -^*  An  owner  of  property  seized  or  sold  under  execution  for  the 
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eolleetion  of  a  mnnicipal  tax,  the  illegality  of  which  appean  from 
face  of  the  proceedings,  has  aa  adequate  remedy  at  law,  either  by 
ing  the  tax  under  protest  and  bringing  an  action  against  the  city  to  r«* 
ooTer  it  back,  or  by  action  of  trespass  to  recover  damages;  or  if  tiiA 
property  ii  sold,  he  may  maintain  ejectment^  or  teat  the  Talidity  of  feli.e 
tax  by  writ  of  eertioroix 

MmriciPAL  Ck>RFORATiOMa.— PoBOHAssR  viTDBR  MimioiPAL  Taz  8ai.Sp 
in  order  to  maintain  his  title,  must  show  that  e^ery  prerequisite  to  tiim 
power  of  sale  has  been  complied  with,  and  such  compliance  most  i^pear 
on  the  face  of  the  proceedings. 

Bqihtt  will  not  Entektaiv  JaRisDicrioN  when  the  only  object  is  to  ob- 
tain a  consolidation  of  actions  or  to  save  the  expense  of  separate  aotiona^ 
or  where  the  claim  of  right  rests  on  a  mere  qaestion  of  law,  as  for  tm» 
oertaining  the  legality  of  the  proceedings  of  a  municipal  oorporation  m 
levying  a  tax.  • 

Bradford^  for  the  appellants. 
MacaUitter^  for  the  respondents. 

Wales,  J.  The  appellants,  who  were  complainants  below, 
obtained  a  preliminary  injunction  restraining  the  defendant 
corporation  from  enforcing  the  payment  of  an  assessment 
which  had  been  laid  on  certain  real  estate  belonging  to  com- 
plainants, on  Monroe  Street,  in  the  city  of  Wilmington,  for  tho 
construction  of  a  public  sewer.  After  a  bearing  before  the 
chancellor,  on  bill,  answer,  and  depositions,  the  bill  was  dis- 
missed, and  thereupon  an  appeal  taken  to  this  court.  The 
transactions  which  led  to  the  application  for  an  injunction 
are  fully  set  forth  in  the  bill,  but  the  material  charges  on 
which  the  complainants  rely  for  equitable  relief  are,  that  the 
city's  officers  and  agents  acted  without  lawful  authority,  both 
in  the  construction  of  the  sewer  and  in  the  manner  and  mode 
of  laying  the  assessment,  and  that  the  latter  is  therefore  ille- 
gal and  void.  It  is  charged  that  the  sewer  was  made  for  the 
purpose  of  diverting  a  small  watercourse  which  had  previ- 
ously flowed  through  a  portion  of  the  property  now  assessed, 
and  not  for  the  purpose  of  general  drainage;  that  the  diver- 
sion of  the  watercourse  was  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  emi- 
nent domain  without  authority,  the  city  government  not  being 
invested  with  legal  power  to  divert  the  stream;  and  that  even 
admitting  the  possession  of  the  power,  the  assessment  was  il- 
legal and  void  by  reason  of  the  neglect  or  failure  of  an  officer 
of  the  city  to  perform  an  essential  duty  in  relation  thereto^ 
the  perform;ince  of  which  duty  was  necessary  to  the  making 
of  a  legal  and  valid  assessment.  It  appears  from  the  papers 
on  file  that  the  watercourse  was  not  only  of  no  value  to  any 


Juot,  1880.]   MuBPHT  t;.  Mayob  na  ov  Wilmingtoh.    847 

of  the  complainanta,  or  to  the  former  owners  of  the  assessed 
property,  but,  by  reason  of  its  being  an  outlet  for  the  refuse  of 
fiu^tories  and  slaughter-houses  located  higher  up  the  stream, 
waa  at  times  a  positive  nuisance,  so  that  one  or  more  of  the 
oomplainanta,  with  some  sixty  residents  in  the  same  neigh« 
borhood,  signed  a  petition  addressed  to  the  city  council  re- 
questing that  a  culvert  might  be  constructed  to  carry  off  by 
perfect  drainage  all  the  water  coming  from  above,  and  thus 
prevent  a  continuance  of  what  the  petitioners  represented  to 
be  a  soarce  of  danger  to  the  public  health.    The  fact  is  not 
disputed  that  the  petitioners  contemplated  the  construction  of 
the  sewer  in  Monroe  Street  as  being  the  best  and  most  effectual 
means  of  removing  the  difficulties  and  annoyances  of  which 
thej  complained.    The  sewer  was  made  under  and  along 
Monroe  Street,  from  a  point  above  to  a  point  below  the  com- 
plainants' land,  at  a  cost  of  $7,266.85,  being  at  the  rate  of 
19.98  per  lineal  foot,  and  the  watercourse  being  turned  into 
it^  the  nuisance  was  entirely  abated.    There  was  some  at- 
tempt to  show  that  the  city  was   in  fault  in  causing  the 
nuisance    by  not    keeping   that    part    of    the  watercourse 
which  was  below  the  complainants'  land  open  and  unob- 
structed, and  thus  backing  up  the  waters,  but  the  evidence 
does  not  sustain  this.    The  surface  of  some  of  the  complain- 
ants' land  was  depressed  below  the  banks  of  the  stream  and 
the  grades  of  the  surrounding  streets,  making  a  basin  in  which, 
during  the  heavy  rains,  the  flooded  waters  would  collect  and 
remain  until  carried  off  by  absorption  or  evaporation.    On  the 
completion  of  the  sewer,  a  statement  of  its  cost  was  presented 
to  the  dty  council,  which  body  ordered  that  one  half  of  the 
said  cost  should  be  paid  out  of  the  city  treasury,  and  directed 
that  a  portion  of  the  remainder,  amounting  in  all  to  $1,036.92, 
should  be  charged  against  '*  the  estate  of  John  Montgomery," 
a  former  owner  of  the  land  now  belonging  to  the  complain- 
ants, and  of  which  he  had  died  seised  and  intestate.    The 
property  had  descended  to  the  children   and  heirs  of  John 
Montgomery,  and  had  continued  in  their  possession  as  co- 
pairceners  until  a  short  time  before  the  entry  of  the  assess- 
mitnt  upon  the  lien-book  of  the  city.    The  description  in  the 
lien-book  is  a  general  one,  being  for  267.8  feet  on  the  west  side 
of  Monroe  Street,  between    Second  and  Front   streets,  and 
for  157.8  feet  on  the  southeast  corner  of  Second  and  Monroe 
streets.     The  complainants,  by  claiming  ownership  of  the 
assessed  property,  have  established  its  identityi  and  thus  re- 
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moved  any  objection  to  the  generality  and  IndefiniteneBB  of 
its  description. 

The  answer,  admitting  property  in  the  complainants,  and 
the  diversion  of  the  watercourse,  claims  that  the  latter  was 
done  at  the  instance  and  with  the  knowledge  and  approval  of 
the  complainants;  that  the  sewer  was  made  for  general  drain- 
age, and  that  the  assessment  was  regularly  and  legally  im- 
posed.  The  cost  of  the  sewer  was  reported  to  the  city  council 
on  May  29,  1878,  and  the  matter  of  the  assessment  a|)pears  to 
have  been  considered  by  that  body  at  several  subsequent 
meetings  until  September  11,  1873,  when  it  was  finally  ap- 
proved and  ordered  to  be  entered  on  the  lien-book.  In  the 
mean  time,  in  the  month  of  June  in  the  same  year,  the  as- 
sessed property  was  sold  at  public  sale,  by  an  agent  duly  ap- 
pointed for  that  purpose  by  the  heirs  of  John  Montgomery. 
The  land  was  divided  into  building  lots  and  sold  to  sundry 
purchasers,  now  the  complainants.  The  agent  retained  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  a  sufficient  sum  to  pay  the  assess- 
ment, in  fulfillment  of  a  condition  previously  announced  that 
the  assessment  would  be  paid  and  the  land  sold  **  clear." 
Part  of  the  money  so  retained  by  the  agent  he  afterwards  paid 
over  to  the  heirs,  who  protested  against  the  validity  of  the 
city's  claim.  One  of  the  purchasers,  and  a  party  to  the  bill, 
deposed  that  the  value  of  the  property  was  increased  three 
thousand  dollars  by  the  sewer. 

An  amendment  to  the  charter  of  Wilmington  passed  Jan- 
nary  80,  1866,  confers  upon  the  city  council  the  entire  juris- 
diction and  control  of  the  drainage  of  the  city,  with  power  to 
pass  ordinances  for  the  opening  of  gutters,  drains,  and  sewers, 
and  for  the  regulating,  maintaining,  cleansing,  and  keeping 
the  same  and  the  natural  watercourses,  runs,  and  rivulets 
within  the  city  limits  open,  clear,  and  unobstructed,  and  for 
the  entry  upon  private  land  for  such  purposes,  and  by  general 
regulations  to  prescribe  the  mode  in  which  the  work  shall  be 
done,  and  who  shall  bear  the  expense  thereof,  and  in  its  dis- 
cretion to  assess  the  costs  thereof  upon  the  persons  and  prop- 
erty real  and  personal  of  those  particularly  benefited  thereby, 
or  of  those  holding  lands  through  or  along  which  said  sewers, 
drains,  and  watercourses  shall  flow  or  pass,  and  prescribe  the 
mode  of  collection  thereof.  The  statute  provides  that  private 
property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  com- 
pensation, but  is  silent  as  to  the  mode  in  which  such  compen- 
sation shall  be  ascertained.    A  city  ordinance  passed  June 
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21y  1866,  by  yirtae  of  the  authority  thus  given,  sets  out  in  de- 
tail the  manner  in  which  the  costs  of  constructing  sewers,  etc., 
shall  be  assessed.  It  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  street  commis- 
sioner to  keep  an  accurate  account  of  the  costs  of  such  con« 
Btruction,  and,  through  the  street  committee,  to  report  the  same 
to  the  council,  together  with  a  list  of  the  persons  and  estates 
particularly  benefited  thereby,  as  well  as  of  those  holding 
lands  through  or  along  which  said  sewers  shall  pass,  and  an 
estimate  of  the  value  of  the  lands  upon  which  said  expense 
ought  to  be  assessed,  the  said  value  to  be  estimated  indepen- 
dently of  buildings  or  improvements.  The  city  council  may,  or 
may  not,  order  any  part  of  such  expense  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
general  fund,  and  the  whole  or  remainder,  as  the  case  may  be^ 
shall  be  api)ortioned  among  those  persons  and  estates  particu« 
larly  benefited,  or  among  those  holding  lands  along  which  the 
sewer  shall  pass.  If  the  owners  be  unknown,  the  assessment 
shall  be  generally  against  the  lot  or  premises  by  particular  or 
general  description.  The  assessment,  being  approved  by 
council,  shall  be  entered  on  the  lien-book,  and  may  be  col- 
lected by  warrant,  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  mayor. 

The  bill  denies  the  authority  of  the  city  to  lay  a  special 
tax  for  the  payment  of  the  sewer,  and  assumes  that  the  ex- 
pense should  be  wholly  defrayed  out  of  the  funds  produced  by 
general  taxation.     But  the  position  most  earnestly  contended 
for  by  the  complainants  is,  that  the  city  having  constructed  a 
work  partly  for  an  unlawful  object,  namely,  the  diversion  of  a 
natural  watercourse  without  license  from  the  owners  thereof, 
such  unlicensed  act  of  diversion,  being  outside  of  its  chartered 
powers,  taints  the  entire  work  with  illegality,  and  no  portion 
of  the  expense  can  be  lawfully  assessed  on  the  property  hold- 
ers, notwithstanding  that  another  and  a  lawful  end  may  have 
been  intended  at  the  same  time.    The  doctrine  insisted  on  is, 
that  where  a  tax  or  assessment  is  laid  partly  for  a  legal  and 
partly  for  an  illegal  purpose,  and  such  tax  or  assessment  i» 
entire  and  indivisible,  the  whole  tax  or  assessment  is  illegal 
and  void.    The  evidence,  however,  does  not  warrant  the  appli- 
cation of  this  'principle  to  the  present  case.    The  city  had  the^ 
power,  under  the  statute  of  1866,  to  regulate  and  change  the 
flow  or  direction  of  the  natural  drains   and  watercourses 
within  its  limits,  to  construct  sewers,  and  to  assess  the  cost 
upon  the  owners  of  property  especially  benefited.    No  author-- 
ity  is  given  to  invade  or  appropriate  private  property  without 
oompensation;    this  is  expressly  prohibited.    It  is  true,  the- 
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statute  does  not  point  out  any  way  of  fixing  the  compensar 
tion,  but  in  this  instance  there  is  no  necessity  for  ascertaining 
what  might  be  due  for  taking  for  public  use  a  property  which 
was  worthless  and  detrimental  to  its  ownerSi  who  asked  for  its 
removal  as  a  boon,  and  have  derived  profit  from  its  loss.  These 
owners  and  their  privies  in  estate  stood  by  and  saw  the  prep- 
arations made  for  depriving  them  of  their  property  without 
remonstrance  or  objection.    The  boilding  and  completion  of 
the  sewer  occupied  several  months,  and  its  uses  and  objects 
were  well  known.    No  attempt  was  made  to  interfere  with  the 
work,  nor  was  the  diversion  of  the  watercourse  objected  ta 
Some  of  the  complainants  requested  the  city  council  to  carry 
off  by  perfect  drainage  the  waters  coming  from  above,  and  no 
word  of  disapproval  was  heard  until  the  parties  benefited  were 
called  upon  to  contribute  to  the  payment  of  the  expense. 
These  facts  admit  of  but  one  interpretation.    The  diversion 
having  been  made  with  the  consent  and  approval  and  to  the 
evident  advantage  of  the  property  owners,  the  action  of  the 
defendant  corporation  was  not  illegal  or  fdtra  vire».    The  wa- 
tercourse had  no  existing  or  prospective  value  for  the  driving 
of  machinery  or  for  domestic  uses,  and  by  its  continuance  in 
its  old  channel  rendered  the  lots  through  which  it  flowed  un- 
salable.   Its  appropriation  by  the  city  was  more  of  a  public 
burden  than  a  public  benefit,  while  it  afforded  a  special  and 
advantageous  relief  to  the  lot-owners.  Such  an  appropriation, 
under  all  circumstances,  does  not  fall  within  the  definition  of 
the  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain.    We  may  there- 
fore dismiss  the  further  consideration  of  the  want  of  power  in 
the  city  under  the  statute  of  1866  to  make  the  diversion 
complained  of,  and  direct  our  attention  to  other  points  pre- 
sented on  behalf  of  the  complainants. 

That  the  expense  of  local  improvements  in  a  town  or  dty 
may  be  met  by  local  assessments,  in  whole  or  in  part,  appears 
to  be  so  well  established  as  to  require  no  discussion:  Stroud  v. 
Philadelphia^  61  Pa.  St.  256;  2  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions, 596,  and  notes.  But  when,  under  what  conditions,  and  to 
what  extent  a  court  of  equity  should  interfere  to  prevent  the 
collection  of  such  assessments  are  questions  which  have  not 
been  uniformly  decided.  The  inconvenience  and  OMfosion 
which  might  be  caused  by  an  indefinite  delay  in  the  receipt  of 
municipal  or  other  public  revenues,  and  the  serious  embarrass- 
ments that  might  follow  such  delay,  are  obvious,  and  courts 
of  equity  have  therefore  been  disinclined  to  put  any  obstacle 
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in  the  waj  of  theif  prompt  ooIleciioD,  except  UDder  special  cif- 
eamBtanceSy  each  as  left  the  complainant  without  any  remedy 
at  law,  or  where  it  was  clear  that  the  tax  had  been  imposed 
without  authority,  and  was  absolutely  roid.  Even  in  the  lat- 
ter case,  where  the  only  question  is  one  of  excess  of  author- 
ity, depending  on  purely  legal  principles,  it  is  doubtful 
whether  equity  should  interpose.  Those  courts  which  most 
doeely  adhere  to  the  distinctions  between  legal  and  equitable 
jurisdiction  have  generally  refused  to  interfere  by  injunction 
with  municipal  assessments,  except  in  cases  which  come  un« 
der  some  one  of  the  recognised  heads  of  equity  jurisdiction, 
and  the  doctrine  is  universally  accepted  that  the  collection  of 
a  tax  will  not  be  enjoined,  except  upon  the  clearest  grounds. 
The  most  important  question,  therefore,  to  be  considered  is 
that  of  jurisdiction;  for,  althoagh  the  arguments  addressed  to 
us  by  counsel  were  chiefly  directed  to  other  matters,  this  ques- 
tion was  not  waired,  but  it  was  expressly  contended  on  the  part 
of  the  city  that  the  complainants,  whatever  might  be  their 
rights  in  a  court  of  law,  were  not  entitled  to  redress  in  a  court 
of  equity. 

The  complainants  insist  upon  their  right  to  an  injunction 
for  the  reason  that  the  assessment  being  illegal  and  void,  a 
threatened  sale  thereunder  for  its  collection  casts  a  cloud  upon 
their  tiUes,  which  they  have  no  adequate  legal  remedy  to  re- 
move; that  such  sale  would  cause  them  an  irreparable  injury; 
that  some  of  the  complainants,  having  only  an  equitable  title, 
are  absolutely  without  any  remedy  at  law;  and  that  to  refuse 
the  writ  would  lead  to  circuity  of  action  and  a  multiplicity 
of  suits.  These  are  recognised  heads  of  equity  jurisdiction, 
and  we  are  to  inquire  whether  the  complainants'  case  falls 
under  any  one  of  them. 

Is  this  assessment  a  cloud  upon  their  titles?  It  is  not 
every  irregular  or  even  void  assessment  that  clouds  a  tiUe. 
A  lien  or  encumbrance,  to  throw  a  shadow  upon  title  to  real 
property  so  as  to  give  the  owner  a  right  to  relief  in  equity, 
must  be  one  that  is  regular  and  valid  on  its  face,  but  is  in  fact 
irregular  and  void  from  circumstances  which  have  to  be  proved 
by  extrinsio  evidence.  The  test  is  well  defined  in  Eeywood  v. 
City  of  Buffalo^  14  N.  Y.  539,  to  be  where  there  is  an  apparent 
validity  in  the  encumbrance  and  a  total  invalidity  in  fact, 
which  can  only  be  proved  by  evidence  aliunde.  If  the  author- 
ity under  which  the  assessment  was  made  is  unconstitutional, 
or  if  the  power  to  tax  is  conceded,  and  the  officers  intrusted 
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with  the  duty  of  fixing  the  tax  rate  have  exceeded  their  aathor- 
ity,  or  if  from  any  other  cause,  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  pro- 
ceedingB,  the  tax  is  irregular  and  void,  it  will  not  affect  the 
title,  the  defect  being  visible  and  undoubted.  But  a  tax  may 
be,  from  all  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  entirely  regalar  and 
valid;  the  authority  to  levy  it  may  be  undisputed;  and  every 
preliminary  step  necessary  to  be  taken  by  way  of  notice  to  the 
owners  of  property,  and  its  valuation,  the  amount  of  revenae 
to  be  raised,  and  the  final  apportionment  may  have  been,  on 
the  face  of  the  record,  in  strict  compliance  with  the  reqoire- 
ments  of  the  law, — and  yet,  by  reason  of  fraud,  corruption,  or 
neglect  on  the  part  of  the  ofiScers  making  the  assessmenty  the 
tax  is  void. 

The  record  may  be  false*    Notice  to  owners  and  valuation 
of  property  may  not  in  fact  have  been  made,  or  the  assese- 
ing  officers  may  have  conspired  to  make  an  unjust  and  par^ 
tial  assessment.    An  assessment  or  tax  made  and  levied  in 
the  manner  supposed,  being  apparently  regular  and  legal,  and 
in  reality  arbitrary  and  corrupt,  but  requiring  extrinsic  evi- 
dence to  establish  the  fact,  casts  a  cloud  upon  title.    The  con- 
tention here  is,  that  the  statute  of  1866  which  grants  power 
to  the  city  to  regulate  or  change,  within  its  limits,  the  oourse 
of  natural  rivulets,  to  construct  sewers,  and  assess  the  costs 
upon  the  parties  specially  benefited  by  the  improvement,  is 
unconstitutional,  in  so  far  as  it  undertakes  to  give  the  right  of 
taking  private  property  without  providing  any  mode  of  ascer- 
taining the  amount  of  compensation  to  be  paid  to  the  owner; 
and  that,  waiving  this  objection,  and  admitting  the  statute  to 
be  valid,  certain  conditions  precedent,  prescribed  by  the  city 
ordinance,  and  which  must  be  observed  in  order  to  make  a  le- 
gal assessment,  have  not  been  complied  with.    It  is  the  duty 
of  the  street  commissioner,  under  the  ordinance,  when  he  re- 
ports to  the  city  council  the  cost  of  constructing  a  sewer,  to 
present  at  the  same  time  an  estimate  of  the  value  of  the 
lands  upon  which  said  expense  ought  to  be  assessed,  the  value 
of  such  lands  to  be  estimated  independently  of  any  buildings 
or  improvements  thereon.    It  is  charged  that  the  commissioner 
failed  to  perform  his  duty  in  this  respect,  and  that  the  records 
and  proceedings  of  the  city  council  do  not  show,  nor  does  it 
appear  from  any  other  source,  that  the  required  estimate  of 
value  was  made  or  presented.    The  only  answer  to  this  is  the 
presumption  that  official  duties  have  been  regularly  fulfilled. 
Without  entering  into  any  inquiry  as  to  the  effect  of  thia 
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alleged  omission  of  duty  by  the  commissioner,  it  is  sufficient 
to  know  that  the  omission  appears  on  the  face  of  the  proceed* 
ings.     Conceding,  then,  all  that  is  claimed  by  the  counsel  for 
the  complainants,  the  assessment  is  void  by  reason  of  its  in* 
herent  defects.    An  unconstitutional  law  confers  no  authority, 
and   if  a  city  ordinance  imposes  certain  conditions  which 
must  be  complied  with  in  order  to  make  a  legal  tax,  the  £ail« 
ure  to  comply  with  any  one  of  the  conditions  renders  the  tax 
void;  Bothat,  on  the  one  hand,  the  city  council  having  acted 
without  authority,  and  on  the  other,  in  violation  of  its  own  self- 
imposed  restrictions,  the  assessment  is  not  binding,  creates 
no  lawful  lien,  and  does  not  eloud  the  titles  of  the  complain- 
ants.    But  all  these  matters  are  wholly  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  a  court  of  law,  to  be  determined  by  an  examination  of  the 
statute,  an  inspection  of  the  journals  and  records  of  the  city 
government  connected  with  this  particular  assessment,  and 
do  not  call  for  any  outside  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining the  validity  of  the  tax.    Authority  in  support  of  this 
view  of  what  makes  a  clouded  title  may  be  found  in  the  opin- 
ion of  Chancellor  Walworth  in  M^iggin  v.  Mayor  etc,  of  New 
Yarhj  9  Paige,  23,  a  case  involving  the  validity  of  an  assess- 
ment for  the  opening  of  a  street.     ^'  If  the  whole  proceedings," 
says  the  chancellor,  "  in  relation  to  the  opening  were  abso- 
lutely void  in  law,  and  that  fact  appears  upon  the  face  of  the 
ordinance  itself,  a  sale  for  the  assessment  upon  the  claimants' 
lots  would  not  even  create  a  cloud  upon  his  title.    For  as 
every  person  must  be  presumed  to  know  the  law,  a  proceed- 
ing which  is  upon  its  face  not  only  illegal,  but  absolutely  void, 
does  not  constitute  a  cloud  upon  the  title  to  real  estate  against 
which  a  court  of  equity  will  relieve."    In  Van  Doren  v.  Mayor 
etc,  of  New  York^  9  Paige,  389,  the  same  eminent  judge,  re- 
affirming the  principle  of  the  previous  case,  adds:  ''A  valid 
legal  objection  appearing  upon  the  face  of  the  proceedings, 
through  which  the  adverse  party  can  alone  claim  any  right 
to  the  complainants'  land,  is  not  in  law  such  a  cloud  upon  the 
complainants'  title  as  can  authorize  a  court  of  equity  to  set 
aside  or  stay  such  proceedings.    But  where  the  claim  of  the 
adverse  party  to  the  land  is  valid  upon  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment or  the  proceedings  sought  to  be  set  aside,  as  where  the 
defendant  has  procured  and  put  upon  record  a  deed  obtained 
from  the  complainant  by  fraud  or  upon  a  usurious  considera- 
tion, which  requires  th^  establishment  of  extrinsic  facts  to 
show  the  supposed  conveyance  to  be  inoperative  and  void,  a 
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court  of  equity  may  interfere  and  set  it  aside  as  a  cloud  upon 
Jthe  real  title  to  the  land."  The  chancellor  cites  Simpson  ▼• 
iLord  Howdenj  8  Mylne  &  C.  97,  in  which  it  was  decided 
thai,  there  is  no  jurisdiction  in  equity  to  order  a  legal  in- 
utrutnent  to  be  delivered  up  on  the  ground  of  an  illegality 
which  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument  itselt 

In  PixUy  v.  Huggins^  15  Cal.  127,  it  was  held  that  if  the 
£ale  which  it  was  sought  to  restrain  is  such  that,  in  an  action 
«of  ejectment  brought  by  the  purchaser  under  the  sale,  the  real 
•owner  would  be  obliged  to  offer  evidence  to  defeat  a  recovery, 
then  such  a  cloud  would  be  raised  as  to  warrant  the   inter- 
ference of  equity  to  prevent  the  sale.    High  on  Injunctions,  sec. 
272,  recognizes  the  same  rule  as  settled  by  the  general  current 
of  authorities,  which  draw  a  distinction  between  cases  where 
the  invalidity  or  illegality  charged  as  the  cloud  is  shown  by  evi- 
dence dehors  the  record  and  where  it  appears  upon  the  face  of 
the  proceedings.  And  while  in  the  former  case  the  relief  is  freely 
granted,  in  the  latter,  courts  of  equity  will  not  interfere.    To  the 
«arae  effect  is  Heywood  v.  City  of  Buffalo,  14  N.  Y.  639,  already 
cited,  approved  by  Ewing  v.  St.  Louis,  5  Wall.  413,  and  by  Dow$ 
V.  Chicago,  11  Wall.  108.    In  Ewing  v.  St  Louis,  6  Wall.  418, 
the  court  says  that  with  the  proceedings  and  determinations  of 
inferior  boards  or  tribunals  of  special  jurisdiction  courts  of 
equity  will    not  interfere,  unless    it  should  become  neces- 
sary to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits  or  irreparable  injury, 
or  unless  the  proceeding  sought  to  be  annulled  or  corrected  is 
valid  upon  its  face,  and  the  alleged  invalidity  consiBts  in 
matters  to  be  established  by  extrinsic  evidence.    The  most 
recent  case  on  this  point  that  has  come  under  our  notice  is 
Wells  V.  City  of  Buffalo,  80  N.  Y.  253,  which  was  an  applica- 
tion to  set  aside  an  assessment  as  a  cloud  upon  the  title  to  the 
plaintiff's  land  on  the  ground  that  the  statute  authorizing  the 
assessment  was  unconstitutional,  and  the  court  held  that  no 
•cloud  could  be  created  by  an  assessment  which  was  void  upon 
its  face,  and  dismissed  the  complaint. 

The  owner  of  personal  or  real  property  seized  or  sold  under 
execution  for  the  collection  of  an  illegal  municipal  tax  has  an 
•adequate  remedy  at  law,  either  by  paying  under  protest  the 
amount  demanded  and  bringing  an  action  against  the  city  to 
recover  it  back,  or  by  an  action  of  trespass  for  the  recovery  of 
damages.  In  the  case  of  a  sale  of  real  property  under  a  void 
assessment,  as  in  the  case  of  a  sale  J^y  the  sheriff  on  a  void 
judgment^  the  purchaser  buys  at  his  peril,  and  the  owner  may 
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fold  bis  arms  in  defiance,  or,  if  dispossessed,  maintain  his 
rights  by  an  action  of  ejectment  Under  such  circumstances. 
the  owner  can  sustain  no  irreparable  injury,  and  would  suffez 
a  loss  only  by  his  own  passive  submission  to  a  wrong.  / 
party  claiming  title  under  a  corporation  tax  sale  must  show 
that  every  prerequisite  to  the  power  of  sale  has  been  complied 
with,  and  compliance  with  law  must  appeaf  on  the  face  of  the 
proceedings:  2  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations,  658;  CoU 
lector  V.  Day,  11  Wall.  113. 

A  writ  of  certiorari  will  afford  the  owner  of  property  subject 
to  an  illegal  assessment  another  mode  of  redress  or  reliefl 
This  remedy  is  expressly  referred  to  as  an  appropriate  one  by 
Mr.  Justice  Field  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in 
Ewing  v.  St.  Louis^  5  Wall.  413,  and  is  approved  by  Judge  Dillon 
in  his  excellent  work  on  municipal  corporations.  That  learned 
author  remarks:  *'  The  unquestionable  weight  of  authority  in 
this  country  is,  if  an  appeal  be  not  given,  or  some  specific 
mode  of  review  provided,  that  the  superior  common-law  courts 
will,  on  certiorari^  examine  the  proceedings  of  municipal  cor* 
porations,  even  although  there  be  no  statute  giving  this  remedy; 
and  if  it  be  found  that  they  have  exceeded  their  chartered 
powers,  or  have  not  pursued  those  powers,  or  have  not  con* 
formed  to  the  requirements  of  the  charter  or  law  under 
which  they  have  undertaken  to  act,  such  proceedings  will  be 
reversed  or  annnlled.  An  aggrieved  party  is,  in  such  case, 
entitled  to  a  certiorari  ex  debitojustitia^^:  2  Dillon  on  Muni* 
cipal  Corporations,  740. 

Equity  will  interpose,  in  a  proper  case,  to  prevent  a  multi 
plicity  of  suits,  excessive  litigation,  or  circuity  of  action.  A 
court  of  equity,  on  a  bill  being  filed  for  a  discovery,  will  some- 
times proceed  to  take  jurisdiction  of  all  the  matters  in  contro 
versy  between  the  parties,  instead  of  sending  them  to  a  court 
of  law,  and  thus  avoid  circuity  of  action.  And  so  to  preveni 
a  multiplicity  of  suits,  as  of  one  against  many,  or  of  manj 
against  one,  in  relation  to  the  same  cause  of  action,  the  aid  ol 
equity  may  be  invoked.  But  multiplicity  does  not  mean  mul 
titude,  and  equity  will  not  interfere  where  the  object  is  to 
obtain  a  consolidation  of  actions,  or  to  save  the  expense  of  sep- 
arate actions:  Sheldon  v.  Centre  School  Dietrict^  26  Conn.  224; 
Dodd  V.  CUy  of  Hartford,  25  Conn.  232;  Lord  Tenham  v.  Hw^ 
berty  2  Atk.  483;  Eldndge  v.  HUl,  2  Johns.  Ch.  281;  or 
where  the  claim  of  right  rests  on  a  mere  question  of  law,  as 
for  ascertaining  the  legality  of  the  proceedings  of  a  municipal 
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corporation:  West  v.  Mayor  of  New  Yorh^  10  Paige,  539.    Chan- 
cellor Kent,  in  Eldridge  y.  HUlf  2  Johns.  Ch.  281,  says:  **  Sq- 
joining  Utigaiion  at  law  seems  to  have  been  allowed  in  only 
one  of  these  two  cases:  either  where  the  plaintiff  has  already 
established  his  right  at  law,  or  where  the  persons  who  contro- 
vert it  are  so  numerous  as  to  render  an  issue  under  the  direc- 
tion of  this  court  indispensable  to  embrace  all  the  parties 
concerned,  and  to  save  multiplicity  of  suits."    A  distinction 
is  also  to  be  observed  between  bills  for  the  prevention  of  mul- 
tiplicity of  suits  or  bills  of  peace,  whose  object  is  the  suppres- 
sion of  useless  and  vexatious  litigation,  and  cases  where  the 
real  object  of  the  relief  sought  is  the  consolidation  of  a  num- 
ber of  suits  of  like  nature,  since  in  the  former  class  of  cases 
courts  of  equity  may  properly  enjoin,  but  in  the  latter  they 
will  refuse  to  interfere.    Thus  where  an  injunction  was  asked 
to  stay  proceedings  in  ninety-two  actions  of  ejectment,  until 
one  or  more  might  be  tried,  the  parties,  pleadings,  title,  and 
testimony  being  the  same  in  all  the  cases,  the  relief  was  re- 
fused, the  real  object   sought  being  a  consolidation  of  the 
actions,  which  a  court  of  law  might  properly  grant:    High 
on  Injunctions,  329;  Peters  v.  Prevosty  1  Paine,  64.     In  Penn* 
sylvania  Coal  Co,  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.^  81  N.  Y.  91, 
it  was  said  that  where  a  right  can  only  be  adequately  pro- 
tected or  enforced  by  ruinous  or  expensive  lawsuits,  courts  of 
equity  have  interposed  their  jurisdiction,  and  have  given  the 
party  redress  by  injunction,  specific  performance,  or  other  ade- 
quate relief,  in  order  thereby  to  prevent  litigation  and  the 
mischief  which  results  from  it.     Bills  of  peace,  says  another 
authority,  have  been  sustained  by  the  court  to  settle  the  rights 
of  parties  in  a  single  suit,  in  cases  where  the  questions  to  be 
determined  were  questions  of  fact,  or  mixed  questions  of  law 
and  fact.     But  no  such  bill  can  be  sustained  to  restrain  a 
defendant  from  suing  at  law,  where  the  rights  of  the  parties 
depend  upon  a  question  of  law  merely,  and  where  the  defend- 
ant in  a  suit  at  law  must  eventually  succeed  in  his  defense, 
without  the  aid  of  a  court  of  chancery,  if  the  law  is  in  his  favor: 
West  V.  Mayor  of  New  York,  10  Paige,  539.    The  real  object 
sought  to  be  reached  by  the  complainants  being  a  consol- 
idation of  their  actions  or  remedies  against  the  defendant 
corporation,  they  have  not  presented  such  a  case  on  the  facts 
and  the  law  as  would  warrant  a  Court  of  equity  in  taking  cog- 
nizance of  their  controversy  to  the  exclusion  of  a  common-law 
court  which  has  all  the  necessary  jurisdiction  and  power  to 
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grant  them  fall  and  adequate  redress.  It  would  be  an  evasion 
of  principle  to  allow  a  dozen  or  twenty  property  owners  to  tie 
up  the  hands  of  a  tax  collector,  while  the  individual  owner 
waa  compelled  to  seek  his  remedy  in  a  court  of  law.  A  com- 
bination of  taxables  could  at  any  time  arrest  the  operations  of 
a  municipal  government  by  enjoining  the  collection  of  taxeSi 
and  thus  subordinate  public  to- private  interests. 

The  charge  that  some  of  the  complainants,  being  only  equi- 
table owners  of  a  portion  of  the  real  estate  subject  to  the  lien 
of  the  assessment,  are  absolutely  remediless  at  law  would  fur- 
nish a  strong  reason  for  interference  if  they  were  not  repre- 
sented by  a  trustee  duly  appointed,  who  has  accepted  the  trust, 
is  acting  in  that  capacity,  and  has  signed  the  bill  of  complaint. 
Holding  the  legal  title  to  the  land,  he  is  in  all  respects  com- 
petent to  protect  the  rights  and  interests  of  his  cestuU  que  trust 
in  a  court  of  law. 

The  application  for  an  injunction  being  unsupported  by  the 
facta  and  the  settled  principles  and  practice  of  equity  as  we 
understand  them,  we  think  the  bill  was  properly  dismissed  by 
the  chancellor.  In  coming  to  this  conclusion  we  have  pur- 
I>osely  abstained  from  expressing  any  opinion  on  the  sufficiency 
of  the  main  objections  to  the  assessment.  The  appropriate 
tribunal  for  their  settlement  is  the  superior  court,  by  which 
they  can  be  heard  and  determined  without  interrupting  for  a 
single  hour  the  collection  of  the  public  taxes,  and  without  im* 
pairing  the  rights  or  injuring  the  property  of  the  complainants. 

MumOIPAL  CORPORATIONa  —  DiSTINCnON  BKTWEBM  RlGHT  OV  TAXAnOH 

Ain>  JEMururr  DoiCAnr:  See  extended  note  to  People  t«  Maifcr^  66  Am.  Deo. 
267. 

Powxa  TO  Tax  and  Lkvt  Abskssmsnts  mat  bb  Dslioated  to  Mumioi* 
FAL  CoBPORATioiiS:  Mayor  of  Baltimore  t.  SicUe,  16  Md.  376;  74  Am.  Deo. 
672,  and  extended  note;  Mctyor  qf  Baltimore  t.  Keyeer,  72  Md.  106;  Ulman 
▼.  Mayor,  72  Md.  687;  titaU  ex  reL  r.  Mayor,  71  Wis.  602;  Adame  t.  Bay 
cay,  78  Mich.  211. 

iHJuvonov,  WHIM  wn.L  Lis  to  ENjom  tbi  CoLLxonoir  ov  Taxis  oa 
AsBSSsiiBim.  —  Equity  will  not,  in  general,  interfere  to  enjoin  the  collection 
of  taxes  and  aneasmenti;  some  special  reason  mnst  be  shown  before  it  will 
Interfere:  Kote  to  Holkmd  r.  Mayor,  69  Am.  Dea  196;  WiUon  t.  Auburn, 
27  Neb.  436;  Emereon  r.  Tomtehip,  63  Mich.  483;  Union  Iron  Worke  t.  Baa- 
eiek  etc  Co.,  10  CoL  24.  Equity  may  restrain  the  collection  of  a  tax  where 
there  was  no  power  to  lery  it:  Ottawa  t.  WaXker,  21  Ul  606;  71  Am.  Deo. 
121.  A  tax-payer  may  test,  by  injunction,  the  yalidity  of  an  assessments 
Page  r.  AUtn,  68  Pa.  8t  338;  98  Am.  Dec.  272.  Equity  will  restrain  an  ille- 
gal assessment:  Teall  r.  City  qf  Syracuae,  120  K.  T.  184. 

iHJinfonov  WILL  Ln  to  Pbbvsmt  a  Clouo  oh  Txtli:  See  note  to  Bot^ 
iamdr.  Mayor.  69  Am.  Dea  206. 
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taoded  note  to  Fellowt  ▼.  FellawB^  16  Am:  Dec  427.  The  general  rale  eec 
to  be,  that  sereral  grie^anoet  must  be  redressed  by  several  suits,  the  excep- 
tions to  this  role  being  where  a  single  right  is  asserted  on  one  side  which 
affects  the  parties  on  the  other  side  in  the  same  way,  or  a  single  wreni^  ia 
complained  of  which  falls  on  them  all  simultaneously  and  together:  Winaimo 
T.  Jeimea$t  64  Mich.  84.  Between  different  parties,  equity  will  not  prerent  a 
mnltiplioity  of  suits,  though  the  issue  is  the  same  in  each  case:  Djfer  r.  Sckoci 
Didrid,  61  Yt  90. 


Eyans  u  Lobdalb. 

[6  HOUSTOM,  212»] 
HU8Bl]f]>    ASTD   Wl9B  — JiTDOMEKT    LlEN    AOAIKST    HuSBAND  —  BfIIOT  OV 

JoiKT  GoNYKTAiros.  —  When  husband  and  wife,  by  joint  deed  of  bargain 
and  sale,  convey  in  fee-simple,  and  for  full  value,  lands  devised  to  har^ 
the  right  of  the  husband  to  take  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  is  extinguished, 
and  the  purchaser  takes  the  land  free  of  any  existing  judgment  Uenp 
against  the  husband. 

S.  Allen  died  June  8, 1873,  and  by  his  will  devised  to  Laura 
EvanSy  the  wife  of  E.  B.  Evans,  the  property  in  dispute.  By 
deed  dated  March  1,  1879,  Evans  and  wife,  having  issue 
living  and  capable  of  inheriting  her  estate,  conveyed  their 
interest  in  said  property  to  W.  W.  Lobdale,  for  full  value. 
Lobdale,  upon  the  delivery  of  said  joint  deed,  refused  to  pay 
the  purchase-money,  on  the  ground  that  a  certain  judgment 
against  said  Evans,  rendered  in  November,  1876,  was  a  lien 
on  the  inchoate  right  of  curtesy  of  said  Evans  in  said  prop- 
erty. 

Lore,  for  the  plaintiff. 

V,  Du  Pontj  for  the  defendant. 

Wales,  J.  The  question  reserved  for  decision  is.  Has  the 
husband  any  estate  or  interest  in  his  wife's  land  which  is 
bound  by  the  judgment? 

The  contention  of  the  plaintiff  is, — 1.  That  the  several  acta 
of  assembly  for  the  benefit  of  married  women  were  enacted 
for  the  purpose  of  exempting  her  property  from  liability  for 
the  debts  or  contracts  of  her  husband;  2.  That,  being  reme- 
dial statutes,  they  should  be  so  construed  as  to  advance  the 
remedy  and  effect  the  purpose  of  the  law;  and  8.  That  the 
st-atutes  abolish  the  husband's  freehold  interest  in  his  wife's 
real  estate,  jure  uxorisy  also  the  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  ini- 
tiate, and  leave  only  a  possibility  contingent  on  the  husband 
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somving  his  wife,  which  possibility  is  not  sobjeot  to  exeeu- 

tiOD. 

B^ore  the  passage  of  these  several  acts  for  the  benefit  and 
protection  of  married  women,  and  which,  taken  together,  may 
be  considered  as  one  statute,  the  real  estate  of  the  wife  wa» 
snbject  to  the  control  of  her  hosband  and  liable  for  his  debts^ 
according  to  the  common  law  then  in  force  in  this  state.  If^ 
upon  her  marriage,  or  at  any  time  daring  coverture,  she  waa 
seised  of  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  land,  her  husband  be» 
came  seised  of  the  freehold  jure  uxoris^  and  he  took  the  rents 
and  profits  during  their  joint,  lives.  This  was  an  estate  in 
lum  for  the  life  of  the  wife  only,  unless  he  was  also  tenant  by 
the  curtesy.  It  was  an  estate  in  him  for  his  own  life  if  he  died 
before  his  wife,  and  in  that  event  she  took  the  estate  again  Id 
her  own  right  If  the  wife  died  before  the  husband,  without  hav^ 
ing  had  issue,  her  heirs  immediately  succeeded  to  the  estate* 
If  there  had  been  a  child  of  the  marriage  bom  alive,  the  bus* 
band  took  the  estate  absolutely  for  life  as  tenant  by  the  cur* 
tesy,  and  on  his  death  the  estate  went  to  the  wife  or  her  heirs. 
The  husband,  therefore,  might  become  successively  possessed 
of  three  several  interests  in  his  wife's  lands:  1.  A  fre^old 
interest  by  right  of  the  wife;  2.  Tenancy  by  the  curtesy  initi* 
ate  on  the  birth  of  a  child;  and  3.  Tenancy  by  the  curtesy 
consummate  if  he  survived  the  wife,  having  had  issue: 
2  Kent's  Com.  180;  2  Bla.  Com.  128. 

The  rights  of  the  husband  could  be  assigned  by  him  to  a 
purchaser,  were  liable  for  his  debts,  and  could  be  seized  and 
sold  on  execution  by  bis  creditors,  and  were  therefore  subject 
to  the  lien  of  any  judgment  that  might  be  recovered  against 
him.  Has  the  statute  for  the  benefit  of  married  women 
abolished  this  lieu?  We  answer  this  question  in  the  affirma^ 
tive.  The  first  section  of  the  act  of  1873  as  amended  by  the* 
act  of  1875  provides  ''that  the  real  and  personal  property 
of  any  married  woman  which  has  been  heretofore  acquired, 
is  now  held,  or  which  she  may  hereafter  acquire  in  any  man- 
ner whatsoever  from  any  person  other  than  her  husband 
shall  be  her  sole  and  separate  property,  and  the  rents,  issues^ 
and  profits  thereof  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her 
husband,  nor  liable  for  his  debts."  The  fourth  section  givee 
to  the  wife  the  right  to  dispose  of  her  property,  both  real  and 
personal,  by  will; ''  but  such  disposal  shall  not  affect  the  rights 
of  the  husband  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy;  and  if  she  die  in-- 
testate,  her  property,  both  real  and  personal,  shall  desesod  to 
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her  heirs  as  now  provided  by  law":  Am.  Stats.  479;  15  DeL 
Laws,  289.  The  inteat  of  the  statute  is  clearly  expressed, 
and  is  too  plain  to  be  misunderstood*  It  was  to  release 
the  wife's  property  from  the  control  of  her  husband  dur- 
ing her  life,  and  to  exempt  it  from  all  liability  for  his 
debts.  This  intent  would  fail  if  a  judgment  against  the  hus- 
band was  held  to  be  a  lien  on  his  possible  interest  in  bis 
wife's  land  so  as  to  prevent  its  alienation  by  them  no  matter 
what  advantages  might  be  derived  from  a  sale. 

Under  the  operation  of  the  statute,  the  rents  and  profits  of 
her  land  are  no  longer  subject  to  her  husband's  disposal,  as 
formerly,  nor  liable  for  his  debts.    It  was  designed  to  abolish 
both  his  freehold  jure  uxoris^  and  the  tenancy  by  the  curtesy 
initiate,  leaving  him  only  the  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  con- 
summate in  the  event  of  his  surviving  his  wife  and  having 
had  issue  by  her  during  the  marriage.    This  contingent  right 
may  now,  by  force  of  the  statute,  be  extinguished  by  the  joint 
conveyance  of  the  husband  and  wife  to  a  purchaser,  as  in  the 
present  case,  and  the  grantee  would  take  a  title  free  of  all 
liens  and  encumbrances  against  the  husband.    He  no  longer 
has  any  interest  or  estate  in  his  wife's  lands  during  her  life; 
she  holds  them  as  **  her  sole  and  separate  property,"  and  when 
the  husband  and  wife  join  in  executing  a  conveyance  of  them, 
they  are  conveyed  as  she  held  them,  free  from  any  estate  or 
interest  of  her  husband.    At  common  law  the  tenancy  by  the 
curtesy  vested  on  the  birth  of  issue,  and  the  husband  began 
to  have  a  permanent  interest  in  the  lands:  2  Bla«  Com.  127; 
but  the  statute  has  abrogated  this  vested  right,  and  there  is 
now  no  marital  right  in  the  wife's  real  estate  while  she  is  alive 
on  which  a  judgment  against  the  husband  can  fasten;  and 
when  he  unites  with  the  wife  in  making  a  deed  of  bargain 
and  sale  of  her  lands,  he  concludes  himself  by  way  of  estop- 
pel from  claiming  any  interest  or  estates  in  them  after  her 
death:  4  Kent's  Com.  261,.  notes;  PotU  v.  DawdaUj  8  Houst 
869. 

Chancellor  Zabriskie,  in  giving  a  construction  to  a  statute 
of  New  Jersey  in  its  general  features  like  the  one  under  con- 
sideration says:  "  The  act,  though  inconsistent  with  the  estate 
of  curtesy  initiate,  does  not  defeat  the  husband's  ourtesy  at 

the  death  of  the  wife The  act  only  protects  her  estate 

during  life;  it  does  not  at  her  death  affect  the  law  of  succes- 
sion as  to  real  and  personal  estate":  Porch  v.  Fries,  18  N.  J. 
Eq.  206. 
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Houston,  J.     Concurring  in  the  conclusion  just  announced 
in  this  case,  I  will  take  occasion  to  add  that,  in  my  opinion, 
roch  mast  have- been  the  decision  of  the  court  on  the  question 
presented  if  it  had  arisen  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  statutes 
referred  to  of  1873  and  1875,  and  while  the  principles  and 
doctrine  of  the  common  law  were  yet  in  full  force  and  effect 
on  the  subject  in  this  state.    So  far  as  I  have  had  time  to  ex- 
amine the  authorities  at  common  law  upon  it,  I  do  not  find 
that  this  particular  case,  or  any  one  presenting  this  precise 
question,  has  ever  before  arisen  in  England  or  in  this  coun- 
try, although  similar  sales  by  husband  and  wife  of  real  estate 
belonging  to  the  wife  in  which  he  had  at  the  time  an  initiate 
estate  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  at  common  law  must  have 
often  been  made  in  times  past  in  both  countries.     But  in  re- 
gard to  the  essential  and  indispensable  requisite  of  the  seisin 
in  fact,  either  actual  or  constructive,  of  the  wife  in  the  estate 
of  inheritance  in  question,  I  find  it  has  been  ruled  at  com- 
mon law  that  if  the  husband,  after  the  birth  of  issue  capable 
of  inheriting  the  wife's  estate  in  the  premises,  makes  a  feoff- 
ment in  fee  of  them  to  another,  and  the  wife  dies,  the  feoffee 
shall  hold  them  during  the  life  of  the  husband,  and  the  heir 
of  the  wife  shall  not,  during  his  life,  avoid  it  by  9ur  cut  in  vita^ 
because  it  could  not  be  a  forfeiture,  for  the  reason  that  his  es- 
tate of  tenant  by  the  curtesy  was  but  initiate,  and  not  consum-  ' 
mate;  and  now,  since  82  Henry  VIII.,  chapter  28,  the  issue 
shall  not  enter  in  such  case  till  after  the  husband's  death, 
which  shows  that  in  this  feoffment  his  interest  and  title  to  be 
tenant  by  the  curtesy  are  involved,  and  pass  by  it  to  the  feoffee, 
though  not  to  such  purpose  as  to  make  him  tenant  by  the  cur- 
tesy, which  none  but  the  husband,  in  any  case,  can  be. 

For  the  same  reason,  it  seems  that  after  issue  bom,  he  may 
lease  the  land  for  his  own  life:  8  Bac.  Abr.  17,  tit.  Curtesy 
of  England,  E.  Baron  and  feme  have  issue,  and  after  join  in 
suffering  a  common  recovery;  the  feme  was  within  age,  and 
appeared  by  attorney;  yet  after  her  death,  it  seems,  the  heir 
oould  not  assign  this  for  error  till  after  the  husband's  death: 
3  Bao.  Abr.  17,  tit  Curtesy  of  England,  E.  But  baron  and 
feme^  seised  of  lands  in  right  of  the  feme  (whereof  the  hus- 
band was  entitled  to  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  in  case  he  sur- 
vived her),  levied  a  fine,  which  was  afterwards  reversed  as  to 
both  for  the  nonage  of  the  feme^  the  husband  shall  have  it 
again  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  because  the  fine  levied  was 
utterly  avoided  by  the  reversal  of  it:   8  Bac.  Abr.  19,  tit 
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Cartesy  of  England,  F;  Chamock  ▼.  Worsely^  Cro.  Eliz.  129; 
King  and  Parker  ▼.  Weba  and  Wife^  Cro.  Jao.  482.  If  the 
husband,  after  issue  born,  makes  a  feoffment  of  the  wife's 
lands,  the  feoffee  shall  hold  during  the  life  of  the  husband,  for 
his  feoffment  was  not  a  forfeiture:  Co.  Lit  30  a;  Com.  Dig.» 
tit  Estate,  D,  1.  But  by  the  feoffment  his  title  to  be  tenant 
by  the  curtesy  was  extinguished ;  and  therefore  if  the  feoff- 
ment was  upon  condition,  and  he  enters  for  the  condition 
broken,  he  shall  not  afterwards  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy:  Go. 
Lit  30  b;  Com.  Dig.,  tit  Estates,  D,  1.  Tenancy  by  the  curt- 
esy initiate  is  a  vested  interest,  grantable  by  feoffment:  Pevnr 
beHon  v.  Hicks,  3  Dall.  482;  Co.  Lit.  30  a,  29  b,  31  a,  67  a. 

Now,  if  such  were  the  principles  of  the  common  law  in  re* 
lation  to  the  estate  and  title  of  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate, 
nearly  at  the  time  of  iiord  Coke,  why  should  not  the  joint  and 
voluntary  conveyance  of  the  husband  and  wife  in  this  case  by 
deed  of  bargain  and  sale  in  fee-simple,  for  its  full  value  in 
money,  to  the  purchaser,  Lobdale,  the  defendant,  of  all  the 
right,  title,  and  estate  of  each  of  them  in  the  lands  and  tene- 
ments in  question,  be  held  at  common  law,  and  independent 
of  our  recent  statutes  in  relation  to  the  rights  of  married  wo- 
men, to  extinguish  and  annul  all  the  right,  title,  and  estate  of 
the  husband  in  them,  either  now  or  hereafter,  in  case  he 
should  survive  the  wife,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy?.  And  by 
their  joint  act  and  deed,  not  only  has  the  husband  sold  and 
conveyed  to  the  purchaser  all  his  vested  interest  and  estate 
in  the  premises  for  the  price  and  consideration  agreed  on  be- 
tween them,  but  the  wife  has  also  voluntarily  done  the  same 
with  all  her  right,  title,  and  estate  in  them  in  immediate  and 
absolute  fee  to  the  defendant,  and  has  thereby  completely 
parted  with  her  seisin,  both  in  law  and  in  fact,  in  the  prem- 
ises, and  with  all  claim  to  it  now  or  hereafter,  unless  she 
should  repurchase  or  become  repossessed  of  them  hereafter  and 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  husband;  in  which  event,  should  she 
afterwards  die  and  the  husband  survive  her,  remote  and  im- 
probable as  these  contingencies  must  be,  it  is  difficult  to  per- 
ceive how  the  defendant  could  even  then  possibly  be  prejudiced 
by  the  lien  of  the  judgment  in  question  against  the  husband 
and  his  estate  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  in  that  case  in  the 
premises. 

H08BA9D  AKB  Wiva^A  wifo  wlU  be  protected  from  Judgnmit  Bene 
ftgainit  her  hoaband:  Van  Dtaer  t.  Van  Diaer,  6  Paige,  806}  31  Am*  Dee* 
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SS7»  aad  note;  8ak  t.  Satmdtn,  24  Min,  24;   67  Am.  Deo.   157,  and 


A  married  woman's  real  estate  Ha  exempt  from  her  hnslMad*s  debts:  How* 
€ti  T.  TVajwy,  87  Kj,  62;  Oompttm  ▼.  PaUermmt  28  8.  a  162;  fToa^  ▼•  Mor^ 
U^  80  Io«a»  7U;  Limg  r.  Sj/md,  86  Ala.  267. 


Burton  u  Willin 

[e  Houston,  522.] 

ficr-ow  VOT  EinoBOBABiJi  AT  Law  mat  bb  Allowed  nr  Bquitt.  » A  Just 
aoconnt  for  necessaries  furnished  a  minor  for  maintenance  and  educa- 
tion by  the  executor  of  her  father  cannot  be  pleaded  in  payment  or  as  a 
■et-off  in  a  court  of  law  to  a  idre  /ada»  to  recover  her  portion  of  a 
noognisaaoe  entered  into  by  the  executor  in  the  orphans'  courts  Such 
aooount^  however,  when  established  may  be  allowed  as  a  set-off  thereto 
in  a  court  of  equity. 

Patmbht.  —  NoTHiMO  IS  PLBABABLB  A8  pATHBNT  cxcept  moucy,  or  some- 
thing agreed  to  be  accepted  in  lien  thereof,  and  no  subject  of  set-off  can 
be  treated  as  in  any  sense  payment. 

Ssr-OBV  n  xorr  a  €kK>D  Plba  at  Law  to  Soibb  Facias  upon  a  recognU 
sanoe  in  the  orphans'  court  or  elsewhere. 

Skt-ow  Z8  Qood  Dwttufm  to  Aotion  07  Debt  on  a  recognisance  in  the 
orphans'  court. 

Sbt-ovt  is  bot  Qood  Dbfxnsb  to  Soibb  Facias  on  a  recogniaance  in  the 
orphans'  court  in  an  action  at  law,  but  it  may  be  pleaded  in  a  court  of 
equity,  where  the  technicalities  and  forms  of  the  common  law  do  not  pre- 
TaiL 

Sbt-ovb  bot  Pliadabls  at  Law,  whbk  will  bb  Allowed  m  Bquitt.  — 
When  a  party  has  a  just  defense  by  way  of  set-off,  but  is  prevented  by 
technicality  or  mere  form  from  settiqg  it  up  at  law,  equity  will  arrest 
the  career  of  the  plaintiff  at  law  until  he  allows  the  set-off 

AflnoNMENT  07  Reooonizanoe.  —  A  party  entitled  to  a  share  or  the  whole 
of  a  recognizance  cannot  assign  it  so  as  to  defeat  any  legal  or  equitable 
defense  to  which  it  was  subject  in  the  hands  of  the  assignor. 

falAVOT — RiOBT  TO  Rbooteb  TOR  Neobssahibs.  —  A  persoB  who  fur* 
nishesa  minor  who  has  no  guardian  with  actual  necessaries  is  entitled  to 
recover  therefor. 

BsNJAiOK  BuETON,  the  complainant,  was  the  eldest  Bon  and 
heir  at  law  of  his  deceased  mother,  and,  as  such,  had  accepted 
in  the  orphans'  court,  on  September  20, 1855,  a  certain  allot- 
ment of  her  real  estate  in  partition  proceedings  by  her  heirs  at 
law,  and  bad  entered  into  a  recognizance  to  pay  $2,480.73,  with 
interest,  one  year  thereafter  to  the  parties  entitled  to  it  The 
share  of  David  Burton,  a  brother  of  the  complainant,  then 
amounted  to  $773.41.  These  brothers  were  then  and  con- 
tinued to  be  partners  to  the  time  of  the  death  of  David. 
David  Burton  died  insolvent,  leaving  a  child  named  Virginia| 


364  Burton  v.  Willin.  [Delawaro, 

about  five  years  of  age,  whom  Benjamin  Burton  maintained 
and  supported,  as  the  executor  of  her  father,  until  she  married 
one  Truitt,  on  August  9, 1870.    The  amount  due  on  the  recogni* 
aance  to  D.  Burton  remained  unpaid  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
and  when  Virginia  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and 
after  her  marriage  to  Truitt,  an  amicable  action  was  entered 
into  on  August  9,  1871,  by  all  parties  concerned,  for  the  pur« 
pose  of  ascertaining  the  amount  due  from  B.  Burton,  and  to 
settle  his  account  as  executor  of  the  estate  of  D.  Burton.    This 
question  being  submitted  to  referees,  they  reported  that  noth- 
ing was  due  Virginia  Truitt  on  the  recognizance,  and  on  the 
contrary,  the  sum  of  $143.11  due  B.  Burton  from  the  estate  of 
D.  Burton.    On  April  21,  1871,  said  Truitt  assigned  the  recog- 
nizance to  G.  W.  Willin,  and  in  December  of  that  year  Truitt 
and  his  wife  removed  to  Maryland  to  reside.    Soon  after  the 
assignment,  Willin  sued  out  a  scire  facias  to  collect  the 
amount  due  Truitt  and  wife  in  her  right  upon  the  recogni- 
aance,  and  the  complainant,  B.  Burton,  in  this  suit  petitioned 
for  an  injunction,  which  was  granted  and  afterwards  dissolved, 
and  a  decree  entered  against  complainant,  who  appeals. 

Jacob  MoorCj  for  the  appellant 

0.  M.  CvUen  and  Bayard^  for  the  respondents. 

CoMBOTS,  C.  J.  The  chief  question  in  this  case,  as  shown 
by  the  arguments  of  the  solicitors  on  both  sides,  is  this:  Is  the 
account  of  the  complainant,  for  necessaries  supplied  Virginia 
C.  Truitt'during  her  minority,  a  proper  subject  of  set-off  in  this 
court  against  the  suit  in  the  superior  court  of  Sussex  County 
of  the  respondent  upon  the  recognizance  of  the  complainant 
in  the  orphans'  court  of  said  county,  entered  into  by  him  as 
assignee  of  one  of  the  tracts  of  land  of  his  intestate  mother, 
Polly  Vessels?  Payment  it  is  not;  for  nothing  is  to  be  con* 
sidered  as  such,  and  to  be  allowable  under  the  plea  of  pay* 
ment,  but  money,  or  some  valuable  thing  agreed  by  the  creditor 
and  debtor  to  be  accepted  as  payment  In  this  case,  then,  the 
complainant's  claim  is  a  proper  subject  of  setoff  here,  or  this 
court  will  take  no  cognizance  of  it. 

And  here  it  is  proper  to  observe  that  no  objection  was  made 
in  the  several  arguments  before  us  that  the  account  of  the 
complainant  was  not  for  actual  necessities  for  the  respondent 
Virginia  C.  Truitt  during  her  minority;  in  fact,  it  seemed  to 
be  conceded  that  the  account  itself  was  not  wrong.  It  would 
have  been  difficult  to  contend  to  the  contrary,  in  view  of  the 


June,  1883.]  Bubton  v.  Wilun.  866 

festiiiiony  of  Mr.  Charles  M.  CuIIen  as  to  what  the  respondent 
Tmitt  told  him  his  wife  had  said  in  respect  to  the  whole  of  it 
except  a  few  small  items;  of  that  of  Daniel  Burton  as  to  what 
was  said  about  it  at  the  interview  between  the  complainant 
and  Traitt  and  wife,  at  the  house  of  John  P.  Burton,  on  the 

of  November,  1870;  and  the  nature  of  the  testimony  of 

Mrs.  Sophia  Burton  in  relation  to  the  same  subject  There 
was  evidently  no  dispute  about  the  account,  generally,  at  the 
interview,  nor  any  disposition  afterwards  to  gainsay  it  It 
was  treated  as  a  correct  account,  except  a  few  small  items, 
and  all  the  items  have  been  proved  but  those  •  representing 
articles  furnished  by  the  complainant's  wife,  amounting  to 
about  fifty  dollars.  The  admissions  and  proofs  together  es- 
tablish the  account,  except  as  just  mentioned,  and  thus  it 
was,  no  doubt,  that  objection  was  not  made  in  the  argument 
to  the  account  as  Such.  We  may  therefore  treat  the  claim 
of  the  complainant,  minus  the  articles  supplied  by  his  wife, 
and  not  proved,  as  right  in  itself. 

Notwithstanding  this,  it  is  insisted,  and  the  force  of  the 
argument  of  the  counsel  for  the  respondents  seems  to  be  di- 
rected chiefly  to  that  point,  that  there  is  no  ground  for  relief 
in  equity,  because  adequate  remedy  could  have  been  had  at 
law  by  plea  of  payment  to  the  scire  facias  for  Willin's  use  (if 
Willin  were  affected  by  the  complainant's  claim),  or  by  plea 
of  set-off  and  proof  under  it  It  is  true,  this  defense  is  not 
made  in  the  answers  br  by  plea,  and,  strictly,  it  was  too  late  to 
insist  upon  it  in  the  argument;  but  assuming  that  it  was  not, 
there  is  obvious  answer  to  it  I  have  already  stated  that 
nothing  is  pleadable  as  payment  but  hnoney,  or  something 
agreed  to  be  accepted  in  lieu  of  it  This  is  all  that  can  be 
shown  under  such  a  plea.  No  subject  of  set-off  can  be  treated 
as  in  any  sense  payment,  else  the  statutes  of  set-off  were  un- 
necessary; and  this  is  an  answer  to  the  suggestion  in  one  of 
the  authorities  cited,  and  upon  which  much  was  rested  in 
this  case, — that  set-off  is  a  form  of  payment  So  much 
for  position.  With  respect  to  the  other,  it  is  sufficient  to 
say  that  setroff  is  not  a  good  plea  to  a  tcire  facias  upon  a 
recognisance  in  the  orphans'  court  or  elsewhere.  If  the  action 
of  debt  were  brought  on  a  recognizance  like  this,  set-off  might 
be  a  proper  defense,  as  in  any  other  aetion  of  debt,  and  no  ob- 
jection could  be  made  that  the  debts  were  not  due  in  the  same 
right;  for  although  a  suit  on  the  recognizance  would  be  in  the 
name  of  the  state  for  the  use,  etc.,  yet  the  interest  of  the  c$9tui 
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que  ute  is  a  creature  of  law,  and  is  therefore  a  legal  claim.    Bat 
to  a  $cire  faciM  on  a  recognizance  in  the  orphans'  court  the  plea 
is  no  more  proper  than  to  a  neire  facias  on  a  judgment,  where, 
prior  to  the  statute  of  4  Anne,  chapter  16,  section  12  (which  is 
in  force  in  this  state),  even  payment  could  not  be  pleaded.    The 
statute  of  set-off  does  not  apply  to  cases  commenced  by  9cire 
facias.    Nul  iiel  record,  payment  (since  the  statute  of  Anne), 
and  release  are  good  pleas,  but  not  set-off,  which  applies  to 
cases  where  the  debt  yet  remains  to  be  proved  and  judgnaent 
recovered.    Where  judgment  has  already  been  recovered,  as 
in  the  ordinary  cases,  by  confession,  by  virtue  of  warranty,  of 
attorney,  or  otherwise,  or  by  suits  on  open  claims,  or  where  a 
recognizance  for  the  benefit  of  individuals  (as  recognizances 
in  the  orphans'  court)  has  been  entered  into,  set*off  cannot 
be  pleaded  at  law,  by  reason  of  the  very  nature  of  the  pro- 
ceeding, which  is  to  have  execution;  but  relief  must  be  had 
in  a  court  of  equity,  where  the  technicalities  and  forms  of  the 
common  law  do  not  obtain.    The  writ  of  sdrtfadas^  though 
in  a  certain  sense  an  action,  because  it  may  be  pleaded  to,  yet 
is  not  the  kind  of  action  meant  in  the  statutes  of  set-off  in 
England  or  in  this  state.    The  mutual  debts  *'  due  at  the  time 
of  action  brought^'  are  not  debts  arising  after  judgment  re- 
covered on  recognizance  entered  into.    No  one,  surely,  would 
contend  that  set-off  would  be  a  good  plea  to  a  scire  facias  on 
an  orphans'  court  recognizance.      Relief  must  therefore   be 
had  in  a  court  of  equity  to  get  the  benefit  of  deduction  of  a 
counterclaim.    Judgment  should  have  been  recovered  on  it 
before  judgment  on  the  scire  facias.      In  that  event,  the 
plaintiff  in  the  former  might  apply  to  the  equity  side  of  the 
court,  where  judgment  was  afterwards  rendered  on  the  sdre 
faciaSf  to  set  one  off  against  the  other:  Morris  v.  jBToUm,  2  Harr. 
(Del.)  4. 

Having  determined  that  the  claim  of  the  complainant  was 
not  an  available  defense  at  law  as  payment,  and  could  not  be 
set  off  in  the  suit  upon  the  recognizance,  the  question  is.  Can 
the  court  of  chancery  give  him  relief  by  way  of  set-off,  or 
allowance  of  such  claim,  against  the  suit  on  the  scire  facias? 

The  chancellor  ad  lUenif  in  the  reasons  for  his  decree  dis- 
solving the  injunction,  while  not  controverting  the  fact  that 
the  account  of  the  complainant  was  for  what  in  law  are 
necessaries,  yet  seems  to  think  that,  supposing  he  had  relief 
in  his  court  because  of  want  of  power  to  give  it  elsewhere,  yet 
before  he  could  claim  It  he  should  have  established  Us  ao- 
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oount  by  a  judgment  at  law.  This  would  unquestionably  be 
a  eound  view  of  the  case,  if  there  were  in  fact  any  serious  dis* 
pote  about  the  account;  but  I  have  pointed  out,  by  referring 
to  the  testimony  of  Messrs.  Cullen  and  Burton,  and  by  that 
of  Mrs.  Burton,  that  there  was  no  ground  for  any;  and  so  the 
roBpoodent's  counsel  evidently  thought,  for  they  made  no 
point  in  this  court  that  the  account  was  not  just,  and  did  not 
contend  that  any  charges  were  unproved,  except  those  aggre« 
gating  about  fifty  dollars  for  articles  supplied  by  the  respond- 
ent's wife.  Leaving  them  out,  there  is  more  than  enough  left 
to  counterbalance  the  claim  under  the  recognizance  at  the 
time  it  was  assigned  to  the  respondent  Willin.  There  was 
no  necessity,  therefore,  to  establish  the  account  at  law.  And 
the  facts  of  this  case  show  that  whatever  admissions  of  the 
correctness  of  the  account  were  made  by  the  respondents 
Truitt  and  wife  were  not  drawn  from  them  in  undue  haste,  or 
by  any  misrepresentation  or  concealment.  Mrs.  Truitt  was 
married  on  the  9th  of  August,  1870,  and  came  of  age  on  the 
following  19th  of  the  same  month.  Not  till  about  three 
months  afterwards  did  the  complainant  make  any  move 
whatever  to  have  a  settlement  of  his  account,  and  then  it  was 
with  the  husband  as  well  as  the  wife,  and  at  the  house  of  her 
aunty  who  was  no  relative  of  him,  but  is  a  witness  against 
him.  In  the  mean  time,  there  was  ample  opportunity,  if 
Truitt  had  availed  himself  of  it,  to  inquire  into  the  condition 
of  the  estate  of  his  wife's  father,  and  the  propriety  and  cor- 
rectness of  the  charges  for  the  necessaries  supplied  his  wife. 
It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  there  was  no  attempt  on  the 
part  of  the  complainant  to  entrap  the  respondents  Truitt  and 
wife  into  a  settlement  before  they  had  time  to  look  about 
them  and  prepare  for  it.  In  fact,  the  point  is  not  made 
directly  in  the  pleadings,  evidence,  or  arguments  that  the 
respondents  were  deceived  by  the  complainant,  but  the  most 
imputed  is,  that  he,  knowing  all  about  the  estate,  ought  to 
have  informed  them  of  it  before  he  undertook  to  get  them  to 
agree  to  his  account,  and  that  it  should  be  set  off  against  or 
deducted  fix>m  the  recognizance.  But  this  is  insisted  on  sim* 
ply  as  a  reason  why  they  should  not  be  bound  by  an  agree- 
ment to  allow  and  deduct,  and  not  that  their  admission  of 
the  correctness  of  the  account,  so  far  as  it  went,  should  not 
be  held  binding.  The  point  insisted  on  seems  to  be,  that  he 
should  have  paid  himself  out  of  the  assets  of  his  brother's 
estate,  he  being  executor  of  it,  and  not  be  permitted  to  deduct 
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it  from  the  recognizance.  This  calls  forth  an  Important  fact 
admitted  in  the  argument  here,  and  sustained  by  the  list  of 
exhibits  filed  by  the  complainant  in  the  court  below,  that  in 
an  amicable  action  between  Truitt  and  wife  and  the  com* 
plainant  in  the  superior  court  of  Sussex  County,  entered  on 
the  9th  of  August,  1871,  there  was  a  reference  of  everything 
connected  with  the  settlement  by  the  complainant  of  the  estate 
of  his  deceased  brother,  the  father  of  Mrs.  Truitt,  the  part- 
nership affairs  of  the  firm  or  partnership  between  the  brothers 
being  taken  into  consideration  by  consent,  by  three  of  the 
best  qualified  men  in  the  county,  of  large  experience  and  ex- 
cellent judgment,  who  found  that  the  estate  was  indebted  to 
the  complainant  in  the  sum  of  $924.75  for  overpayment  by 
him  beyond  all  the  assets  that  came  to  his  hands,  including 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  of  his  said  brother, 
and  in  the  further  sum  of  $143.11)  for  commissions  (not  before 
allowed  him)  on  a  testamentary  account  of  the  estate  of  said 
deceased.  Their  report  was  made  to  the  April  term,  1874,  of 
said  superior  court  If  the  estate  of  the  deceased  brother  was 
a  debtor  to  the  complainant  for  payment  of  debts,  etc.,  against 
it  to  the  amount  found  by  the  referees  (and  the  fact  is  not 
denied),  and  he  was  also  entitled  to  the  said  sum  of  $143,11, 
then  there  was  nothing  out  of  which  he  could  reimburse  him- 
self for  the  necessaries  supplied  his  niece.  Unless,  therefore, 
he  can  have  relief  by  way  of  set-off,  or  otherwise,  against  his 
recognizance  now  in  the  hands  of  the  respondent  Willin,  he 
will  be  without  any  means  of  repayment,  the  respondents 
Truitt  and  wife  residing  out  of  the  state,  and  having  no  prop- 
erty here. 

It  was  a  point  made  in  the  argument  in  this  court,  and 
much  stress  was  laid  upon  that  view  in  the  chancellor's  opin- 
ion, that  the  claim  of  the  complainant  is  not  such  an  equity 
as  will  justify  the  court  of  chancery  in  treating  it  as  a  set-off 
to  the  recognizance,  and  the  opinion  of  Judge  Story,  sitting  in 
the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  first  circuit,  in 
the  case  of  Orim  v.  Darling^  6  Mason,  201,  is  cited  in  support 
of  that  view.  According  to  that  distinguished  judge,  to  war- 
rant a  set-off,  there  must  be  mutual  credits  as  well  as  debts; 
that  is,  there  must  not  only  be  indebtedness  one  to  the  other, 
but  some  sort  of  understanding  between  the  parties  that  one 
claim  shall  be  deducted  from  the  other;  in  other  words,  each 
gives  credit  to  the  other,  because  of  his  indebtedness  to  that 
other.    This  seems  to  restrict  the  privilege  of  set-off  within 
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• 
lerj  narrow  limits;  and  if  it  could  be  made  to  apply  to  thia 

particular  oaae,  it  would  place  the  complainant  in  a  very 
unfortunate  situation;  for  the  pecuniary  condition  of  the 
respondent  Truitt  was  such,  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  ta 
Willin,  that  there  was  no  prospect  of  getting  anything  out  of 
him  by  execution.  We  have  the  testimony  of  Mr.  CuUen 
that  the  respondent  Willin,  in  a  conversation  with  him  on  the 
day  he  took  the  assignment  from  Truitt,  told  him  that  he  was 
about  to  take  it,  and  that  he  could  "  secure  his  debt  in  that 
way."  From  this  language  the  inference  seems  warranted 
that  it  was  the  only  way  in  which  he  could  do  it,  and  it  cer- 
tainly is  a  fact  in  the  case  that  at  that  time  Truitt  was  under 
execution,  and  there  were  suits  pending  against  him.  It  was 
very  prudent  so  far,  then,  for  Willin  to  take  the  assignment. 
Now,  if  the  complainant  could  not  be  allowed  his  set-off  or 
deduction  from  the  recognizance,  he  would  be  without  any 
available  remedy  whatever.  But  if  it  should  be  recognized  as 
law  in  this  state  that  to  make  set-off  valid  there  should  be 
some  understanding  of  mutual  credit,  or,  as  Judge  Story  calls 
it,  "  stoppage  pro  tantOf^*  it  is  very  plain  none  could  have  been 
had  in  this  case;  for  the  respondent  Virginia  Truitt  was  a 
minor  during  the  whole  time  up  to  her  intermarriage,  and 
could  make  no  agreement  nor  have  any  understanding  what- 
ever with  the  complainant  about  credit  or  stoppage.  She 
could  bind  herself  for  necessaries,  but  not  further.  Her  power 
was  the  naked  one  of  incurring  liability  for  them,  but  nothing 
beyond.  Clearly,  then,  the  complainant  will  be  utterly  with- 
out relief,  unless  he  can  get  it  in  equity  by  way  of  set-off.  But 
independent  of  this  view,  which  is,  however,  sufficient,  our 
statute  of  set-off  only  speaks  of  mutual  debts,  omitting  en- 
tirely the  word  ''  credits,"  which  was  of  so  much  importance^ 
in  the  view  of  Lord  Mansfield,  in  the  case  of  French  v. 
fVna,  8  Doug.  267,  a  bankruptcy  case,  where  the  set-off  was 
allowed  against  the  assignee.  Here  there  were  mutual  debts; 
that  is,  the  complainant  owed  the  wife  of  the  assignor  her 
share  of  his  recognisance,  and  she  owed  him  for  necessaries 
furnished  her  during  her  minority.  He  had  no  power  to  set 
off  the  debt  he  owed  her,  because  a  scire  faeioM  was  issued  to 
collect  it  by  the  assignee;  nor  could  he  plead  it  as  payment, 
because,  as  I  have  shown,  payment  it  was  not;  and  there  was 
in  £sot  no  plea  under  which  he  could  avail  himself  of  it  His 
eUdm  not  growing  out  of  hers,  but  being  entirely  independent 
of  it,  set-off  is  the  only  way  of  deducting  it  from  it^  and  aa 
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that  cannot  be  done  at  law  in  a  scire  facias  on  the  recognizance, 
it  must  be  a  subject  of  equitable  relief,  like  other  rights,  rem^^ 
ediless  at  law.  That  it  would  be  a  proper  subject  of  set-off 
against  a  claim  under  a  recognizance  is  shown  by  the  case  of 
State  J  use  of  Cannon^  v.  Cannon^  1  Harr.  (Del.)  324,  where,  in  a 
suit  against  a  surety  to  recover  a  distributive  balance  of  an 
intestate  estate,  the  superior  court  in  this  state  allowed  proof 
to  be  made  of  necessaries  furnished  the  plaintiff  in  his  minor- 
ity by  his  mother,  who  was  the  administratrix.  This  case 
establishes  that  where  a  minor  is  supplied  with  necessaries 
they  may  be  deducted,  even  by  a  surety  of  the  administratrix 
who  supplied  them,  from  the  amount  claimed  in  debt  on  her 
bond  for  a  distributive  balance;  from  which  it  follows  that  if 
the  suit  had  been  against  her,  instead  of  her  surety,  a  set-off 
might  have  been  pleaded,  mutuality  existing  and  the  action 
being  debt.  In  this  case,  then,  it  is  the  form  of  proceeding  — 
scire  facias^  and  not  debt — that  would  prevent  the  complainant 
from  pleading  his  set-off,  though  it  exists  all  the  same.  Now, 
it  is  the  plainest  law  that  where  a  party  has  a  just  defense  to 
a  suit,  but  is  prevented  or  obstructed  by  some  technicality  or 
mere  form  from  setting  it  up,  a  court  of  equity,  which  is  no 
respecter  of  forms,  and  does  not  notice  technicalities,  will  ar- 
rest the  career  of  the  plaintiff  at  law  till  he  allows  the  set-off, 
if  it  be  of  that  nature,  and  altogether  if  it  exceed  his  cause  of 
action. 

But  it  is  contended  that  were  it  true  that  if  Truitt  and  wife 
had  proceeded  on  the  recognizance,  the  complainant  might 
set  off  in  equity  his  account  for  necessaries  against  their 
claim,  yet  here  is  the  case  of  a  ^OTia  fide  assignee,  and  such 
course  cannot  be  taken  with  respect  to  him.  Two  grounds 
are  taken  for  this  view:  1.  That  there  is  no  equity  here,  be- 
cause the  complainant's  claim  is  an  independent  one,  and 
does  not  grow  out  of  the  transaction  of  the  recognizance; 
2.  That  Willin  is  not,  upon  the  evidence,  to  be  charged  with 
notice  of  the  equity,  if  such  existed.  With  respect  to  the  first 
ground,  we  have  to  observe  that  there  being  no  relief  at  law 
for  the  complainant  against  this  claim  because  of  technicality, 
his  right  of  set-off,  which  can  only  be  enforced  in  equity, 
would  be  entirely  defeated  if  such  view  should  prevail.  The 
equity  of  set-off,  valid  at  law,  but  unenforceable  for  want  of  right 
to  plead  it  in  the  scire  facias,  would  be  denied  him,  although 
the  statutes  of  set-off  are  as  operative  in  a  court  of  equity  as 
at  law,  where  the  former  finds  occasion  to  exercise  its  power 
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with  respect  to  them.  Here,  tben,  is  an  all-sufficient  equity 
existing  between  the  original  parties,  and  the  assignee  of  the 
right  of  the  meritorious  party  is  affected  by  it. 

As  to  the  second  ground,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  there  is 
no  law  of  this  state  that  clothes  the  party  entitled  to  a  share 
or  the  whole  of  a  recognizance  with  the  right  to  assign  it 
away,  so  as  to  defeat  any  legal  or  equitable  defense  against  it 
to  which  the  recognizer  is  entitled.    Such  a  chose  stands  in 
no  sense  upon  the  same  footing  as  maturing  commercial 
paper,  bat  the  assignee  takes  it  subject  to  all  equities  and 
defenses  to  which  it  was  subject  in  the  hands  of  the  assignor. 
In  other  words,  he  takes  it  the  same  as  the  assignor  held  it, 
and  for  no  better  title  or  interest;  and  it  being  non-assign* 
able,  legally  speaking,  the  duty  devolves  upon  him  to  inquire 
of  the  recogpiizor,  like  the  assignee  of  a  bond  of  the  obligor, 
if  he  wishes  to  be  certain  of  what  he  is  buying,  whether  there 
are  existing  any  claims  of  payment,  or  offset,  or  if  there  is 
any  other  defense  against  it.    In  the  case  of  Robimon  v.  Jef* 
/irson's  AdmW^  1  Del.  Ch.  245,  before  Chancellor  Ridgely,  in 
Sussex,  in  1823,  he  said,  speaking  of  certain  single  bills  which 
were  the  subject  of  the  suit  before  him:  ^It  should  be  re- 
marked that  these  bills  are  not  assigned  according  to  the  form 
of  the  act  of  assembly.    The  assignments  are  therefore  equi« 
table  only;  and  the  bills  are  liable  in  the  hands  of  the  as* 
signee  to  all  the  equities  to  which  they  are  liable  in  the  hands 
*  of  the  obligee.    But  even  if  they  had  been  assigned  accord- 
ing to  the  act  of  assembly,  the  assignee  would  have  taken 
them  subject  to  the  same  objections  which  might  have  been 
made  against  them  by  the  obligor  in  the  hands  of  the  obligee. 
This  is  the  well-known  and  established  law,  and  the  assignee, 
before  he  takes  the  assignment  of  a  specialty,  ought  to  inquire 
whether  it  be  liable  to  any  plea,  discount,  or  impeachment 
whatever.'^    Decree  affirmed  on  appeal,  June  terra,  1827. 

With  respect  to  what  was  said  in  the  argument  about  the 
complainant  not  having  been  appointed  guardian  of  his 
niece,  it  is  sufficient  to  remark  that  he  was  under  no  legal  ob- 
ligation to  take  upon  himself  that  office.  If  he  had  taken  it, 
however,  the  well-known  and  enlightened  liberality  of  the 
orphans'  court  in  this  state  is  assurance  that  in  the  case  of  a 
ward  like  Virginia  G.  Burton,  belonging  to  a  family  of  high 
respectability  in  the  county  of  Sussex,  and  being  designed, 
as  was  said,  for  a  teacher,  the  judges  of  that  court  in  that 
county  would  have  allowed  the  guardian  to  expend  for  her 
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support  and  edacation  all  fhat  was  necessary  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  to  quite  the  extent  that  was  done  by  the  complain* 
ant 

In  case  where  a  minor  has  no  guardian,  and  some  one  sup- 
plies necessaries,  the  question  between  them  would  be,  Wero 
the  articles  sold  and  deliyered,  board  furnished,  education 
provided,  medical  attendance  supplied,  necessary  for  one  in 
the  circumstances  of  the  minor  as  to  rank  in  Ufe,  fortune, 
etcT  If  they  were,  the  fact  that  they  exceeded  the  minor's  in- 
come received  by  the  party  supplying  them  would  be  of  but 
little  moment  Though  a  legal  guardian  may  not  exceed  in- 
come without  authority  of  the  orphans'  court, — there  being 
a  tribunal  to  which  he  can  apply  for  such  power,  and  which 
can  grant  it,  and  the  statute  prohibiting  him  from  so  doing 
without  resorting  to  it,  —  yet,  where  there  is  no  guardian,  a 
person,  quoH  such,  may  do  it  in  the  minor's  interest,  run- 
ning the  risk  of  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  under  instruction  of 
the  court  what  necessaries  are,  that  his  supplies  were  not 
necessaries  in  law,  and  were  excessive  in  quantity  and  expens- 
iveness. 

It  is  therefore  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that  the  de- 
cree of  the  chancellor  ad  litem  be  reversed;  that  the  injunc- 
tion granted  in  the  case  below  be  made  perpetual;  and  that 
the  respondents  pay  the  costs  in  this  court  and  in  the  oourt 
below  in  three  months,  or  that  attachment  issue. 


SsT-OfV.  —  For  a  faU  diaoonion  of  the  subject  of  mi-ctt,  mo  note  to  Gregg 
T.  Jame»^  IS  Am.  Dea  151;  note  to  SUwaH  v.  OouUoTt  li  Am.  Deo.  SSO. 

What  Oonbtitutm  an  Bquitabls  Skt-oiv:  See  BmUing  ▼.  Rkkt,  2  Dot. 
a  B.  Eq.  130;  82  Am.  Deo.  699;  Pearmm  ▼.  Keedqf,  6  B.  Mon.  128;  43  Am. 
Deo.  leO;  Smith  ▼.  WatMngkm,  81  Md.  12;  100  Am.  Dea  4Sk  Union  a  Um 
exiate,  oqnilj  wfll  not  enlarge  the  rightof  Nt-off  at  lawi  JMm^*  94o^  146 
MaM.  883|  4  Am.  8t  Eep.  814. 


GASES 

Ur  THB 


SUPREME   COURT 


COLOKADO. 


BosBYHiLB  Alta  Mining  Company  t;.  Iowa  Gulch 

Mining  Company. 

(U  COLOBAOO,  99.] 

VixruBB.— Eiroiviy  wrb  m  Bozlib  ahd  AnAOHiiBrn^  pUead  vpon  and 
Mouroly  atUohed  lo  the  pnUio  Unds  of  the  United  Stetoa  by  the  locator 
and  ooeapiar  of  a  miniiig  eUim  tharaoot  for  tha  purpoaa  of  operating 
Booh  oUim,  oonatitotaa  •  pari  of  tha  raalty,  and  tharafora  la  not  liaUa  to 
aaiiara  and  lala  nndar  axaoation  aa  personalty. 

fasmoM — M AOHZHBtT — RuLB  lOB  DiTERMZimfa.  •*  Hie  intention  of  tha 
owner  in  attaching  machinery  to  land  most  be  aonaidared  in  deciding 
whether  er  not  it  beoomeaa  flztnra;  and  if  it  appears  that  he  attached 
Iha  maohinary  with  a  Tiew  to  ite  remaining  permanently,  it  mnst  be 
tnated  aa  real  ectatat  Hia  intentionis  to  be  inferred  from  the  nature  of 
Iha  artide  affixed,  tha  relation  and  aitnation  of  the  party  making  tha 
aanazatioa,  the  atnictnre  and  mode  of  annexing,  and  the  pnrpoaa  te 
whidi  the  annexation  has  been  made. 

/.  W.  EoiUm  and  H.  P.  KreU^  for  the  appellant 

/.  A.  Ewing^  for  the  appellee. 

Richmond,  C.  This  was  an  action  of  replevin  brought  to 
recover  the  possession  and  damages  for  the  detention  of  one 
fifteen-horse-power  engine  and  boileri  including  smoke-stack, 
rope,  and  hoists;  also  one  pair  bellowSi  one  truck,  and  three 
buckets.  The  defense  was,  that  the  articles  above  enumerated 
were  personal  property  subject  to  execution^  and  were  levied 
upon  b7  virtue  of  an  execution  issued  in  a  oertain  causa 
wherein  the  plaintiff  herein,  the  Iowa  Gulch  Mining  Com* 
pan  J,  was  defendant,  and  one  William  H.  Baker  and  N.  N. 
Bobertson  were  plaintiffs.    The  validity  of  the  judgment  and 
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robflequent  proceedings  are  not  questioned.    The  only  point  in 
issue  in  this  court  is,  whether  the  engine  and  boiler  mentioned 
were  fixtures  and  a  part  of  the  realty,  and  therefore  not  liable 
to  seizure  and  sale  under  an  execution  as  personalty.    The 
cause  was  tried  by  the  court,  and  it  was  found  that  the  engine 
and  boiler  were  so  attached  to  the  land  as  to  become  chattels 
real,  and  not  subject  to  levy  under  the  execution  as  personal 
property;  that  appellee  was  entitled  to  their  possession;  that 
they  were  of  the  value  of  $1,000;  and  that  plaintiff  had  bus* 
tained  damage  by  the  loss  of  their  use  in  the  sum  of  $475. 
Upon  these  findings,  judgment  was  rendered  in  the  usual  form. 
The  facts  as  they  appear  are,  that  the  appellee,  the  Iowa 
Qulch  Mining  Company,  was  in  the  occupation  of  a  certain 
mining  claim  known  as  the  *'  Scooper.  Lode,"  in  the  California 
mining  district.  Lake  County,  Colorado.    All  of  the  articles 
levied  upon  were  used  by  the  company  in  and  about  the  de« 
velopment  and  mining  of  the  said  claim.    On  the  claim  was 
constructed  an  engine-house,  shaft-house,  or  shed.    Within 
the  engine-house  was  erected  the  engine,  placed  upon  three 
sets  of  timbers  laid  crosswise  and  lengthwise,  sunk  in  the 
ground,  and  earth  tamped  around  them,  and  on  these  was 
placed  a  frame  that  the  engine  stood  on,  which  was  bolted 
down  to  the  timbers.    The  boiler  was  set  about  three  feet 
firom  the  engine,  on  rock-work,  and  connected  with  the  engine 
by  the  ordinary  connections.    The  claim  was  upon  public 
land.   The  question  presented  by  this  state  of  facts  is,  whether 
the  engine  and  boiler  were  fixtures.    It  is  contended  by  ap- 
pellants that  there  can  be  no  such  thing  as  a  fixture  upon  pub- 
lic land.    We  cannot  agree  with  this  position.     Section  225, 
page  177,  General  Statutes,  provides  that  '*  the  terms  'land' 
and  '  real  estate,'  as  used  in  this  chapter,  shall  be  construed 
as  co-extensive,  in  meaning  with  the  terms  '  lands,'  *  tene- 
ments,' and  'hereditaments,'  and  as  embracing  all  mining 
claims  and  other  claims,  and  chattels  real."    '^  Occupancy  of 
public  land  possesses  the  legal  character  of  real  estate."   This 
is  the  conclusion  of  this  court  in  Oillett  v.  Oaffney^  3  Col.  351. 
A  title  by  occupation  is,  under  our  statute,  an  interest  in  real 
estate,  and  such  an  interest  as  is  the  subject  of  conveyance  by 
deed:  Sears  v.  Taylor,  4  Col.  38.    This  doctrine  in  maintained 
in  California:  Merrill  v.  /udd,  14  Cal.  60;  McKieman  v.  Hesde^ 
51  Cal.  595.  Our  courts  having  recognized  the  interest  acquired 
by  occupancy  of  public  land  as  a  legal  estate,  it  necessarily 
follows  that  the  title  to  or  interest  in  the  land^  however  de- 
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fined,  carries  with  it  the  title  to  the  structure  annexed  to  the 
floiL  Was  the  property  here  sought  to  be  recovered  a  part  of 
the  realty?  In  Merritt  v.  Jvdd,  14  Cal.  60,  it  was  held  that 
"  an  engine  and  pump  became  a  part  of  the  realty,  although 
located  upon  public  land."  The  engine  and  pump  referred  to 
were  attached  to  two  timbers  ten  or  twelve  feet  long,  and  from 
twenty  to  thirty  inches  in  diameter;  were  placed  side  by  side 
npon  the  ground.  They  were  only  bedded  in  the  ground  suffi* 
ciently  to  make  them  level.  On  these  bed-timbers  was  placed 
a  frame  of  four  timbers,  each  about  eight  inches  in  diameter, 
the  side-timbers  about  seven  feet  long,  and  the  end  ones  about 
three  feet  These  frame-timbers  were  bolted  or  spiked  to* 
gether,  and  bolted  or  spiked  to  the  bed-logs.  The  boiler  and 
the  engine  were  spiked  or  bolted  to  this  frame.  The  boiler, 
engine,  and  pump  were  attached  together  by  the  usual  con« 
nections,  the  pump  itself  extending  into  the  shaft.  Over  the 
whole  was  a  roof  or  shed,  which  was  constructed  merely  for 
the  protection  or  shelter  of  the  machinery.  The  machinery 
was  not  attached  to  the  building  in  any  way,  except  that  the 
pump  was  stayed  by  rods  reaching  to  the  rafters  of  the  roof. 
We  give  the  full  statement  of  facts  in  that  case,  because  they 
Beem  to  be  analogous  to  the  facts  as  they  appear  in  the  case  at 
bar. 

The  court,  in  its  opinion,  after  carefully  reviewing  a  num* 
ber  of  authorities,  concluded  as  follows:  ^' We  think  that  the 
principle  to  be  extracted  from  the  modern  cases  covers  the 
case  at  bar;  that  this  apparatus  was  necessary  to  the  working 
of  the  ledge;  that  it  was  attached  for  that  purpose  perma- 
nently to  the  soil,  and  its  use  accessory,  if  not  essential,  to  the 
inheritance  for  its  only  valuable  purpose,  —  the  extraction  of 
the  gold."  Such  seems  to  be  the  situation  of  the  property  here 
in  controversy.  It  must  be  admitted  that  in  order  to  enjoy 
the  benefits  of  the  mining  claim,  to  develop  the  mine,  and 
bring  to  the  surface  the  ore,  the  engine  and  boiler  here  sought 
to  be  recovered  were  absolutely  essential.  Many  cases  can  be 
found  in  the  books  in  which  a  similar  connection  with  realty 
made  by  the  owner  thereof  has  been  considered  a  sufficient 
annexation:  Ovesy.  Ogehby^  7  Watts,  106;  Merritt  y.  Judd^  14 
GaL  60,  and  cases  cited;  Noble  v.  Bosworthj  19  Pick.  314.  The 
intention  of  the  owner  in  attaching  the  machinery  must  be 
considered,  and  if  it  appears  that  he  attached  the  property 
with  a  view  that  it  should  remain  there  permanently,  it  must 
be  treated  as  real  estate.    This  intention  is  to  be  inferred 
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from  the  nature  of  the  article  affixed,  the  relation  and  sitaa* 
tion  of  the  party  making  the  annexation,  the  stmcture  and 
mode  of  annexing,  and  the  purpose  for  which  the  annexation 
has  been  made:  1  Freeman  on  Executions,  sea  114;  Ptdmer 
T.  Forbes^  23  III.  301;  Emt  y.  BuUoch^  23  IlL  820;  7Htu$  ▼. 
Mabee^  25  IlL  257.  The  conclusions  reached  by  the  court  be- 
low are  clearly  sustained  by  the  law  and  the  evidence.  The 
judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Per  Curiam.     For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  foregoiiig 
opinion,  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 

FiXTuan,  What  abi  anb  What  abb  hot:  Hwn  t.  ImikunapoIBB  IfaL 
Bank,  125  Ind.  881;  21  Am.  Si  Rep.  231;  VaU  r.  Wtcner.  132  Pa.  Si.  dOf 
19  Am.  81  Rap.  698,  and  note.  A  taw-mill,  and  the  engine  and  boiI«r  ood* 
aeoted  with  and  need  to  operate  it^  attached  to  the  land  In  the  nsaal  way* 
are  flztorea:  Home  t.  SmUh,  105  N.  G.  322;  18  Am.  St  Rep.  903^  and  note; 
Beaupre  t.  Dwyer,  43  Minn.  485.  In  determining  whether  an  engine*  boiler^ 
and  machinery  in  a  aaw-mill  located  upon  land  sold  at  sheriff '■  sale  are  fix* 
tores,  the  testimony  being  oonflicting,  the  qaestion  it  for  the  jnry:  Benedki 
T.  Manh,  127  Pa.  St  309. 

He  who  daimt  chatteU  to  be  fiztoret  mnst  thow,  —  1.  That  they  were  acta* 
aUy  annexed  to  the  realty:  Speiden  t.  Parker,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  292;  Z  That 
they  were  adapted  to  the  nset  for  whioh  they  were  annexed:  Speiden  t.  Par- 
her,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  292;  Langdan  t.  ^iieAafiafi,  62  N.  H.  658;  3.  That  the 
intention  wat  to  make  them  a  permanent  accession  to  the  freehold:  Speidem 
T.  Parker,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  292;  Sehc^per  r.  Bibb,  71  Md.  145;  Aldim  Hfg.  Oo. 
▼•  Bamard,  84  Mioh.  632» 
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(15  COLOBAIM),  7a] 

LftiTRAirei — WaitIb  ov  Condition.  —  A  provision  in  a  fire  intnranoe  poll^ 
that  a  loss  shall  be  paid  sixty  days  after  dne  notice  and  proof  thereof  it 
waived  by  the  absolute  refosal  of  the  company  by  its  agent  to  pay  the 
lots  in  any  event;  and  the  insured  need  not  wait  nntil  the  expiration 
of  the  sixty  days  before  commencing  suit. 

[irauaAMai»EsTO?PSL  bt  Aors  of  Agkmt.  ~  Where  a  speoial  agent  and 
adjuster  for  .an  insurance  oompany,  daring  negotiations  subsequently 
to  a  lotti  teonret  an  attorney  to  assist  him  in  ioTestigating  it,  interviews 
the  insured  and  his  attorney  in  relation  to  proofs  thereof,  seeks  to  eancel 
the  daim  of  the  assured  against  the  company  upon  reimbursement  of 
premiumt  paid,  and,  without  disclosing  his  want  of  authority,  positively 
refuses  to  pay  the  loss,  the  company  is  estopped  from  setting  up  and 
relying  upon  tuoh  want  of  authority  on  the  part  of  the  agent  at  a 
defente. 

IiifliTBAircm— DnLA&ATXONBBTAQiHT,  WHxii  BnTDivo.  —Declarations  made 
by  a  special  agent  and  adjuster  of  losses  for  an  insurance  oompany,  dU 
reetly  in  connection  with  the  business  he  it  anthoriaed  to  traotaol^  audi 
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to  an  appearances,  fairly  within  the  scope  of  bis  agency,  are  binding 
vpon  the  oompany. 

bmnukxCM  —  LnuTATiON  of  Powbb  of  Aoiht,  whkv  hot  BnrDnro  on  In* 
mJBBi.  —The  power  of  inanranoe  agents  may  be  limited  by  the  com* 
paniaa^  bat  parties  dealing  with  them  as  to  matters  within  the  real  or 
apparent  scope  of  their  agency  are  not  affected  by  snch  limitations, 
unless  they  have  notice  thereof. 

FRAonca — Pbopxb  AMiNomHT  to  Oomflaiht.  —  An  amendment  eoring 
a  defect  in  a  complaint  in  failing  to  allege  a  waiver  of  a  provision  in  an 
insurance  policy,  that  a  loss  dionld  not  be  payable  until  sixty  days  after 
ptoof  thereof,  does  not  state  a  new  eanae  of  action. 

•T.  W.  Horner^  for  the  appellant. 
O.  E.  Le  Fevre^  for  the  appellee. 

Hblm,  C.  J.  It  is  stated  by  counsel  for  appellant  that  the 
qnestion  for  adjudication  in  this  court  is,  Was  the  suit  prema* 
turely  brought?  The  contract  of  insurance  provides  that  the 
sum  due,  in  case  of  loss,  shall  be  ''paid  sixty  days  after  due 
notice  and  proof  of  the  same,  made  by  the  assured,  is  received 
at  the  office  of  this  company,"  By  the  pleadings  and  briefs 
it  is  admitted  that  in  the  present  case  the  sixty  days  thus  pro- 
vided for  after  proof  of  loss  did  not  elapse  before  the  suit  was 
brought 

But  the  amended  complaint  and  the  replication  contain 
averments  intended  to  show  that  appellant,  by  its  conduct, 
waived  the  right  to  insist  upon  compliance  with  this  condition 
of  the  contract  It  is  therein  asserted  that  appellant,  through 
its  agent,  denied  all  liability,  and  positively  refused  to  make 
payment,  declaring  that  appellee  would  have  to  bring  her 
suit  therefor.  The  position  is  strenuously  relied  on  that,  in 
view  of  this  fact,  appellee  was  not  bound  to  wait  the  sixty 
days,  or  any  other  particular  length  of  time,  before  instituting 
her  suit  In  response,  it  is  asserted,  —  1.  That  the  agent  did 
not  positively  and  absolutely  refuse  payment  of  the  claim,  or 
tell  appellee  that  she  would  have  to  bring  suit  therefor,  2.  That 
the  agent  was  wholly  without  any  authority  to  bind  the  com* 
pany  by  such  declarations,  even  if  made;  and  8.  That,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  such  a  refusal  by  the  company  itself  would  not 
entitle  appellee  to  sue  before  the  expiration  of  the  sixty  days. 
These  positions  will  be  considered,  though  not  in  the  strict 
order  of  their  statement 

We  must  hold  that  the  averments  of  the  complaint  and 
replication  in  this  regard  are  fairly  sustained  by  the  proofs. 
The  weight  of  evidence  is  decidedly  against  appellant    Four 
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witnesses  besides  appellee  testify  that  Pratt,  the  agent  alluded 
to,  made  the  assertions  substantially  as  averred;  that  he  said, 
in  dnbstance,  the  company  would  not  pay  the  loss,  because 
appellee  had  designedly  burned  the  property,  and  if  she 
wished  compensation,  she  must  institute*  her  suit;  while  but 
two  witnesses  (Pratt  himself,  and  Horner,  the  attorney  em- 
ployed to  assist  Pratt)  deny  the  making  of  such  statements. 
The  verdict,  in  so  far  as  it  rests  upon  this  conclusion  of  fact^ 
cannot  be  disturbed. 

The  stipulation  in  the  policy  allowing  sixty  days  for  pay- 
ment  of  the  claim  is  valid,  and  therefore  binding.  Unless 
waived,  a  suit  brought  within  that  time  must  be  abated. 
But  this  provision  is  purely  a  matter  of  contract  between  the 
parties.  It  is  not  even,  as  in  Iowa  and  Ohio,  made  a  statutory 
right.  Being  a  matter  of  contract  alone,  and  for  appellant's 
benefit,  undoubtedly  appellant  could  waive  it.  By  an  unquali- 
fied denial  of  liability,  and  refusal  to  pay  the  indemnity  pro- 
vided for,  especially  when,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  refusal 
is  predicated  upon  the  ground  that  the  assured  has,  by  crim« 
inal  conduct,  forfeited  all  right  thereto,  such  waiver,  in  our 
judgment,  takes  place.  The  object  of  the  provision  is  twofold: 
1.  To  enable  the  company  to  investigate  the  causes  of  loss, 
and  verify  the  proofs  thereof  submitted;  and  2.  To  give  the 
company  opportunity  for  makhig  financial  arrangements  to 
discharge  its  obligation.  The  denial  of  liability  and  absolute 
refusal  imply  satisfaction  with  the  investigations  already 
made  and  information  already  obtained,  while  since  payment 
is  in  no  event  to  be  made,  preparation  therefor  becomes  a  mat- 
ter of  no  importance  whatever.  We  shall  not  prolong  this 
discussion  by  pointing  out  objections  to  the  supposed  analogy 
in  law  and  fact  sometimes  referred  to  between  the  denial  of 
liability  under  consideration,  and  the  premature  refusal  to  pay 
a  promissory  note,  the  same  not  being  due.  It  would  be  un- 
reasonable, to  say  the  least,  for  us  to  hold  that,  under  such 
circumstances  as  are  here  presented,  the  assured  is  nevertheless 
bound  by  the  clause  in  question,  and  must  wait  the  expiration 
of  the  sixty  days  before  commencing  suit.  Such  is  not  the 
law:  ^tna  I'M.  Co.  v.  Maguire^  51  111.  342;  Cobb  v.  Insurance 
Co.  of  N.  A.,  11  Kan.  93. 

Insurance  policies  uniformly  contain  the  provision  that  the 
assured  shall,  in  accordance  with  certain  prescribed  regula- 
tions, give  notice  and  make  proof  of  loss.  It  is  universally 
held,  wo  believe,  that  the  absolute  refusal  of  a  company  to  pay 
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the  loss  in  any  event  constitutes  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  insist 
Qpon  compliance  with  such  provisions:  Atlantic  Ins,  Co.  v. 
Manning,  8  Col.  224;  Hartford  Ina.  Co.  v.  Smith,  8  Col.  422, 
and  cases  cited;  Cobb  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A,,  11  Kan.  93,  and 
cases  cited.  If  the  company  may  thus  waive  notice  and  proof 
of  loss  altogether,  it  would  be  absurd  to  say  that,  nevertheless, 
suit  cannot  be  brought  until  the  expiration  of  sixty  days  after 
such  notice  and  proof  have  been  received  at  its  ofiSce.  The 
rule  of  waiver  as  to  notice  and  proof  would  in  such  case  be  a 
mockery,  because  the  assured  could  not  institute  legal  pro- 
ceedings until  sixty  days  after  he  had  given  the  notice  and 
furnished  the  proof,  though  both  had  been  previously  waived. 

But  as  already  stated,  appellant  insists  that  in  this  respect 
the  act  of  Pratt  was  not  the  act  of  the  company;  that  his  dec- 
larations were  made  without  authority,  and  therefore  the  com* 
pany  was  not  bound  thereby. 

According  to  the  testimony  of  Pratt  himself,  and  of  Bromwell, 
president  of  the  company,  Pratt  was,  at  the  time  of  these  nego- 
tiations, a  special  agent  and  adjuster  of  losses  for  appellant; 
but  it  was  his  duty,  under  verbal  instructions,  to  report  in  all 
cases  the  result  of  his  investigations  to  the  company;  and  he 
could  not  upon  his  own  responsibility  promise  or  refuse  pay- 
ment of  losses  claimed  to  have  been  suffered.  This  testimony 
is  not  contradicted;  and  hence  it  may  be  assumed  as  proven 
that,  under  his  private  verbal  instructions,  Pratt  did  not  have 
authority  to  make  the  declarations  upon  which  appellee  relies. 

The  matter,  therefore,  for  present  consideration  is  narrowed 
to  the  question,  Is  the  company  estopped  from  setting  up  and 
relying  as  a  defense  upon  this  want  of  authority  on  the  part 
of  its  agent? 

Pratt  was  the  company's  accredited  representative  in  all 
matters  connected  with  the  adjustment  of  losses.  He  investi- 
gated the  causes  of  los9,  advised  with  the  assured  concerning 
proofs  thereof,  determined,  if  he  chose  so  to  do,  the  amount  of 
loss,  and  assisted,  to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  in  the  settlement. 
Unless  be  saw  fit  to  so  expressly  state,  there  was  nothing  to 
indicate  his  want  of  authority  to  agree  or  decline,  in  behalf 
of  the  company,  to  pay  the  loss.  In  the  present  case,  he  con- 
ferred with  appellee  and  her  attorney  in  relation  to  the  proofs, 
and  to  the  payment  of  the  amount  called  for  by  the  policy. 
It  would  seem  that  he  employed  an  attorney  on  behalf  of  the 
company  to  assist  him  in  conducting  the  investigation  and 
•ocompanying  negotiations.    Together  with  his  attorney  he 
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interviewed  appellee,  and  proposed  that  she  cancel  her  claim 
against  the  company  under  the  policy  upon  reimhnrsement  of 
the  premiam  paid  by  her.  As  a  foundation  for  that  proposi- 
tion, he  and  the  attorney  assured  her  that  they  had  strong 
evidence  against  her  of  the  crime  of  arson  in  connection  with 
the  fire,  —  a  charge  unsupported  by  proofs  at  the  trial.  Tbej 
did  not  notify  her  or  her  attorney  of  any  limitation  whatever 
upon  Pratt's  authority  in  the  premises.  According  to  the  pre- 
ponderance of  evidence,  nothing  was  said  about  referring  the 
question  of  payment  to  the  company.  On  the  contrary,  Pratt, 
speaking,  as  he  supposed,  for  the  company,  positively  refused 
to  pay  her  any  of  the  indemnity  provided  for  in  the  policy. 
The  declarations  in  question  were  made  directly  in  connection 
with  the  business  he  was  authorized  to  transact,  and  to  all 
appearances  were  fairly  within  the  scope  of  his  agency. 

Is  it  possible  that  appellee's  recovery  in  this  matter  is  to 
be  controlled  by  the  secret,  verbal  limitation  upon  Pratt's 
authority,  of  which  she  had  no  notice  or  knowledge?  If  this 
be  true,  then  such  companies  may  avoid  just  liability  in  many 
cases  by  giving  their  agents  secret  instructions  that  are  incon- 
sistent with  the  apparent  power  and  authority  vested  in  and 
exercised  by  them.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that,  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  present  case,  the  company  should  not  be 
permitted  to  deny  responsibility  for  the  acts  and  declarations 
in  question. 

^^When  an  insurance  company  has  appointed  an  agent, 
known  and  recognized  as  such,  and  he,  by  his  acts,  known 
and  acquiesced  in  by  them,  induces  the  public  to  believe  he  is 
vested  with  all  the  power  and  authority  necessary  for  him  to 
do  the  act,  and  nothing  to  the  contrary  is  shown  or  pretended 
at  the  time  of  doing  the  act,  public  policy  and  the  safety  of 
the  people  demand  the  company  should  be  liable  for  such  of 
his  acts  as  appear  on  their  face  to  be  usual  and  proper  in  and 
about  the  business  in  which  the  agent  is  engaged  ":  ^tna  In$. 
Co.  V.  MaguirCy  51  111.  842;  Electric  L.Jn8.  Co.  v.  Fahrenkrugj 
68  III.  463.  The  power  of  insurance  agents  "  may  be  limited 
by  the  companies,  but  parties  dealing  with  them  as  to  matters 
within  the  real  or  apparent  scope  -of  their  agency  are  not 
affected  by  such  limitations,  unless  they  have  notice  of  the 
same  ":  Bivara  v.  Qaeen^s  Ins.  Oo.^  62  Miss.  720. 

The  amended  complaint  was  defective  because  it  showed 
suit  begun  within  less  than  sixty  days  after  proof  of  loss,  but 
did  not  aver  matters  constituting  a  waiver  of  the  sixty-day 
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provision  of  the  contract.  The  second  amended  complaint 
cored  that  defect  This  was  not  pleading  a  new  cause  of 
action,  as  contended  by  appellant  It  was  perfecting  the 
statement  of  the  original  cause  of  action  by  the  addition  of  es- 
sential averments.  The  cause  of  action  remained  the  same; 
viz.,  an  action  at  law  upon  the  contract  of  insurance  to  recover 
the  sum  claimed  by  virtue  of  its  provisions. 

It  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  consume  time  discussing  the  ob- 
jections to  the  charge.  It  was  in  harmony  with  the  law  as 
above  stated,  and  was  in  some  respects  even  more  liberal  to 
appellant  than  the  law  required.    The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

'WoM  LnuBANoi  —  Watvsb  of  Oonditiov  RKQxnBnro  Pbooib  ov  Loss. 
^  A  oo&dition  requiring  the  Meared  to  fnmiab  proofs  ox  loss  is  waived  by 
thooompsny,  when  it  absolutely  denies  its  liability  for  any  loss  and  refuses 
to  pay:  German  In*.  Co.  v.  Qibsont  53  Ark.  495;  Noru^ch  Union  F.  Ina,  Oa,  v. 
OwioH.  124  Ind.  217;  Oarfeon  ▼.  Providence  WcuhingUm  In$,  Co,,  79  Mich. 
187;  ^tm  MvL  Im.  Co.  v.  Mattingly.  11  Tex.  162. 

Fiaa  Insurahcb — Comfamt,  whin  Bound  bt  Uhauthorizbd  Aon  ov 
MM  Aoxira.  —  When  an  agent's  authority  is  limited,  and  the  party  with  whom 
he  de«ls  has  notioe  of  such  limitation^  under  no  oonditions  oan  the  company 
bo  bound  beyond  the  agent's  authority:  Weidert  ▼.  SUUe  Im,  Co.,  19  Or. 
261;  20  Am.  8t  Rep.  809;  but  the  company  is  liable  for  the  acts  of  an  agent 
done  within  the  apparent  scope  of  his  authority,  notwithstanding  prirate  in- 
structions limiting  the  agsnt's  powers  not  known  to  the  assured:  Famum  t. 
Phouta  Im.  Co.,  83  CSaL  246;  17  Am.  St  Rep.  233;  Weetem  Home  Im.  Co.  r. 
Hoffme,  41  Kan.  524;  Ruaeeil  r.  Insurance  Co.,  80  Mich.  408;  Hoge  ▼.  Dwelling- 
home  Ine.  Co.,l9S  Pa.  St.  66.  A  restriction  in  a  policy  upon  an  agent's 
authority  eaanot  be  oonstrued  to  refer  to  the  agent's  acts  prior  to  the  delivery 
of  tiio  policy:  Crome  t.  Hartford  Fire  Im,  Co,,  79  Mich.  249. 

FiBi  Imsdsahob — DiGLABATioKS  OF  AoKHT. — The  declarations  and 
admissions  of  an  agent  empowered  to  adjust  and  pay  a  loss,  while  acting 
within  the  apparent  scope  of  his  authority,  are  binding  upon  the  oompanys 
BariieU  T.  Firemtm*$  Ftmd  Ine.  Co,,  11  Iowa»  155;  ReynMe  r,  Iowa  ek.  Im, 
ai»  80  Iowa,  664. 


Arthur  v.  Israbl. 

(15  COLOBADO,  147.] 

Jjmamam  Rbitdibsd  ov  Rboobos  Showing  ATrmuTxriLT  on  th^  faes 
that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  orer  defendant's  person  are  Toid. 

JUIMMBVT  ~  Al»TAIITAOX  TaKBT  OF  VoiB  DlVOBOl  DiOBII,  WHUT  AV  BnOT- 

nb  —  When  a  wife,  without  cause,  deserts  her  husband  and  homs^  lives 
lor  yoais  in  adultery,  and  afterwards,  learning  that  a  divorce  has  bean 
prooored  by  her  deeerted  husband,  causes  a  marriage  ceremony  to  be 
performed  with  her  paramour,  and  continuously  lives  and  cohabits  with 
him  as  his  wife  until  the  death  of  her  abandoned  husband,  she  cannot 
take  advantage  of  the  fact  that  the  divorce  decree  is  void  for  want  of 
proper  service  of  proocH^  and  successfully  assert  against  the  heirs  her 
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right,  under  the  statute,  to  the  estate  of  the  deceased  husband  as  his 
widow,  notwithstanding  these  facts  were  not  brought  to  the  notice  ol 
the  court  at  the  time  that  the  divorce  decree  was  adjudged  invalid. 
JoDOMBNT  —  EaTOPPBL  BT  Taktmo  Advantaob  ov  Void  Diyorgi  Dmbi& 

—  A  husband  or  wife  who  accepts  the  benefits  and  priTilegea  of  a  rcid 
decree  of  diroroe  cannot  afterwards  repudiate  hit  or  her  action,  and  urge 
its  invalidity; 

JUDOMBNT^BSTOFPKL  BT  TAKING  AdVAHTAQB  OF  VOIB  DlYOBOB  DbORB& 

—  Public  policy  as  well  as  private  interest  requires  that^  so  far  as  is  con- 
sistent  with  law,  one  who  has  attempted  to  profit  by  a  supposed  divorce^ 
and  has  exercised  the  resulting  privilege  oi  remarriage,  shall  not)  for  the 
mere  purpose  of  obtaining  property,  be  permitted  to  repudiate  his  eleOi 
tioo. 

This  case  was  previously  before  the  court,  and  is  reported 
as  Israel  y.  Arthur ^  7  Col.  5.  In  that  case,  defendant  in  error 
filed  a  petition  alleging  that  she  was  the  widow  and  Bole  heir 
of  John  Arthur,  deceased,  who  died  intestate,  without  chil« 
dren;  that  plaintiff  in  error,  as  administrator,  was  in  posses- 
sion of  and  speculating  with  the  funds  of  the  estate,  and 
failing  to  account  for  the  interest,  profits,  etc.  She  demanded 
that  her  rights  be  recognized,  and  that  the  administrator 
account  accordingly.  Defendants  filed  an  answer  containing 
a  general  denial,  and,  as  a  separate  defense,  admitted  the  mar* 
riage  of  petitioner  and  Arthur,  but  alleged  that  on  February 
9,  1875,  a  decree  of  divorce  was  duly  granted  in  favor  of 
Arthur  against  the  petitioner,  and  that  on  June  12,  1877,  a 
second  decree  of  divorce  of  the  same  nature  was  duly  ren* 
dered.  The  new  matter  in  defense  was  denied,  and  the  case 
went  to  trial  upon  those  issues.  The  decrees  of  divorce  men- 
tioned  were  admitted  in  evidence,  against  objection,  and  judg- 
ment rendered  for  defendant  in  error.  This  judgment  was 
reversed  by  the  supreme  court,  and  by  leave  of  the  court  be- 
low an  amended  petition  was  filed.  An  amended  and  sup- 
plemental answer  was  also  filed,  averring,  among  other  matters, 
that  subsequently  to  the  rendition  of  the  decrees  of  divorce, 
the  petitioner,  with  full  knowledge  thereof,  and  during  the 
lifetime  of  Arthur,  entered  in  a  contract  of  marriage  with  J. 
H.  Israel,  and  thereupon  assumed  the  relation  of  wife  to  him, 
and  subsequently  and  at  all  times  thereafter,  by  virtue  of  soch 
contract,  lived  and  cohabited  with  him  as  his  wife,  until  and 
ever  since  the  death  of  Arthur;  that  the  following  facts  have 
now  for  the  first  time  become  known  to  the  pleader,  notwith- 
standing diligent  and  persistent  efforts  made  by  him  to  sooner 
ascertain  them;  that  in  October,  1873,  the  petitioner  aban- 
doned Arthur  and  eloped  with  Israel,  and  thereafter  and  until 
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the  said  decreeR  of  divorce  were  rendered,  and  tlie  marriage 
contract  solemnized,  lived  and  cohabited  with  Israel  in  a  state 
of  adultery,  representing  herself  as  his  wife;  "that  upon 
learning  of  the  decrees  of  divorce  and  procuring  the  solem- 
nization of  marriage  as  aforesaid,  both  petitioner  and  Israel 
refrained  from  making  the  same  public,  because  of  the  desire 
to  conceal  and  secrete  from  their  acquaintances  and  neighbors 
the  illicit  and  adulterous  relations  previously  sustained  towards 
each  other,  and  to  prevent  the  scandal  and  disgrace  which 
must  necessarily  have  arisen  from  a  public  marriage,  or  from 
a  marriage  taking  place  at  their  usual  place  of  abode,  in  the 
usual  way.''  The  supplemental  answer  was  demurred  to,  on 
the  ground  that  the  facts  therein  stated  were  insufficient  to 
constitute  a  defense.  The  demurrer  was  sustained,  judgment 
rendered  against  plaintiff  in  error,  and  he  appealed. 

L.  8.  Dtxan^  E.  A.  Ballard,  T.  M.  Robinaony  and  Ephraim 
Lofety  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Decker  and  Yonley,  and  5.  B.  A.  Haynes^  for  the  defendant 
in  error. 

Helm,  C.  J.  The  present  controversy  has  been  once  before 
submitted  to  this  court  for  adjudication.  There  was  then, 
however,  nothing  in  the  record  to  show  that  Mrs.  Israel,  after 
deserting  Arthur,  and  prior  to  the  divorce  decrees,  had  been 
guilty  of  immoral  conduct;  neither  was  there  anything,  aside 
from  these  decrees,  to  indicate  that  she  had  not,  up  to  the 
commencement  of  proceedings  therefor,  conducted  herself  as 
a  good,  true,  and  affectionate  wife;  or  that,  subsequent  to  the 
entry  thereof,  and  with  knowledge  of  the  same,  she  had,  dur* 
ing  Arthur's  lifetime,  remarried,  and  lived  and  cohabited 
with  another  man  as  his  wife.  The  single  question  then  pre- 
sented, wholly  unembarrassed  by  any  of  these  considerations, 
was,  whether  or  not  the  decrees,  which  were  void  because  the 
records  showed  affirmatively  that  there  was  no  jurisdiction 
over  the  person,  should  have  been  received  in  evidence,  and 
given  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  valid  and  binding.  The 
court  held  that  they  should  not,  and  for  error  in  their  ad  mis- 
sion  reversed  the  judgment 

The  record  now  before  us,  on  the  contrary,  discloses  a  vol- 
untary acceptance  by  petitioner  of  the  privileges  resulting 
from  the  divorce  decrees,  as  well  as  antecedent  conduct  on 
her  part  that  is  highly  reprehensible  from  both  a  legal  and  a 
moral  stand-point.    That  petitioner's  purpose  was  to  secure 
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the  estate  of  deceased  was  known  then,  as  now;  bnt  the  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  she  may  accomplish  this  purpose  obyionsly 
rests  at  the  present  time  upon  very  different  considerations 
from  those  formerly  brought  to  our  attention. 

We  cannot  accept  the  assertion  of  counsel  for  defendant  in 
error  that  the  decision  of  the  court  upon  the  former  case  is 
decisive  of  the  present  review.  We  still  adhere  to  the  opinion 
that  the  decrees  in  question  were  void,  and  not  merely  void- 
able; but  assuming  such  invalidity,  and  giving  to  the  decla- 
ration of  this  court  reciting  that  fact  all  the  force  and  effect 
of  a  final  adjudication  thereof,  we  feel  warranted  in  holding 
that  petitioner's  right  to  the  estate  of  Arthur  may  still  be  in- 
quired of. 

It  is  to  be  hoped,  for  her  sake,  that  the  conduct  of  petitioner 
is  not  correctly  set  forth  in  the  supplemental  answer;  but  the 
averments  of  this  pleading  in  that  behalf  are,  by  the  demurrer, 
temporarily  confessed,  and,  for  the  purposes  of  the  present  de* 
cision,  must  be  treated  as  true. 

The  question,  therefore,  now  presented  for  determination 
may  be  stated  as  follows:  When  the  wife,  without  cause,  de- 
serts her  husband  and  home,  and  for  years  lives  in  adultery 
with  another  man,  and  afterwards,  upon  learning  that  a 
divorce  has  been  obtained  by  her  deserted  husband,  causes 
a  marriage  ceremony  with  her  paramour  to  be  soletnnized, 
and  continuously  lives  and  cohabits  with  him  as  his  wife, 
may  she,  upon  the  subsequent  decease  of  her  abandoned  hus- 
band, take  advantage  of  the  fact  that  the  divorce  decree  is 
void  for  want  of  proper  service  of  process,  and  suecessfully 
assert  against  other  heirs  her  right,  under  the  statute  of 
descents  and  distributions,  to  the  deceased's  estate  as  his 
widow?  An  affirmative  answer  to  this  question  would  be  so 
shocking  to  good  morals,  to  sound  public  policy,  and  to  the 
simplest  principles  of  justice  that  we  shall  decline  to  give  it^ 
unless  coerced  into  doing  so  by  c<%ent  and  firmly  established 
rules  of  law. 

As  a  matter  of  law,  petitioner  must,  under  the  droum- 
stances,  be  presumed  to  have  known  before  Arthur's  death 
that  the  divorce  decrees  were  invalid;  and  it  is  fair  to  assume 
that  such  in  £&ct  was  the  case,  as,  besides  the  {^unds  upon 
which  the  legal  presumption  rests,  she  so  promptly,  after 
that  event,  asserted  their  invalidity.  Had  she  properly  chal- 
lenged those  decrees  during  the  lifetime  of  Arthur,  she  would 
have  incurred  the  hazard  of  a  restoration  of  conjugal  rela* 
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tionship,  or  of  his  procarement  of  a  binding  divorce.  Either 
of  these  results  was  evidently  objectionable  to  her,  and  both, 
were  carefully  avoided.  She  voluntarily  elected  to  postpone^ 
action  until  such  time  as  she  might  secure  all  the  benefits 
of  the  marriage  contract  without  discharging  any  of  its  bur^ 
dens.  Abandoning  for  years  the  performance  of  every  mari-^ 
tal  obligation  and  duty,  she  awaited  until  death  had  rendered^ 
each  performance  impossible,  and  then  boldly  hastened  to* 
seise  all  the  pecuniary  advantages  conferred  by  law  upon  the; 
faithful  wife  and  bereaved  widow.  Under  these  circum* 
stances,  petitioner  cannot  complain  if  we  insist  upon  treat- 
ing the  present  controversy  as  one  relating  solely  to  property 
rights,  unaffected  by  those  legal  considerations  which  give  to 
marriage  and  the  family  their  peculiar  status,  with  accom- 
panying special  privileges  and  protection:  Zoellner  v.  Zoellner^ 
46  Mich.  511. 

But  if  the  divorce  decrees  receive  the  same  treatment  as 
judgments  or  decrees  in  ordinary  controversies  relating  to 
damages  or  property  petitioner's  action  must  fail;  for  one 
who  accepts  and  retains  the  fruits  of  a  void  judgment  cannot 
afterwards  repudiate  his  action,  and  take  advantage  of  its  in- 
yalidity:  Denver  etc.  Water  Co.  v.  Middaugh,  12  Col.  434;  13 
Am.  St.  Rep.  234,  and  cases  cited;  Duff  v.  Wynkoop,  74  Pa» 
St  800. 

The  foregoing  principle  has  numerous  other  salutary  ap- 
plications; as,  for  instance,  that  one,  having  accepted  the  bene* 
fits  of  an  unconstitutional  law,  cannot,  as  a  general  rule,  rely 
upon  such  unconstitutionality  as  a  defense,  even  though  the 
invalidity  has  been  adjudicated  in  another  suit:  DanieU  v. 
Teameyy  102  U.  S.  415,  and  cases.  Also,  that  a  corporatiout. 
having  exercised  the  privileges  of  its  franchise,  when  sued  for 
its  negligent  or  malicious  tort,  shall  not  successfully  invoke^ 
as  a  defense,  the  plea  of  tdtra  vires:  National  Bank  v.  Oraham^ 
100  U.  S.  699.  And  in  many  cases  the  same  inhibition  ap- 
plies after  the  benefits  of  otherwise  binding  corporate  contracts 
have  been  enjoyed:  Ohio  eie.  R.  B,  Co.  v.  McCarthy ^  96  U.  S.  258. 

We  discover,  upon  principle,  no  sufficient  reason  why  peti- 
tioner's conduct  in  the  premises  shpuld  not  produce  just  as 
effective  an  estoppel  as  if  she  had  received  the  proceeds  of  a 
rcid  judgment  for  money.  By  her  subsequent  marriage  with 
Israel  during  Arthur's  lifetime,  she  accepted,  so  far  as  was 
within  her  power,  the  benefits  or  privileges  of  the  divorce  de- 

erees.    The  Ikot  that  she  did  not  then  know  that  those  deoreea 
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vere  void  ia  a  matter  of  no  more  consequence  than  is  the  igno- 
rance in  this  respect  of  one  who,  knowingly  in  all  other  par- 
ticulars, receives  the  fruits  of  an  ordinary  void  judgment  at 
iaw.  That  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  with  Israel  she  under- 
stood the  decrees  to  be  valid  is,  if  true,  only  an  additional 
earnest  of  her  acquiescence  in  the  result,  and  sincerity  in  ac« 
cepting  and  taking  advantage  of  the  benefits  supposed  to  fol- 
low. Besides,  had  she  believed  them  void,  her  obliquity  would 
Jbe  even  deeper  than  it  is;  because  to  her  other  alleged  offenses 
would  be  added  that  of  intentional  fraud  upon  Israel,  who 
may  have  thought  that  he  was  contracting  a  valid  marriage. 

We  are  not  unmindful  of  the  fact  that  the  analogy  between 
accepting  the  fruits  of  void  judgments  at  law  and  accepting  the 
pecuniary  benefits,  if  any  there  be,  together  with  the  privileges 
of  void  divorce  decrees,  is  not  perfect  in  all  respects.  But  the 
importance  and  justice  of  recognizing  an  estoppel  in  the  latter 
case  may  be  far  more  weighty  than  in  the  former.  The  im- 
mediate parties  are  not  alone  concerned.  The  public  is  always, 
and  other  individuals  are  usually,  profoundly  interested.  Pub- 
lic policy,  as  well  as  private  interest,  requires  that,  so  far  as 
may  be  consistent  with  fundamental  principles  of  law,  one 
who  has  attempted  to  profit  by  a  supposed  divorce,  and  has 
exercised  the  resulting  privilege  of  remarriage,  shall  not,  for 
the  mere  purpose  of  obtaining  property,  be  permitted  to  repu- 
diate his  election,  and  thus  demonstrate  the  invalidity  of  his 
second  marriage,  together  with  the  unconscious  adultery  of 
his  second  wife,  and  the  illegitimacy  of  her  children,  if  any 
she  have  by  him. 

Were  petitioner  attempting,  in  the  light  of  the  present 
record,  to  have  the  divorce  decrees  held  void,  her  attempt 
would  be  futile.  And  the  fact  that  upon  another  and  differ- 
ent record  this  court  was  induced  to  declare  such  nullity  is, 
as  already  suggested,  not  conclusive  of  her  right  to  the  prop- 
erty in  question.  It  clearly  appears  from  the  admitted  aver- 
ments of  the  supplemental  answer  that  petitioner  herself  is 
responsible  for  the  failure  of  defendant  to  sooner  plead  in  bar 
the  facts  which  operate  in  the  nature  of  an  estoppel  by  con- 
duct; and  since,  if  these  matters  had  been  known  in  the  first 
instance,  petitioner  would  not,  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
Arthur's  estate,  have  been  permitted  to  show  the  invalidity  of 
the  divorce  decrees,  we  unhesitatingly  conclude  that  she 
should  not  now  be  allowed  to  take  advantage  of  such  invalid- 
ity in  order  to  accomplish  the  same  result. 
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The  application  of  a  doctrine  analogous  to  that  of  equitable 
estoppels  to  cases  which,  in  essential  particulars,  strongly  re- 
semble the  one  at  bar,  is  by  no  means  a  novelty:  Ellis  y.  White^ 
61  Iowa,  644;  Oamer  y.  Gartwr,  38  Ind.  189;  Prater  y.  Prater^ 
87  Tenn.  78;  10  Am.  St.  Bep.  628;  Duke  y.  Reed,  64  Tex.  70S; 
Odiome^s  Appeal,  54  Pa.  St.  175;  93  Am.  Dec.  683;  Bourne  v. 
Simpson,  9  B.  Mon.  454;  Baily  v.  Baily,  44  Pa.  St.  274;  84 
Am.  Dec.  439;  Rieheson  y.  Simmons,  47  Mo.  20;  Yorsto'a  y. 
Yorston,  82  N.  J.  Eq.  495;  Sedlak  y.  Sedlak,  14  Or.  640;  Nich- 
els  y.  Nichols,  25  N.  J.  Eq.  60. 

In  two  or  three  of  the  foregoing  cases  the  principle  of 
estoppel  was  applied  where  wives  had  abandoned  their  hus- 
bands, and  formed  adulterous  relations  with  other  men,  or 
had  simply  renounced  the  marriage  tie  and  forsaken  the  mar- 
ital obligations,  but  where  in  fact  no  divorce  proceedings 
were  instituted.  In  at  least  two  of  the  others  the  learned 
judges  who  prepared  the  opinions  dwell  upon  laches  as  well  as 
acquiescence.  These  decisions  are,  in  the  main,  well  consid- 
ered, and  we  have  no  disposition  to  reject  the  particular  rea- 
sons, so  far  as  applicable,  given  in  support  thereof,  but  we 
prefer  to  rest  our  conclusion  especially  upon  the  specific 
grounds  hereinbefore  considered. 

Petitioner's  demurrer  to  the  supplemental  answer  should 
have  been  overruled.  The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is 
accordingly  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  further 
proceedings.  

JuDOMSNTS  OF  CouRTS  OF  Genbral  Jctrisdiotion  &re  presnoMd  to  be 
right:  Pugh  v.  McCue,  86  Va.  476;  Wynn  v.  Heninger,  82  Va.  172;  Slahl  ▼. 
MUehtU,  41  Minn.  326;  except  when,  from  the  face  of  the  records,  it  actually 
appears  that  there  was  a  want  of  jnrisdiction:  Qreat  West  M,  Co,  ▼.  Wood- 
mas  tie.  Mm,  Co,,  14  Col.  90;  BlatUm  y.  Carroll,  86  Va.  639;  O'Brien  v.  State^ 
126  Ind.  38;  Ben^field  ▼.  Albert,  132  lU.  666;  Nye  v.  Swan,  42  Minn.  243;  aa 
where  it  appears  that  the  defendant  was  not  served  with  process^  in  which 
ease  a  judgment  rendered  against  him  wonld  be  absolutely  void:  Finney  v, 
Clarke  86  Va.  364;  People  ▼.  Pearson,  76  Cal.  400;  Henderson  ▼.  Banks,  70  Tex. 
898;  Kimmerle  ▼.  Houston  etc.  B'y  Co.,  76  Tex.  686.  Void  judgments  are 
mere  nullities:  Clarion  etc  R,  R.  Co.  y.  Hamilton,  127  Pa.  St.  1;  Bleckeley 
▼.  Branyan^  28  S.  C.  446;  Beid  ▼.  Southwoiih,  71  Wis.  288.  See  also  WUson 
Y.  Hawthorne,  14  CoL  630;  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  290,  and  note;  Hobby  v.  Bunch, 
83  Ga.  1;  20  Am.  St  Rep.  301,  and  note. 

JupoMKKT  ^  EsTTOPPKL.  —  One  who  accepts  and  retains  tbe  fruits  of  a  void 
Judgment  is  estopped  from  assailing  it  or  denying  its  validity:  Denver  City 
de.  Co.  T.  Middaugh,  12  CoL  434;  13  Am.  St  Rep.  234.  One  who  fails  to 
eomplain  of  irregnlaiitiea  in  a  judgment  is  presumed  to  be  satisfied  there- 
wiUi:  Knott  v.  Taylor,  99  N.  C.  611;  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  647.  A  person  who  has 
ratified  a  decree  of  divorce  cannot  thereafter  seek  to  vacate  the  same:  Kote 
to  Ortene  t.  Oreene,  61  Am.  Dec.  466. 
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''OwRXB,*  MiAKlNO  Of  Tbbm.  — The  term  <*  owner,*  wben  naad  aloofly 
imports  ui  absolate  owner,  or  one  who  has  complete  dominion  of  tha 
property  owned,  as  the  owner  in  fee  of  real  property;  bnt  its  meantwg 
ia  raried,  according  to  the  connection  in  which  it  ia  need,  and  it  is  ta 
be  nnderstood  according  to  the  anbjeot-matter  to  which  it  relates. 

HiNis  AKD  MiBiNO.— Tbrm  "MiiiiNO  CLAIM "  MsANS  a  parool  of  min- 
eral laod  containing  preciooa  metala,  and  is  often  used  in  mining  parlance 
as  synonymona  with  the  term  "location,"  which  meana  the  act  of  ^»- 
propriating  a  mining  claim  npon  the  pnblic  domain,  according  to  eatab- 
liahed  law  or  mlea. 

HiNis  AND  Miming.  —  Mining  Claim  on  Poblio  Domain  d  Bxal  Prof- 
IBTT,  and  the  aabject  of  complete  ownership  aa  a  claim,  and  the  looi^ 
tor  thereof,  or  hia  aacceaaor  in  intereat,  having  fally  complied  with  the 
terma  preaeribsd  by  Congress  for  acqniriag  title  to'mineral  landa,  ia,  so 
long  aa  he  oontinaea  anch  compliance,  the  owner  of  the  claim  for  all 
practical  pnrpoaea.  He  ia  the  owner  before  aa  well  aa  after  the  iisaanoo 
of  the  patent^  and  ia  entitled  to  the  ezcloaive  posaeaaion  aa  against  tho 
whole  world. 

Mines  and  Mining  —  Tftln  and  Possession,  how  Pleaded.  ~  In  a  eiTil 
action  for  injury  to  a  mining  claim,  an  allegation  by  plaintiff  of  owner- 
ahip  and  actual  posaeaaion  thereof,  describing  the  aame  according  to  tho 
location  certificate  thereof  duly  recorded,  without  alleging  ownerahip  in 
fee,  or  that  a  government  patent  haa  issued  therefor,  doea  not  import 
ownership  in  fee,  nor  compel  proof  of  title  by  patent  from  the  United 
SUtes. 

Mines  and  Mining —  "  Mining  Claim,"  Actual  Possession  hot  Nbcbs- 
SART  TO  Maintain  Action  loa  Injctbt  to.  —  To  maintain  a  civil  action 
for  injury  to  a  mining  claim,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  claimant  ahould 
reaide  on  the  premiaes,  that  it  ahould  be  inclosed  or  cultivated,  nor  that 
he  ahould  have  a  pedis  possessio  thereof.  Having  made  and  marked  the 
discovery,  filed  his  certificate,  and  performed  and  kept  np  the  work 
necessary  to  perfect  the  claim,  and  having  otherwise  complied  in  good 
faith  with  the  requirements  essential  to  a  valid  and  subsisting  location, 
and  being  in  the  actual  and  lawful  control  of  the  claim  for  the  purpose 
of  working  and  developing  the  same,  he  ii  entitled  to  the  ezclnsive  pos- 
session and  enjoyment  thereof  as  against  the  world,  and  may  maintain 
an  action  against  a  trespasaer  for  an  injury  to  the  timbw  growing 
thereon,  aa  well  as  to  the  mineral  product  of  the  soil  itself. 

Mines  and  Mining  —  Averment  ov  Citizenship  not  NaoEssAmT  nr  Ao- 
TiON  TO  Recover  against  Trespasser  on  Mining  Claim.  —  In  an 
action  to  recover  from  a  trespaaaer  for  cutting  timber  on  a  mining  daim, 
the  plaintiff  need  not  allege  hia  oitiaenahip  in  the  firat  instance,  bat  may 
rely  npon  an  allegation  of  possession  or  titls  as  against  the  wrong-dosr 
without  titls  or  right  of  possession. 

TRS8PA88  to  recover  for  cutting  and  canying  away  tinnber 
standing  on  plaintiffs'  mining  claim.  Judgment  for  plaintiff^ 
aud  defendants  appeaL 
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Story  and  Stevem^  and  T.  J.  Collins^  for  Che  plaintiffs  in 
error. 

Stiman  and  SUwart^  and  Penes  and  Penee^  for  the  defend* 
ants  in  error. 

Elliott,  J.  On  the  trial  it  appeared  that  no  patent  from  the 
United  States  had  ever  issued  for  the  mining  lode  claimed  by 
plaintiffs,  and  that  their  title  was  based  upon  their  location 
certificate,  and  other  evidence  tending  to  show  compliance 
with  the  laws  of  the  United  States  relating  to  the  acquisition 
of  mineral  lands. 

Counsel  for  plaintiffs  in  error  contend  that  such  evidence  of 
title,  however  clear,  is  not  sufficient  to  support  the  averments 
of  the  complaint;  that  the  complaint  avers  ownership  in  the 
plaintiffs  without  qualification;  and  that  such  averment  can- 
not be  sustained,  except  by  proof  of  a  fee-simple  title.  The 
argument  is,  that  the  locator  of  an  unpatented  mining-lode 
claim  upon  the  public  domain,  not  being  in  actual  possession, 
and  having  no  interest  in  the  soil  other  than  the  mineral  pro- 
duct, cannot  maintain  an  action  for  cutting  timber  on  such 
claim;  that  before  the  issuance  of  the  patent,  the  title  to  the 
soil  and  the  timber  thereon  is  in  the  United  States;  and  that 
the  United  States  alone  has  the  right  of  action  for  tiie  cutting 
and  carrying  away  of  such  timber. 

It  is  true,  the  term  ^'owner,''  when  used  alone,  imports  an 
absolute  owner,  or  one  who  has  complete  dominion  of  the 
property  owned,  as  the  owner  in  fee  of  real  property;  but 
the  meaning  of  a  word  is  often  varied,  according  to  the  con- 
nection in  which  it  is  used,  and  is  to  be  understood  according 
to  the  subject-matter  to  which  it  relates.  The  term  **  mining 
claim,"  meaning  a  parcel  of  mineral  land  containing  precious 
metals,  is  often  used  in  mining  parlance  as  synonymous  with 
the  term  ^location,"  which  means  the  act  of  appropriating 
a  mining  claim  upon  the  public  domain,  according  to  law  or 
established  rules:  8U  Louis  Smelting  Co.  v.  Kempj  104  U.  S. 
64S. 

By  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  10, 1872,  all  valuable  min- 
eral  deposits  in  the  lands  of  the  United  States,  and  the  lands 
in  which  they  are  found,  are  declared  to  be  open  to  explora- 
tion,  occupation,  and  purchase.  The  mode  of  locating  such 
lands  is  also  provided  for  in  general  terms,  and  the  locators 
are  granted  the  exclusive  right  of  possession  and  enjoyment 
of  the  surface  included  within  the  lines  of  their  locationn 
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Moreover,  the  lands  thus  located  are  spoken  of  as  mining 
claimSi  and  the  locators  as  the  owners  thereof,  antecedent  to 
the  entry  for  the  government  patent:  U.  S.  Rev.  Stats.,  sees. 
2319  et  seq. 

In  Owillim  v.  Donnellan^  115  U.  S.  49,  a  suit  brought  to  d^ 
termine  an  adverse  claim  to  mining  lands,  it  is  held  that  '*  a 
valid  and  subsisting  location  of  mineral  lands,  made  and 
kept  up  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  of 
the  United  States,  has  the  effect  of  a  grant  by  the  United 
States  of  the  right  of  present  and  exclusive  possession  of  the 

lands  located The  location  is  the  plaintiff's  title."    See 

also  Forbes  v.  Qracey^  94  U.  S.  767,  and  Belh  v.  Meayher^  104 
U.  S.  283,  where  it  is  declared  that  mining  claims  perfected 
under  the  law  are  property  in  the  fullest  sense  of  the  term, 
and  that  the  title  thereto  passes  by  descent  or  purchasei  the 
same  as  other  real  property. 

Thus  it  appears  that  a  mining  claim  on  the  public  domain 
is  real  property  and  the  subject  of  complete  ownership  as  a 
claim,  and  that  the  locator  thereof,  or  his  successor  in  inter- 
est, having  fully  complied  with  the  terms  prescribed  by  Con- 
gress for  acquiring  title  to  mineral  lands,  is,  so  long  as  he 
continues  such  compliance,  the  owner  of  the  claim  for  all 
practical  purposes.  He  is  the  owner  before  as  well  as  after 
the  issuance  of  the  government  patent,  and  is  entitled  to  the 
exclusive  possession  and  enjoyment  against  every  one,  includ- 
ing the  United  States  itself. 

From  the  foregoing  it  follows  that  when  plaintiffs  pleaded 
ownership  of  the  mining  claim,  describing  the  same  accord- 
ing to  the  location  certificate  thereof  duly  recorded,  without 
alleging  that  their  ownership  was  in  fee,  or  that  the  govern- 
ment patent  had  issued  therefor,  such  averment,  being  in  or- 
dinary language,  and  appropriate  to  the  subject-matter  of  the 
pleading,  did  not  import  that  they  were  the  owners  in  fee  of 
the  mining  claim,  and  they  were  not  bound  to  prove  their 
title  by  patent  from  the  United  States. 

It  is  further  contended  by  counsel  that  there  was  a  variance 
between  the  pleading  and  the  proof,  or  rather  a  failure  of  proof 
In  respect  to  the  kind  of  possession  alleged.  It  is  conceded 
that  the  evidence  tended  to  establish  plaintiffs'  claim  to  the 
premises  under  the  mining  laws  of  the  United  States  and  of 
this  state,  and  that  they  had  the  qualifications  required  by 
law  to  entitle  them  to  make  a  mining  location;  but  it  is  in- 
sisted that  plaintiffs  were  bound  to  prove  themselves  in  the 
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ftctnal  poBsession  of  the  premises,  as  alleged  in  their  com* 
plaint. 

To  maintain  an  action  for  injury  to  a  mining  claim,  it  ia 
not  necessary  that  the  claimant  should  reside  on  the  premises^ 
nor  that  it  should  be  inclosed  or  cultivated,  nor  that  he  should 
have  A  pedis  possesaio  of  the  claim,  according  to  the  common 
acceptation  of  that  term.  Having  made  and  marked  the  dis- 
covery, and  filed  his  certificate,  having  performed  and  kept  up 
the  work  necessary  to  perfect  his  claim,  and  having  otherwise 
complied  in  good  faith  with  the  requirements  essential  to  a 
▼alid  and  subsisting  location,  and  being  in  the  actual  and 
lawful  control  of  the  claim  for  the  purpose  of  working  or 
developing  the  same,  he  is,  while  continuing  such  relations  to 
the  property,  entitled  to  the  exclusive  possession  and  enjoy<» 
ment  thereof  against  the  whole  world.  Under  such  drcum* 
stances  his  possession  must  be  considered  sufficient  to  enable 
him  to  maintain  an  action  against  any  one  trespassing  thereon; 
and  such  action  lies  for  injury  to  the  growing  timber,  as  well 
as  to  the  mineral  product  of  the  soil  itself.  From  a  verj 
early  period  the  legislation  of  this  state  has  expressly  given 
such  right  of  action  to  any  person  who  may  have  a  title  to- 
occupy  any  mining  claim  within  any  mining  district  of  the 
state:  See  Col.  Rev.  Stats.  1868,  pp.  632,  533;  also  Qen.  Stats. 
1883,  sees.  2681,  2685. 

In  view  of  these  statutory  enactments,  the  defendants  not 
having  pleaded  title  in  themselves  to  the  locos  in  quo^  the 
averment  that  the  possession  was  actual,  though  broader  than 
necessary,  cannot  be  justly  allowed  to  work  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment.  The  term  **  actual "  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage,, 
and  still  the  complaint  contains  every  averment  essential  to 
the  maintenance  of  plaintiffs'  action.  We  remark,  however^ 
that  the  complaint  is  not  to  be  commended  as  a  model  in 
cases  of  this  kind.  It  is  entirely  immaterial  whether  or  not 
plaintiffs  had  the  technical  possession  requisite  to  the  main« 
tenance  of  trespass  quare  elausum  f regit  at  common  law;  for 
since  they  were  entitled  to  the  exclusive  possession  and  enjoy* 
xnent  of  the  mining  claim,  and  had  title  to  occupy  the  same» 
they  could  maintain  a  civil  action  under  the  code  for  any  un- 
lawful injury  thereto  committed  by  a  stranger  without  right  or 
title:  2  Waterman  on  Trespass,  sec.  918;  Bliss  on  Code  Plead-^ 
ing,  sec.  227;  Darst  v.  Rushy  14  Cal.  82;  Coryell  v.  Cain,  16  CaL 
667;  Armstrong  v.  Lower,  6  Col.  893,  also  581;  Strepey  t^ 
Btath^  7  Col.  614;  Kendall  v.  San  Juan  8.  Min.  Co.,  9  CoL 
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357;  North  Noonday  Min.  Co.  v.  Orient  Min.  Co.^  6  Saw. 
299;  English  Y.  Johnson^  17  Cal.  116;  76  Am.  Dec  574;  HaXUch 
V.  Mixer ^  16  CaL  674.  See  2  Copp's  Land-owner,  114,  Noy.t 
1876. 

It  is  further  contended  that  the  complaint  is  defective  for 
want  of  necessary  averments  of  citizenship.    It  is  true,  in  a 
proceeding  to  settle  adverse  claims  to  mineral  lands,  the  plain* 
tiff  mast  allege  and  prove  that  he  is  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  or  that  he   has  declared  his  intention  to  become 
such,  in  order  to  obtain  the  patent;  and  under  the  amend- 
ment  of  1881,  the  defendant  must  make  like  averment  and 
proof,  in  order  to  succeed  on  his  part    The  supreme  court  of 
Idaho  seems  to  have  extended  this  doctrine  to  actions  of  trer 
pass;  though  it  was  in  a  case  where  the  defendants  not  only 
denied  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  mining  claim,  but  also 
claimed  to  have  located  the  same  themselves:  Bohanon  v. 
Hovi>e^  17  Pac.  Rep.  583,  Idaho,  1888.    But  it  seems  to  us 
there  is  reason  for  distinguishing,  in  the  matter  of  pleadings, 
between  a  proceeding  to  settle  adverse  claims  to  mining  prop- 
erty and  a  civil  action  for  cutting  and  carrying  away  timber 
from  such  property.    The  former  is  a  statutory  proceeding 
prescribed  by  act  of  Congress,  the  very  purpose  of  which  is  to 
settle  the  title  between  contesting  claimants,  and  thus  lay 
the  foundation  for  the  issuance  of  the  government  patent 
Hence  the  pleadings  must  specially  conform  to  that  object 
The  latter,  under  our  procedure,  is  au  ordinary  civil  action  to 
recover  damages  from  a  wrong-doer;  injury  to  the  possession  is 
the  gist  of  the  action,  and  a  money  judgment  is  the  only  relief 
fK>ught    In  actions  of  the  latter  class  it  has  always  been  al« 
lowable  for  the  plaintiff  to  make  general  averment  of  his  title 
or  possession  in  the  first  instance.    Besides,  the  capacity  of 
the  plaintiff  to  sue  in  an  ordinary  civil  action  is  generally 
presumed,  and  the  burden  of  controverting  such  authority,  if 
attempted,  rests  upon  the  defendant    No  such  attempt  was 
made  in  this  case.    The  plaintiffs  gave  evidence  that  they, 
and  each  of  them,  were  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  no 
contradictory  evidence  was  offered  on  the  point    We  see  no 
reason  to  doubt  that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
jury  that  plaintiffs  were  citizens  of  the  United  States;  that 
they  had  complied  with  the  requirements  essential  to  the  loca- 
tion of  a  valid  mining  claim;  and  that  their  right  thereto  was 
s  subsisting  one  at  the  time  of  the  injuries  complained  of:  1 
Chitty's  Pleading,  195;  2  Waterman  on  Trespass,  sees.  987  et 
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seq./  Sirepey  v.  Stark,  7  Col.  618;  Jaclson  v.  DiiUB,  18  Col.  90; 
TkomoM  ▼.  Chuiholm,  13  Col.  105;  Lee  Boon  y.  Tesh^  68  Cal.  60; 
ChfiUim  v.  DonneUan,  116  U.  S.  49. 

It  is  saggested  by  counsel  in  argument  that  plaintiffs  below 
did  not  locate  their  mining  claim  in  good  faith  for  the  purpose 
of  working  and  extracting  the  precious  metals  therein  founds 
but  for  the  purpose  of  removing  the  timber  therefrom.  To 
this  suggestion,  all  we  can  say  is,  that  the  matter  is  not  pre- 
sented by  the  record  in  such  manner  as  that  we  can  take 
cognizance  of  it  in  this  proceeding. 

The  instructions  given  by  the  court  to  the  jury  were  in  the 
nature  of  a  general  charge.  Objections  were  not  made,  nor 
exceptions  thereto  reserved,  before  the  trial  court  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  be  available  on  this  review,  according  to  the 
well-settled  practice  of  this  court,  based  upon  the  soundest 
principles  of  justice:  Webber  v.  Emmereon,  3  Col.  248;  Kansae 
Pae.  Ry  Co.  v.  Ward,  4  Col.  80;  Coon  v.  Rigden,  4  OoL  276; 
KeUk  y.  TFeUf,  14  CoL  821. 

As  counsel  in  their  argument  have  not  pointed  out  any 
errors  occasioned  by  the  refusal  to  give  instructions  prayed 
by  defendant,  we  shall  not  undertake  to  consider  them. 

The  judgment  of  the  district  court  is  affirmed. 


Dbiinitioks —  "  OwNnt.*^  As  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  owner,"  see 
imperial  F.  L  Co,  ▼.  Dunham,  117  Pa.  St.  400;  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  686;  Heemr 
▼.  MiOer,  77  OaL  192;  Turner  ▼.  IVkUe,  73  Cal.  299;  NorwkAete,  R.  B.  Oo.  v. 
Woreeeier,  147  Maas.  618;  Lee  ▼.  8rmih,  42  Ohio  St  468;  61  Am.  B«p.  839} 
BehoU  ▼.  Harveg,  106  Pa.  St.  222;  61  Am.  Rep.  201. 

Mnrn  avd  Mnmfo.  —  For  a  thorough  discusBion  of  the  right  to  mine,  the 
righta  and  datiet  of  minen,  ownenhip  in  mining  claims,  and  the  manner  of 
acquiring  sneh  righti,  aee  note  to  MeOSntoek  ▼.  Bryden,  63  Am.  Dec  91-110. 
Aa  to  what  ia  embraced  in  the  meaning  of  the  term  "mining  ground,**  eeo 
McShane  r.  Carter,  80  OaL  310.  For  definitione  of  the  words  "  lode  "  and 
•*  placer,**  aee  Gregory  ▼.  Perehbdker,  73  Oal.  109. 

Muras  AHB  Mncnro^  Plxadimg  nr  AonoH  bt  Minb-owhsr.  ~  A  plead- 
ing not  alleging  ownership  in  a  mining  claim  mast  at  least  aver  the  facta  thai 
are  neoenary  to  oonstitate  such  ownership:  HaU  ▼.  AmoU,  80  OaL  849.  The 
plaintiff^  a  mine-owner,  cannot  be  nonsuited,  where  the  eridence  tends  to 
ahow  that  he  disoofwed  and  located  the  mine,  and  was  in  actual  posseasion 
at  the  time  ol  defendant's  alleged  wrongful  act:  FaUhen  ▼.  JTee/cy,  19  Ner. 
404. 

Mm  AHB  Mimf 0  —  Plbadino  —  Allegation  ot  OmziirsHip.  —  Oiti« 
senahip  need  not  be  alleged  by  one  who  owns  or  claims  to  own  a  mining 
eUim,  in  actions  to  enforce  his  rights:  MorUe  ▼.  Laveile,  77  OaL  10;  11 
Am.  St.  Rep.  229,  and  note.  But  in  determining  adverse  mining  claims, 
oitiienship  must  be  averred:  Keeler  r.  Trueman,  16  CoL  143;  Anthony  v. 
/aZMm,  83  OaL  297. 
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Bavu  Am  BAmmro  —  PATMX2IT  of  Chick  at  Risk  or  Bahk. — Banks 
ftre  reqaired,  and  for  their  own  nf ety  are  compelled,  to  know  at  all  tiBMa 
the  biJance  to  the  eredit  of  each  indmdnal  enatomer,  and  they  aeoept  and 
paj  ebeeka  at  their  own  riak  and  periL  If,  from  negligence  or  inattun^ 
tioQ  to  their  own  afiain,  banka  improFidenUy  paj  when  the  account  of  tbm 
emtomer  is  not  in  condition  to  warrant  it»  and  if  by  mistake  a  check  ia 
paid  when  the  drawer  haa  no  f  ands  in  bank,  it  mnst  look  to  the  cua- 
tomer  for  rectification,  and  not  the  party  to  whom  the  check  waa  paid. 

Bahxs  AMD  Bankivo  —  MiSTAXS  »  Patmxmt  OF  Chbcc  •»  A  miatako  1^ 
one^  which  is  the  direct  reaolt  of  hia  own  careletsneaa  and  inattention  to 
hia  own  affiiirs,  afforda  no  ground  for  relief  at  law  or  in  equity;  and  a 
mistake  as  to  the  state  of  a  customer's  bank  account  affords  no  groond 
of  relief  for  the  payment  of  his  check  as  against  the  payee,  in  the  aboenoo 
of  an  authorised  agreement  on  his  part  to  return  the  draft  reoeiFed  in 
payment. 

Banks  and  Bankivo— Patxbnt  of  Chbck  bt  Mxbtaks^Allkqatiov 
AND  Proof  ^Variancb.  — An  allegation  that  a  bank  paid  the  check  of 
a  customer  under  mistake  of  fact  as  to  the  state  of  his  account  is  not 
supported  by  proof  that  it  held  a  check  drawn  in  hia  favor,  and  falsely 
represented  by  him  to  be  good  at  the  time  of  making  such  payment^  as 
against  the  party  who  received  a  draft  from  the  bank  in  payment  of  ths 
oheck, 

Wolcoti  and  VaiUj  for  the  appellant 

W,  S.  Uhren  and  L.  B.  France^  for  the  appellee. 

Reed,  G.  Appellant  is  a  national  bank  doing  business  in 
the  city  of  Denver.  In  the  year  1883,  appellee  was  a  private 
banker  doing  business  at  Tin  Cup,  in  the  county  of  Gunni* 
•on.  Appellant,  in  the  regular  course  of  business,  received 
checks  amounting  to  $312,  drawn  by  one  G.  F.  Galdwell  upon 
the  bank  of  appellee,  which  were  forwarded  to  its  correspond- 
ent, one  Freeman,  at  Tin  Gup,  for  collection,  and  presented  on 
the  afternoon  of  December  27,  1883,  at  the  bank  of  Devenish 
ft  Co.,  and  paid  by  draft  drawn  upon  the  German  National 
Bank  of  Denver,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy:  — 

^'$812.  Cochran  and  Devenish,  Bankers. 

"Tin  Gup,  Col.,  December  27, 1883. 

•*  Pay  to  the  order  of  S.  N.  Wood,  cashier,  three  hundred 
and  twelve  dollars.  S.  G.  Devenish  &  Ga 

♦•  To  German  Nat'l  B'k,  Denver,  Col.'* 

On  the  afternoon  of  the  next  day  (December  28th),  ap- 
pellee returned  the  checks,  which  had  been  paid  and  canceled 
on  the  day  previous,  to  Freeman,  and  asked  a  return  of  the 
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draft,  claiming  that  the  checks  had  been  paid  through  mis- 
take. The  draft  had  been  forwarded  by  Freeman  to  the 
appellant  at  Denver.  Appellee,  by  telegram,  stopped  the  pay- 
ment of  the  draft.  Appellant  did  not  retarn  the  draft,  and 
afterwards  instituted  this  suit  to  recover  the  amount,  the  com- 
plaint being  in  the  ordinary  form  of  a  bill  of  exchange. 

The  defendant,  in  answer,  put  in  special  pleas  admitting 
the  presentation  and  payment  of  the  checks. 

**  Believing  that  said  Caldwell  had  on  deposit  with  defend- 
ant funds  to  meet  and  pay  said  checks,  and  in  that  belief  the 
defendant  made  and  delivered  to  said  Freeman,  agent  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  bill  of  exchange  in  the  complaint  herein  de- 
scribed; but  defendant  avers  that  such  bill  of  exchange  was 
80  executed  and  delivered  as  aforesaid,  by  defendant,  under  a 
mistake  of  fact,  and  that  the  said  Caldwell  did  not  then  have, 
at  the  time  of  the  making  and  delivery  of  said  bill  of  ex- 
change, in  the  hands  of  defendant,  funds  to  pay  the  check  for 
which  said  bill  of  exchange  was  given  ";  that  defendant  dis- 
covered the  mistake  about  one  o'clock  the  next  day  (Decem- 
ber 28th),  when  the  checks  were  returned  to  Freeman,  and  he 
was  requested  to  return  the  draft;  that  Freeman  promised  to 
return  the  draft,  but  neglected  to  do  so. 

It  is  also  pleaded,  as  a  special  defense,  that  on  the  20th  of 
January,  1884,  Caldwell  deposited  with  appellee  large  sums  of 
money,  much  in  excess  of  the  amount  of  the  draft,  but  that 
appellee,  relying  upon  the  promise  of  Freeman  to  return  the 
draft,  failed  to  protect  himself,  and  paid  out  such  deposits  on 
other  checks  of  Caldwell. 

These  special  defenses  were  fully  replied  to  by  the  plaintiff. 
The  case  was  tried  to  the  court  without  a  jury,  and  judgment 
found  for  the  defendant,  from  which  this  appeal  was  taken. 

The  appellee  relies,  in  argument  in  support  of  the  judgments 
upon  two  propositions:  1.  That  the  payment  of  the  checks  was 
made  through  such  a  mistake  of  fact  as  legally  entitled  him 
to  recall  it  upon  discovering  the  mistake;  2.  Upon  the  sup- 
posed rescission  of  the  transaction  by  delivery  of  the  paid  and 
canceled  check  to  Freeman,  the  correspondent  of  appellant, 
and  the  demand  for  the  return  of  the  draft,  and  the  supposed 
acceptance  of  the  checks  by  Freeman,  and  their  detention  by 

him. 

Caldwell  was  a  customer  of  appellee,  —  kept  his  account 
with  them.  They  were  supposed  to  be  informed  of  his  finan- 
cial standing,  and  certainly  were  supposed  to  know  the  condi- 
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tion  of  his  account  with  them  at  the  time  of  the  presentatioQ 
of  the  checks  for  payment.  Banks  are  required,  and  for  their 
own  safety  are  compelled,  to  know  at  all  times  the  balance  to 
the  credit  of  each  individual  customer,  and  they  accept  and 
pay  checks  at  their  own  risk  and  peril.  If,  from  negligence 
or  inattention  to  their  own  affairs,  banks  improvidently  pay 
when  the  account  of  the  customer  is  not  in  a  condition  to  war- 
rant it,  and  if  by  mistake  a  check  is  paid  when  the  drawer 
has  no  funds,  the  bank  must  look  to  the  customer  for  recti- 
fication, not  to  the  party  to  whom  the  check  was  paid. 

The  supposed  mistake  relied  upon  in  argument  is  stated  in 
the  pleadings  as  follows:  **That  such  bill  of  exchange  was  so 
executed  and  delivered  as  aforesaid,  by  defendant,  under  a 
mistake  of  fact,  and  that  the  said  Caldwell  did  not  have,  at 
the  time  of  the  making  and  delivery  of  the  said  bill  of  ex- 
change, in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  funds  to  pay  the  checks 
for  which  said  bill  of  exchange  was  given,  and  that  defendant 
discovered  said  mistake  at,  to  wit,  the  hour  of  one  o'clock  on 
the  afternoon  of  the  twenty-eighth  day  of  December,  1883.'* 

The  character  of  the  supposed  mistake,  as  stated  in  plead- 
ing and  shown  in  evidence,  was  such  as  to  preclude  appellee 
from  availing  himself  of  it  as  a  defense.  It  being  the  direct 
result  of  carelessness  and  inattention  to  his  own  affairs,  there 
can  be  no  relief  at  law,  and  even  in  equity  courts  will  seldom, 
if  ever,  relieve  a  man  from  the  result  of  a  mistake  attributable 
to  negligence  or  want  of  diligence  in  his  own  affairs:  Kerr  on 
Fraud  and  Mistake,  407;  Beaufort  ▼.  Neeld,  12  Clark  &  F.  248; 
Leuty  V.  Hillas,  2  De  Gex  &  J.  110;  Weitem  R.  R  Carp.  v.  Bab- 
eoek,  6  Met.  846;  Person  v.  Sanger^  1  Wood.  &  M.  188;  Wood 
V.  Patterson,  4  Md.  Ch.  886. 

An  examination  of  the  evidence  shows  that  it  utterly  failed 
to  support  the  allegation  in  the  answer  in  regard  to  a  mis- 
take. 

S.  G.  Devenish,  in  substance,  testified  that  at  the  time  of 
the  presentation  of  the  Caldwell  checks,  on  December  27th, 
for  which  a  draft  was  drawn,  Caldwell  was  a  customer  of  his 
hank;  that  he  had  no  money  to  his  credit  in  the  bank;  that 
prior  to  that  date,  on  December  19th,  Caldwell  bad  left  with 
the  bank  for  collection  a  check  on  the  First  National  Bank  of 
Leadville  for  $160,  which  he  represented  would  be  paid;  that 
relying  upon  such  assurances  as  to  the  check  for  $160,  he  ao* 
cepted  the  checks  of  Caldwell  on  the  27th  for  $812,  and  drew 
the  draft  in  controversy;  that  at  one  o'clock,  p.  m.,  of  the  28tb, 
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lie  fimnd  that  the  representationB  of  Caldwell  in  regard  to  the 
Leadville  check  of  1150  were  false,  and  the  check  unpaid; 
that  he  then  caosed  the  checks  of  Caldwell  to  be  retamed  to 
Freeman,  and  requested  a  return  of  the  draft.  It  is  apparent 
at  once  that  the  supposed  mistake  attempted  to  be  proved 
was  not  the  one  alleged  in  the  pleading.  It  is  perhaps  need« 
less  to  say  that  the  supposed  mistake  established  by  the  evi* 
dence  is  not  such  a  one  as  to  be  cognizable  at  law  as  a  ground 
for  the  rescission  of  an  executed  transaction  between  the 
parties  to  this  suit  It  was  not  a  mutual  mistake  to  which 
appellant  was  a  party,  or  of  which  he  was  supposed  to  have 
any  information.  It  seems,  at  most,  when  explained,  a  case 
of  misplaced  confidence  of  appellee  in  the  statements  of  a 
customer  on  the  strength  of  which  money  was  advanced  to 
the  customer  and  paid  to  appellant.  Such  mistakes  are  not 
guch  as  are  defined  as  mistakes  in  the  books  and  remedied  in 
courts. 

We  do  not  see  how  the  last  special  defense,  viz.,  that  Cald* 
well  afterwards  deposited  large  sums  of  money  which  appel- 
lee, relying  upon  the  promise  of  Freeman  to  return  the  draft, 
paid  out  on  other  checks,  can  aid  him.  Mr.  Devenish  testified 
that  on  the  second  or  third  day  of  January,  1884,  about  mid- 
day, he  informed  Freeman  of  his  surprise  at  having  received 
a  notice  of  protest  of  the  draft  in  question.  Consequently,  he 
knew  at  that  time  that  the  draft  was  being  retained  by  the 
appellant,  and  he  held  for  its  payment  on  refusal  of  the  Ger- 
man National  Bank  to  accept  it;  and  on  the  20th  of  January 
he  knew  it  had  not  been  returned,  nor  he  relieved  from 
his  responsibility  on  his  outstanding  draft.  Why  did  he  not 
protect  himself  when  he  had  an  opportunity  and  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  facts?  If  appellee  considered  the  transaction  re- 
scinded, and  the  checks  of  Caldwell  unpaid  by  the  draft,  good 
faith  required  that  he  should  have  paid  them  from  the  de- 
poeited  funds,  knowing  them  to  be  outstanding  and  unpaid. 
His  failure  to  protect  himself  when  opportunity  offered  cannot 
well  prevail  as  a  defense  in  the  action. 

The  defense  made  is  not  tenable  on  the  ground  of  mistake, 
and  if  allowed  to  prevail  could  only  succeed  upon  full  proof 
of  the  agency  of  Freeman,  and  his  authority  to  bind  appellant 
by  an  agreement  to  rescind,  and  proof  that  be  did  make  the 
eontractand  promised  to  return  the  draft.  The  testimony 
fiuls  to  establish  any  such  agency.  It  shows  him  to  have 
been  a  merchant  to  whom  appellant  sent  checks  on  the  bank 
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of  appellee  for  colleotion,  whiob  he  collected,  and  remitted 
the  proceedSi  generally  in  drafts  drawn  upon  its  correspond* 
ent,  the  German  National  Bank.  Appellee  did  not  attempt 
to  prove  anything  further  in  regard  to  the  scope  of  Freeman's 
agency.  Freeman  testified  that  that  was  the  only  agency  or 
connection  he  had  with  appellant 

The  testimony  also  fails  to  establish  any  agreement  of  Free* 
man  to  rescind  and  return  the  draft  The  interview  with 
Freeman  was  not  by  Devenish,  as  he  was  indisposed,  but  be* 
tween  Mr.  Uhren,  representing  Devenish,  with  Mr.  Freeman. 

Mr.  Uhren  testified  as  follows:  *^  I  took  the  checks,  with 
that  mark  on  the  upper  left-hand  corner  in  pencil,  and  the 
signature  had  been  canceled;  that  is,  by  drawing  a  line  across 
it  with  a  pen.  Took  them  over  to  Mr.  Freeman  and  explained 
the  circumstances  to  him,  very  shortly,  as  I  was  very  busy. 
He  took  the  checks.  He  said  he  could  not  give  me  the  draft, 
because  it  was  in  the  post-office,  but  that  the  matter  would  be 
all  right  I  left  the  store  and  went  home,  and  heard  no  more 
about  it  until  it  was  protested;  and  afterwards  the  suit  was 
brought'' 

^  The  Court  —  Did  he  say  to  you  that  he  would  make  the 
matter  all  right?  A.  I  understood  the  draft  would  be  re- 
turned. He  could  not  give  it  to  me  at  that  time,  because  it 
was  in  the  post-office.  I  do  not  think  he  said  in  express 
words,  *  I  will  have  the  draft  returned.'  I  cannot  say  exactly 
what  his  language  was  at  this  time." 

The  testimony  of  Mr.  Freeman  was  as  follows:  "  I  am  under 
the  impression  that  it  was  a  couple  of  days  after  the  defend- 
ant Devenish  paid  the  Caldwell  checks  that  Mr.  Uhren  brought 
the  said  checks  back  and  left  them  with  me.  I  know  it  was 
one  day,  and  I  think  it  was  two.  I  did  not,  at  the  time  Mr. 
Uhren  returned  the  Caldwell  checks  to  me,  or  at  any  time 
afterwards,  agree  to  return  the  draft  in  controversy  to  the 
defendant  I  believe  I  said  I  would  write  down  about  it,  which 
I  afterwards  did.  I  did  not  ever  accept,  for  the  plaintifif  in 
this  action,  the  said  Caldwell  checks  from  the  defendant 
Devenish,  or  from  Mr.  Uhren  as  his  agent  I  told  Mr. 
Uhren  at  the  time  he  left  the  checks  with  me  that  I  had 
sent  the  draft  oflT.  I  did  not,  on  the  2d  or  8d  of  January, 
1884,  at  the  defendant's  bank  in  Tin  Cup  tell  him  that  I 
was  surprised  that  his  draft  had  been  protested,  and  that  it 
would  be  all  right  as  soon  as  the  plaintiff  received  the  letter, 
for  at  that  time  I  had  not  written  the  plaintiff  about  the  mat- 
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ter.    It  was  about  a  week  afterwards  that  I  wrote I  did 

not,  as  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  accept  the  Caldwell  checkB  given 
tat  the  draft  in  controversy.  I  had  no  authority  from  plain- 
tiff  to  accept  from  defendant  the  said  Caldwell  checks  for  said 
plaintiff/' 

For  the  reasons  above  given,  we  advise  that  the  judgment 
he  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded. 

BiCHHONDy  C.y  and  Bissbll,  C.»  concur. 

Per  CuBiAic    For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion, the  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  reversed. 

Banes  amd  BAinuvo^PATinirr  of  OaioK  bt  Mistaki.— A  bank  is 
bound  to  know  the  oondition  of  its  depositor's  aoooont;  and  if  it  pays  money 
out  under  a  mistake  in  this  respect^  it  must  abide  the  oonseqaenoest  Jfanu* 
foOmtri  NtA.  Bmk  y.  Swift,  70  Md.  616;  14  Am.  St.  Rep.  381.  and  note. 
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JuBiSDicnoH  — SsRVics  BT  PoBLiOATioM.  —  Jorisdiotion  over  defendant  is 
aoqnired  in  oases  of  service  of  summons  by  publication  only  when  the 
■tatntory  requirements  are  successively  and  accurately  taken. 

JmusDicnoH  —  Obdbe  iob  Sbrviob  bt  P(7blioatio9.  —An  order  for publi- 
oation  of  summons  must  be  based  upon  an  affidavit  by  plaintiff  showing 
affirmatively  an  existing  cause  of  action  against  defendant;  otherwise  the 
oourt  acquires  no  Jurisdiction  over  defendant. 

JlTDttiCBiffTB — Ck>icPLAi2VT  Nbobssart  TO  SuppoBT.  —  A  Judgment  of  a  oourt 
of  record,  not  baaed  upon  a  complaint  or  written  statement  of  the  oanse 
of  aotiony  is  void. 

This  action  was  commenced  by  filing  in  court  an  under- 
taking and  affidavit  for  attachment.  A  writ  of  attachment 
and  a  summons  issued,  the  latter  reciting  that  plaintiff  de- 
manded judgment  for  one  thousand  dollars,  and  interest,  and 
for  attorneys'  fees,  and  for  costs  of  suit  Afterwards,  plaintiff 
filed  an  affidavit,  as  follows:  — 

**  Dexter  T.  Sapp,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the  at- 
torney for  the  plaintiff  in  the  above-entitled  cause;  that  this 
action  is  brought  to  recover  of  defendants  the  sum  of  11,120.97 
upon  two  promissory  notes  of  1500  each,  dated  August  14, 
1884,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent  per  an- 
num from  said  date,  and  also  ten  per  cent  attorneys'  fees,  as 
provided  in  said  notes;  that  said  William  D.  Beckett  and  John 
M.  Beckett  compose  the  copartnership  of  said  Beckett  Broth- 
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era;  that  upon  the  seventeenth  day  of  July,  1886,  a  writ  of 
attachment  was  issued  in  this  oause,  and  placed  iu  the  hands 
of  the  sheriff  of  said  Qannison  County  for  service;  that  on 
said  day  a  writ  of  summons  was  issued  in  this  cause  in  due 
form,  subscribed  'Brown  and  Sapp,  attorneys  for  plaintiff'/ 
which  summons  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  of 
Gunnison  County  for  service  upon  said  defendants;  that  the 
defendants  William  D.  Beckett  and  John  M.  Beckett  now  re- 
side at  Hastings,  in  the  county  of  Clay,  state  of  Nebraska,  as 
deponent  is  informed  by  Louis  Boisot,  of  Gunnison,  Colorado, 
said  Boisot  having  been  the  attorney  of  said  Becketts,  and  as 
deponent  also  believes,  from  having  received  letters  from  said 
defendants  which  were  mailed  at  said  Hastings;  that  at  no 
time  since  the  issuing  of  summons  in  this  case  has  either  of 
said  defendants  been  within  the  state  of  Colorado;  that  the 
sheriff  of  Gunnison  County  has  returned  to  this  court  the 
summons  issued  herein,  and  placed  in  his  hands  for  service 
as  aforesaid,  with  his  indorsement  thereon  to  the  effect  that 
he  cannot  find  the  said  defendants  in  his  county;  that  per- 
sonal service  of  said  summons  can  be  had  upon  said  defend- 
ants at  said  Hastings,  in  the  state  of  Nebraska,  but  cannot  be 
had  upon  either  of  them  in  the  state  of  Colorado,  as  deponent 
is  informed  as  aforesaid,  and  as  he  believes;  that  the  defend- 
ants are  a  necessary  and  proper  party  to  the  action,  for  the 
reasons, — 1.  That  there  are  no  other  defendants,  and  no  per- 
son or  persons  liable  for  the  debt  sued  for;  2.  That  by  virtue 
of  the  writ  of  attachment  issued  in  this  cause,  real  property 
owned  by  one  of  the  defendants,  and  situate  in  the  county  of 
Mesa,  in  this  state,  and  debts  owing  to  said  defendants,  have 
been  attached  by  garnishment  in  the  said  county  of  Gunni- 
son, and  without  some  kind  of  service  of  summons  in  this 
cause  it  will  be  impossible  to  have  the  property  and  debts  so 
attached  applied  towards  the  payment  of  the  claim  in  this 
cause  sued  for.  Wherefore  affiant  asks  that  an  order  of  court 
may  be  granted  that  the  service  of  said  summons  be  made  by 
the  publication  thereof! 

'^  Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  twenty-first  day  of 
September,  A.  D.  1886.  Edward  P.  Colbobn, 

^'  Judge  and  Acting  01erk«^ 

Judgment  finr  plaintiff,  and  defendant  appeals.    Other  iaotf 
are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Bellf  Ooudy^  and  B<n$ot^  for  the  appellants. 
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B188BLL,  C.  The  errors  contained  in  tbis  record  leaye  no 
basis  upon  which  the  judgment  can  be  sustained.  The  ser* 
irice  was  made  by  publication,  and  the  order  therefor  was  en- 
tered upon  the  affidavit  which  is  set  forth  in  the  statement. 
It  is  an  established  principle  in  all  courts  that  the  method 
of  acquiring  jurisdiction  by  publication  is  in  derogation  of 
the  common  law,  and  that  the  statutory  requirements  must 
be  successively  and  accurately  taken  in  order  to  confer  upon 
the  court  jurisdiction  over  the  defendant.  This  principle  has 
been  so  often  decided  and  so  universally  declared  that  it  is 
wholly  unnecessary  to  cite  authorities  in  support  of  the  propo- 
sition. The  application  of  this  rule  precludes  any  successful 
defense  of  the  order  of  publication  which  was  entered  by  the 
county  court 

To  justify  the  making  of  the  order,  the  plaintiff  was  boind, 
under  section  44  of  the  code,  to  file  an  affidavit  by  which  it 
should  appear  that  a  cause  of  action  existed  against  the  de« 
fendants.  No  such  showing  was  made  in  this  case,  according 
to  any  reasonable  construction  of  the  section.  The  affidavit 
does  not  state  that  any  cause  of  action  exists  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  or  against  the  defendants,  nor  is  this  fact  otherwise 
made  affirmatively  to  appear  in  it.  It  sets  up  that  the  action 
is  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  $1,120.97  upon  two  promis- 
sory notes,  which  are  described  as  to  the  date  of  their  execu- 
tion, but  it  does  not  state  either  that  the  defendants  were  the 
makers  of  those  two  notes,  or  the  guarantors  thereof  against 
whom  a  right  of  action  existed  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  or 
that  they  were  the  payees  and  subsequent  indorsers,  or  in- 
dorsers  thereof  and  not  payees,  or  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the 
owners  and  holders  of  the  notes.  The  affidavit  states  no 
cause  of  action  whatsoever  against  these  two  defendants,  or 
either  of  them,  upon  the  two  notes  as  described.  Under 
these  circumstances,  it  is  wholly  impossible  to  uphold  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  the  premises:  RiekeUon  v.  Richard* 
son,  26  Cal.  149;  Yoh  Co.  v.  Knight,  70  CaL  432;  Slomm  v. 
SlocuTnj  17  Wis.  150, 155;  Tomley  y.  McDonald,  82  Barb.  604; 
8hield9  Y.  Miller,  9  Kan.  890;  AtUm  y.  Athim,  9  Neb.  191- 

194. 

It  is  exceedingly  doubtful  whether  there  is  any  such  show* 
ing  of  non-residence  as  would  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  proceed 
to  obtain  service  by  publication;  but  the  insufficiency  of  the 
affidavit  renders  it  unnecessary  to  put  the  decision  upon 
ground. 

AM.  to  Sir.,  Voii.  XXIL— « 
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The  failure  to  file  a  complaint  prior  to  the  rendition  of 
judgment,  or  at  all,  is  a  fatal  irregularity.  According  to  the 
practice  as  it  existed  at  that  time,  it  was  necessary  that  the 
complaint  should  be  filed  before  the  entry  of  judgment:  Seas. 
Laws  1885,  p.  132,  sec.  9  of  "An  act  to  amend,"  etc. 

Whether  the  failure  to  file  the  complaint  prior  to  the  entry 
of  judgment  would  of  itself  have  been  fatal  to  the  validity  of 
the  judgment,  or  whether  upon  application  for  the  purpose 
prior  to  the  appeal  the  court  could  have  made  an  order  per- 
mitting it  to  be  done,  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider.  No  such 
application  was  made,  nor  was  any  complaint  ever  filed.  Oa 
general  principles,  regardless  of  this  statute,  it  must  be  held 
that  a  complaint,  or  some  written  statement  of  the  cause  of 
action,  is  absolutely  indispensable  to  the  maintenance  of  a 
judgment  recovered  in  a  court  of  record.  As  it  was  well  put 
in  Young  v.  Rosenhaum^  89  Gal.  654:  ''  It  would  seem  impos- 
eible  to  maintain  in  any  forum  a  judgment  unless  it  was  based 
upon  a  complaint  or  a  statement  of  the  cause  of  action  of  the 
party  in  whose  favor  it  was  rendered." 

These  errors  render  it  impossible  to  maintain  the  judgment 
Since  the  cause  must  be  reversed,  it  is  needless  to  discuss  the 
question  whether  it  should  be  reversed  because  it  was  entered 
for  more  than  the  sum  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  according  to  the  action  as  he  instituted  it,  or  whether 
he  should  be  permitted  to  remit  the  excess,  and  the  judgment 
be  upheld  for  the  balance. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded 
for  further  proceedings. 

Richmond,  C,  and  Reed,  C,  concurred. 

Per  Curiam.  For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion, the  judgment  below  is  reversed. 


Pbooess  —  PasLiCATioN.  —  Service  of  sntninons  by  pnblioatioa  eui  b« 
made  ouly  m  the  manner  prescribed  by  statute:  Bymes  ▼.  Sampmm,  74  Tez. 
80;  Caatidff  ▼.  Woodward,  77  Iowa,  356;  Noriher(\ft  ▼.  Oliver,  74  Tex.  163. 

An  order  for  publication  of  a  summona  must  bo  based  upon  an  affidavit 
showing  a  cause  of  action,  and  that  defendant  is  a  non-resident:  Ander$om  v. 
€fcff  72  CaL  65;  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  34;  Fiybarger  y,  JUcMiUen,  15  OoL  349; 
CaheH  ▼.  Calveri,  16  Col.  390;  Chase  ▼.  Kaprwr,  78  Idwa,  449;  3^  ▼.  Xmser, 
120  Ind.  239;  anUed  Siatee  eie,  Oo.  y.  MarUn,  43  Kan.  626;  Fetken  y.  WU- 
«M^  38  Minn.  341;  JtUiitg  v.  OoM,  96  Mo.  535;  BriUon  ▼.  LareoiK  23  Neb. 
e06;  Bryan  7.  UnivereUy  Pub.  Co,  112  N.  Y.  382;  Pttrsel  ▼.  Deal,  16  Or.  296. 

JUDOMEMTS  —  COMFLAIITT    KSCISSART    TO    SUPPORT.  —  While    the    OOltt- 

in  an  action  commenced  in  a  court  of  general  jurisdietioia  need  no# 
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•Ilegtt  Jmifldieiiooal  facte:  SheufoUer  r.  Bergnum,  128  Ind.  155;  yel  H  miitl 
Ml  forth  a  caQM  of  aotion  by  allying  facte  sofficieiit  to  aatboriia  the  ooarl 
to  render  a  jadgment:  Khnmerle  ▼.  HousUm  ete.  i^y  C(k,  76  Tex.  686;  as  a 
jndgiDent  cannot  be  based  upon  facto  not  pleaded;  Paddock  v,  Lamee,  M  Mo. 
283;  Mieklep  y.  Tomlifuon^  79  Iowa,  383;  Jonei  ▼.  Davenport,  45  N.  J.  Eq. 
77;  O'Lear^  t.  DwwU,  70  Tex.  409;  Fim  Nat  Bank  ▼.  WUHanu,  126  Ind. 
423;  Wagmer  t.  WhUer,  122  Ind.  57.  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that  a 
judgment  ahonld  ateto  npon  which  part  of  a  verdict  upon  special  issues  it 
is  based:  H^m  r,  Burm,  70  Tez.  347.  In  determining  the  effect  of  a  ]ndg« 
ment^  the  antecedent  record  may  be  considered:  McDonald  ▼.  Frott,  99  Mo. 
44w  There  ean  be  no  judgment  rendered  on  the  pleadings  where  a 
it  wuOa  by  the  answert  Widmtr  r.  Martm,  87  OaL  88. 


Blythb  V.  Dbnvbb  and  Rio  Gbandb  Ky  Ga 

[1ft  COLOajLDO^  888.] 

Oauukhs— Aer  of  Ood^Pboximatb  Oausb  — Nmliobiioi.~A  gale  of 
wind  of  such  violence  as  to  make  it  impossible  for  a  person  to  stand  or 
walk  at  the  time  an  express-car  is  derailed  by  it,  and  thrown  into  saeh 
position  that  the  express  packages  therein  are  piled  in  one  comer  at  the 
top  of  the  car,  after  which  it  is  so  quickly  consumed  by  fire  set  by  a  stove 
or  lamp  therein  that  the  express-messenger  only  escapes  with  difficulty* 
is  such  act  of  God  and  proximate  cause  of  the  loss  of  an  express  pack- 
age conteined  in  the  car  as  will  excuse  the  railroad  company  from  li»* 
bility  for  the  loes,  or  for  negligence  in  failing  to  protect  and  secure  the 
goods  in  the  burning  car. 

Oarbisbs  —  PxoziMATS  AJTD  BuuLTiNO  Gauss. — When  the  immediate 
resulting  cause  of  loss  by  a  carrier  is  fire  caused  by  the  overturning  of 
a  car  by  a  violent  wind,  an  instruction  that  "  where  one  is  pursuing  a 
lawful  vocation  in  a  lawful  manner,  and  something  occurs  which  no 
human  skill  or  precaution  could  foresee  or  prevent,  and  as  a  conse* 
qnence  the  accident  tekes  place,  this  is  called  'inevitable  accident,'  or 
the  'act  of  Qod,' "  is  not  prejudicial,  although  not  technically  correct. 

Action  against  a  oommon  carrier  for  the  Iobb  of  an  ezpresa 
package.    Jadgment  for  defendant,  and  plaintiffs  appealed. 

Lu^us  P.  Marsh,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error, 

WolcoU  (ind  Vaile^  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Reed,  C.  It  is  conceded  that  the  wrecking  of  a  portion  of 
the  train,  sacb  portion  consisting  of  one  engine  and  four  cars, 
one  being  the  express-car  in  which  the  goods  were  being  car- 
ried,  was  by  *'  the  act  of  Gtod,''  and  inevitable.  It  is  also 
conceded  in  argument  that  haying  a  coal  fire  burning  in  a 
store,  and  a  lighted  lamp  in  the  compartment,  as  testified  to, 
was  not  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  carrier.  Counsel  for 
plaintiflb  in  error,  in  reply,  say:  "  In  the  brief  of  defendant 
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in  error,  counsel  have  asBtimed  for  us  a  claim  wbioli  we  ha^e 
not  made,  and  they  then  proceed  to  demolish  such  assumed 
claim.    They  assume  for  us  that  we  claim  there  was  negli* 
gence  in  carrying  in  the  car  a  stove  with  fire  in  it.  •  •  •  • 
There  was  negligence, — we  may  call  it  by  that  name, — but 
such  negligence  was  in  not  making  the  requisite  efforts  to 
save  the  goods  after  the  peril  had  been  incurred.    We  make 
no  claim  that  there  was  negligence  in  carrying  a  stove  in  the 
car."     By  these  concessions,  two  important  questions  are 
eliminated,  and  the  issues  are  narrowed,  the  only  questions 
remaining  being:  1.  Was  ^Uhe  act  of  God"  the  proximate 
and  direct  cause  of  the  loss  sustained,  so  as  to  exonerate  the 
carrier  from  liability?  or  was  it  the  remote  cause,  and  the 
fire,  against  which  the  carrier  is  supposed  to  be  an  insurer, 
the  proximate  and  direct  cause?    2.  After  the  wrecking  and 
overturning  of  the  train  by  ''  the  act  of  Gkxl,"  was  the  carrier 
guilty  of  negligence  in  failing  to  protect  and  secure  the  goods 
in  the  burning  car? 

Oreat  ability  and  research  have  been  expended  in  attempt- 
ing to  arrive  at  and  determine  upon  some  general  definition  of 
the  terms  ''proximate"  and  "remote"  causes,  and  establish 
a  rule  and  a  line  of  demarkation  between  the  two.  Such 
efforts  appear  to  have  been  but  partially  successfuL  Both 
have  received  various  definitions,  though  differently  worded, 
amounting  to  practically  the  same  thing.  But  in  almost 
every  instance  where  they  have  been  attempted  to  be  ap- 
plied, their  applicability  seems  to  have  been  determined  by 
the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case  under  consideration. 
Webster  defines  ''proximate  cause,"  "that  which  immedi- 
ately precedes  and  produces  the  effect,  as  distinguished  from 
the  remote,  mediate,  or  predisposing  cause."  Anderson's  Law 
Dictionary:  "The  nearest,  the  immediate,  the  direct  cause; 
the  efficient  cause;  the  cause  that  sets  another  or  other  causes 
in  operation,  or  dominant  cause."  But  with  these  definitions 
in  view,  when  two  causes  unite  to  produce  the  loss,  the  ques- 
tion still  remains,  Which  was  the  proximate  cause? 

In  Louisiana  MuU  Im.  Co.  v.  Tweedy  7  Wall.  52,  the  late 
lamented  Mr.  Justice  Miller  said:  "We  have  had  cited  to  us 
a  general  review  of  the  doctrine  of  proximate  and  remote 
causes  as  it  has  arisen  and  been  decided  in  the  courts  in  a 
great  variety  of  cases.  It  would  be  an  unprofitable  labor  to 
enter  into  an  examination  of  these  cases.  If  we  could  deduce 
from  them  the  best  possible  expression  of  the  rule,  it  would 
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remain  after  all  to  decide  each  case  largely  upon  the  special 
£Gu;t8  belonging  to  it,  and  often  upon  the  very  nicest  discrimi- 
nationa.'* 

In  Howard  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Norwich  etc.  Trans.  Co.^  12 
Wall.  199,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  Mr.  Justice 
Strong  said:  "And  certainly  that  cause  which  set  the  other 
in  motion,  and  gave  to  it  its  efficiency  to  do  harm  at  the  time 
of  the  disaster,  must  rank  as  predominant" 

In  Milwaukee  etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  Kellogg^  94  U.  S.  475,  it  is  said: 
''The  inquiry  must  therefore  always  be,  whether  there  was 
any  intermediate  cause  disconnected  from  the  primary  fault, 
and  self-operating,  which  produced  the  injury." 

In  JEtna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Boon,  95  U.  8.  130,  it  is  said:  "The 
proximate  cause  is  the  efficient  cause;  the  one  that  necessarily 
sets  the  other  causes  in  operation.  The  causes  that  are  merely 
incidental,  or  instruments  of  a  superior  or  controlling  agency, 
are  not  the  proximate  causes  and  the  responsible  ones,  though 
they  may  be  nearer  in  time  to  the  result.  ^  It  is  only  when  the 
causes  are  independent  of  each  other  that  the  nearest  is,  of 
course,  to  be  charged  with  the  disaster." 

Leaving  out  of  consideration,  as  we  must,  by  concession  of 
counsel,  all  question  of  negligence  in  regard  to  the  burning 
fire  in  the  stove,  a  lighted  kerosene  lamp,  and  regarding  each 
of  them  as  securely  protected  against  damage  as  prudence 
would  require,  and  applying  the  rules  above  laid  down,  it 
becomes  apparent  that  the  overturning  and  wrecking  of  the  car 
by  the  violence  of  the  wind  was  the  proximate,  direct,  and 
efficient  cause  of  the  loss,  and  the  fire  following,  if  not  instan* 
taneously,  immediately  after,  without  negligence  or  any 
wrongful  act  of  the  carrier  intervening  to  produce  it,  must  be 
regarded  as  resulting  and  incidental. 

It  is  ably  contended  in  argument,  and  many  supposed  an* 
thorities  in  support  of  the  position  are  cited,  that  the  negligence 
of  the  carrier  in  failing  to  use  proper  exertion  to  save  the  con- 
tents of  the  car,  after  it  was  overturned,  rendered  the  defendant 
liable  for  the  loss.  If  by  proper  diligence  and  attention  the 
goods  could  haye  been  rescued,  a  failure  to  secure  them  would 
haye  fixed  the  liability  of  the  carrier.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
of  the  correctness  of  this  conclusion. 

The  questions  what  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  loss 
and  of  negligence  were  questions  of  fact  to  be  determined  by 
the  jury  from  the  eyidence,  under  proper  instructions  from  the 
oourt.    There  was  not  much  conflict  of  testimony.    In  iftl- 
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waukee  etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  Kellogg^  94  U.  S.  476,  it  is  said:  ^  In  the 
nature  of  things,  there  is  in  every  traDsaction  a  succession  of 
events,  more  or  less  dependent  upon  those  preceding,  and  it  is 
the  province  of  the  jury  to  look  at  this  succession  of  events  or 
facts,  and  ascertain  whether  they  are  naturally  and  probably 
connected  with  each  other  by  a  continuous  sequence,  or  are 
dissevered  by  new  and  independent  agencies;  and  this  must 
be  determined  in  view  of  the  circumstances  existing  at  the 
time." 

The  jury  found  as  a  fact  that  the  ^'  act  of  God  "  was  the  prox- 
imate causOy  and  also  found  as  a  fact  that  there  was  no  negli- 
gence. Viewed  in  the  light  of  all  the  evidence,  and  of  attendant 
circumstances,  the  finding  of  the  jury  was  fully  warranted. 
The  force  of  the  gale  was  such  as  to  blow  the  cars  from  the 
track  over  the  embankment  It  was  shown  to  be  almost  im- 
possible for  men  to  stand  or  walk,  and  they  were  compelled  to 
prostrate  themselves  under  the  lee  of  the  track  or  bank  to  es- 
cape its  fury.  The  air  was  so  full  of  dust  and  fiying  material 
that  scarcely  anything  could  be  seen.  The  car  contained  in- 
flammable material,  and  the  fire  succeeded  the  overturning 
almost  instantaneously.  The  messenger  escaped  with  great 
difficulty,  and  not  without  injury  from  the  flames.  The  posi- 
tion of  the  car  was  such  that  all  movable  goods  must  have 
been  hurled  into  the  corner  of  the  top  of  the  car.  From  the 
force  of  the  wind  and  combustible  material  of  the  car,  it  is  ob- 
vious that  the  destruction  of  the  car  and  contents  was  inevita- 
ble in  a  very  brief  space  of  time,  and  that  any  attempt  to  rescue 
the  goods  would  have  been  unavailing. 

Considerable  criticism  is  directed  to  the  instructions  of  the 
court.  Some  of  those  criticised,  and  upon  which  errors  are 
assigned,  are  in  regard  to  negligence  in  the  use  of  the  stove 
and  lamp.  As  counsel  concedes  in  his  final  argument  that 
there  was  no  negligence  in  that  respect,  a  review  of  them  be- 
comes unnecessary.  Considerable  attention  is  given  to  the 
eighth  instruction,  in  which  the  learned  judge  charged: 
**  Where  one  is  pursuing  a  lawful  avocation,  in  a  lawful  man- 
ner, and  something  occurs  which  no  human  skill  or  precaution 
could  foresee  or  prevent,  and  as  a  consequence  the  accident 
takes  place,  this  is  called  inevitable  accident'  or  the  *act  of 
God.' "  The  objection  urged  is  more  technical  than  eubstan- 
tiaL  While  it  is,  possibly,  not  technically  correct,  and  while 
there  is  a  legal  distinction  between  '*  inevitable  accident "  and 
the  *'act  of  God,"  we  can  see  nothing  in  it  to  the  pr^udice  of  the 
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plaintiff,  or  that  could  have  misled  the  jury.  The  immediate 
resoUing  cause  producing  the  loss  was  the  fire,  which  might 
properly  be  termed  an  "  inevitable  accident "  growing  out  of 
the  former  disaster;  whilje  the  direct  cause  of  the  agency  that 
worked  the  destruction  was  the  **  act  of  God,"  putting  the  re* 
suiting  agent  at  work.  We  think,  the  charge,  taken  as  a  whole, 
was  a  fair  and  impartial  statement  of  the  law,  and  should  ba 
sustained*    We  advise  that  the  judgment  be  affirmed* 

Richmond,  C,  and  Bisssll,  C,  conourred. 

Per  GuRTAM.  For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion, the  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  affirmed. 

OAMMjmaB  09  GooM — LuBiLiTT  WOK  Loss— AoT  Of  QoD.  — A«to  wbnl 
ip  an  aet  of  God,  snch  m  wiU  exonse  a  carrier  from  liability  for  loss  io  goods 
ia  coarse  of  carriage,  fee  Iforris  ▼.  Savannah  etc  B*y  Co,,  23  Fla.  182;  11  Anu 
81  Rap.  350,  and  particularly  note  362-866;  Outfete.  R*y  Co.  ▼.  Levi,  76  Tez» 
tS7;  IS  Am.  8t  Rep.  45;  Mom  ▼.  Kanmu  CUy  Ue.  R.  B.  Ooi,  81  Ga.  7t8| 


Lahat  V.  City  National  Banc 

C16  COLoaaoo,  SM.) 

Faisb  RspBisiHTATioiis  —  RscovaBY  OT  MoNxr  Paid  or  GoHSBQimrcB 
OF.  —  Where  a  bank  innoeaotly  and  ignorantly  pays  monej  to  the  holder 
of  an  instmmenti  relyiqg  npon  the  false  representation  of  a  third  per* 
son  that  he  knows  tiie  bolder  to  be  the  tme  payee,  it  may  recover  from 
■ooh  person  the  amount  which  it  is  afterwards  compelled  to  pay  to  the 
true  payee  in  consequence  of  its  reliance  upon  such  representations* 
Tha  statute  of  frauds  is  not  a  defense  in  such  case. 

FaAUD — Proof  of  Intsnt.  — The  intention  of  one  party  to  deceive  and 
defraud  another  is  sufficiently  made  out  by  showing  that  a  false  affirma* 
tion  has  in  faot  been  made  by  tiie  party  conoeming  a  matter  abonfc 
which  he  has  no  actual  knowledge,  under  circumstances  showing  thaS 
the  matter  spoken  about  was  better  known  to  the  party  making  the  rep- 
resentations than  to  the  other  party. 

Falsi  REFRUSRTATiONa  —  LiABiLrrr  of  Party  Makiv a.  —  When  ona 
.peaitiTely  sssures  another  that  a  certain  statement  is  true,  knowing  \k 
to  be  false,  and  professing  at  the  time  to  speak  of  his  own  knowledge^ 
and  ahoQt  a  matter  not  known  to  the  part^  to  yn^xam  the  representationa 
are  made,  he  is  not  allowed  to  complain  that  too  much  reliance  has  been 
placed  upon  the  truth  of  his  statement^  and  is  liable  for  all  damages  ra» 
MtltiBg  'ttierefrom. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  City  National  Bank  of  Den* 
Ter  against  Lahay,  to  recover  the  amount,  with  interest  and 
costs  paid  by  such  bank  to  the  wrong  party  upon  the  follow* 
ing  instrument:  — 
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^FiBST  National  Bane  of  Chicago. 

**  Chicago,  7,  8, 1885. 
•'CiTT  Nat^l  Bank,  Denver,  Col. 

^  Your  account  has  credit  for  six  hundred  dollars,  deposited 
by  J.  Phillipe  for  use  of  John  Phillipe.    Confirmation  of  above 
will  be  given  in  our  advice  of  this  date. 
*'  $600.  J.  Chapman,  Teller." 

This  instrument  came  into  the  hands  of  one  P.  D'Armenthal, 
who  applied  to  the  bank  for  payment,  representing  himself  to 
be  John  Phillipe,  and  indorsed  that  name  thereon,  representing 
the  same  to  be  his  name  and  signature.  Both  John  Phillipe 
and  P.  D'Armenthal  and  their  handwriting  were  unknown  at 
the  bank,  which  refused  to  pay  until  John  Phillipe  should  be 
identified.  Lahay,  in  whom  the  bank  reposed  special  trust 
and  confidence,  and  upon  whose  statement  it  relied,  appeared 
and  identified  D'Armenthal  as  the  said  John  Phillipe,  well 
knowing  the  falsity  of  such  identification,  and  of  the  state* 
ment  made  by  him  that  he  knew  said  D'Armenthal  to  be  John 
Phillipe,  of  his  own  knowledge.  Thereupon  the  bank,  rely- 
ing upon  such  identification  and  statement,  paid  the  amount 
named  in  the  said  instrument  to  D'Armenthal.  This  amount^ 
together  with  interest  and  costs,  was  afterwards  recovered  by 
the  true  John  Phillipe  against  the  bank,  and  the  bank  seeks 
to  recover  this  sum,  together  with  costs,  from  Lahay,  and  in 
the  court  below  obtained  judgment  as  prayed.  Lahay  appeals. 

Sogers  and  WebbeVj  and  C.  W.  McOord^  for  the  appellant. 

Benedict  and  Phelps^  for  the  appellee. 

Hayt,  J.  The  allegations  of  the  complaint  are  established 
by  a  large  preponderance  of  the  evidence  introduced  at  the 
trial.  In  addition  to  this,  we  have  the  findings  of  the  trial 
court  in  support  thereof.  The  only  question  to  be  considered 
upon  this  appeal  therefore  is.  Are  the  facts  as  pleaded  sufli- 
cient,  under  the  law,  to  give  appellee  a  right  of  recovery  as 
against  appellant? 

The  action  is  founded  upon  the  deceit  practiced  upon  ap* 
pellee  by  appellant,  by  means  of  which  appellee  was  induced 
to  pay  the  amount  of  the  certificate  to  D'Armenthal,  who  had 
no  claim  to  the  money,  instead  of  to  John  Phillipe,  who  alone 
was  entitled  to  receive  the  same.  Counsel  contend,  howeveri 
that  appellant  is  not  liable  on  account  of  his  false  statement, 
because  he  is  not  shown  to  have  had  knowledge  of  its  falsity 
at  the  time  of  making  the  same.    The  question  thus  presented 
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was  before  tbe  court,  and  carefully  considered  in  an  early 
eaae:  See  SeUar  v.  Clelland,  2  Col.  532.  It  was  then  held  that 
the  intention  of  one  party  to  deceive  and  defraud  another  was 
soiBcienily  made  out  by  showing  that  a  false  affirmation  had 
in  fiict  been  made  by  the  party  concerning  a  matter  about 
which  he  had  no  actual  knowledge,  under  circumstances  show. 
ing  that  the  matter  spoken  about  was  better  known  to  the 
party  making  the  representations  than  to  the  other  party* 
And  to  the  general  rule  requiring  a  party  relying  upon  false 
representations  to  show,  not  only  that  they  were  false,  but 
that  the  party  making  the  same  knew  such  to  be  the  case, 
some  exceptions  were  pointed  out;  as  when  one,  as  in  this 
case,  positively  assures  another  that  a  certain  statement  is 
trae,  professing  at  the  time  to  speak  of  his  own  knowledge, 
and  about  a  matter  not  known  to  the  party  to  whom  the  repre- 
sentations are  made,  he  cannot  be  allowed  to  complain  because 
another  has  placed  too  much  reliance  upon  the  truth  of  what 
he  himself  has  stated.  In  the  language  of  the  learned  judge 
writing  the  opinion  in  the  case  of  Sellar  v.  Clelland^  2  Col.  532: 
^  In  such  a  case,  the  proof  would  seem  to  be  complete  when  it 
was  shown  that  the  defendants  made  the  representations;  that 
they  were  made  to  induce  plaintiffs  to  enter  into  the  contract; 
that  relying  upon  the  same,  they  did  enter  into  the  contract; 
that  the  representations  were  false;  that  the  plaintiffs  sus- 
tained damage;  and  that  such  damage  was  occasioned  by 
reason  of  the  falsity  of  such  representations." 

The  statute  of  frauds  and  perjuries  cannot  be  invoked  in 
this  case  to  shield  appellant.  His  liability  does  not  grow  out 
of  any  special  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt,  default,  or  mis- 
carriage of  another;  nor  is  he  sought  to  be  held  upon  any 
agreement  required  to  be  in  writing.  Appellant  is  shown  to 
have  stated  as  of  his  own  knowledge  that  Paul  D'Armenthal 
was  in  fact  John  Phillipe,  and  that  this  representation  was 
made  for  the  express  purpose  of  inducing  appellee  to  pay  over 
the  money.  It  is  also  shown  that  the  bank,  relying  upon 
such  representation,  did  pay  the  money  to  D'Armenthal,  sup- 
posing him  to  be  the  John  Phillipe  entitled  to  receive  the 
same.  The  representations  were  in  fact  false,  and  damages 
were  sustained  thereby.  Every  element  necessary  to  a  recov* 
ery  under  the  decision  in  SeUar  v.  Clelland^  2  Col.  532,  was 
here  made  oat.  The  correctness  of  the  decision  in  that  case  is 
not  questioned.  It  is  well  supported  by  authority,  and  must 
control  here. 
The  judgment  will  accordingly  be  affirmed. 
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Fraubulbht  Bspbissntatiomb  —  LiABiuTT  OF  PiRsoir  MAKiKa.  — V^lam 
representations  by  third  personf  will  render  him  liable,  if  made  with  intent 
lo  defraad:  Bean  ▼.  Herrkk,  12  Me.  262;  28  Am.  Dec.  176,  and  note. 

Fravditlbht  RsFftisaMTATioNS — KaooTBRT  or  MovET.  —  Wbeie  •no  Is 
induced  to  pay  money  by  fraudulent  repreientation%  he  may  reeover  th« 
money  paid  by  him  of  the  person  making  such  representations:  Moan  ▼• 
Shields,  121  Ind.  268. 

Fraud. — Fraudulent  Intent,  how  Proted:  See  BuUUt  ▼•  Farrar^  42 
Minn.  8;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  485.  Fraudulent  intent  must  be  proved,  bat  it 
may  be  inferred  from  the  faot  that  a  material  false  statement  has  been  mad« 
with  knowledge  of  its  falsity:  Haven  ▼.  Neal,  43  Minn.  816.  8o  where  » 
party  who  is  in  a  position  to  know  the  truth  makes  a  representation  as  to  » 
material  matter  which  is  untrue,  a  fraudulent  intent  may  be  inferred:  Haven 
▼.  Neal,  43  Minn.  315;  Mayer  ▼.  Sakuar,  84  Cal.  646. 

Fraudulent  Representations  Made  bt  One  Knowiko  Them  to  vm 
Untrue,  to  one  who  knows  nothing  of  the  matter,  whereby  the  latter  ia  in- 
duced to  act  to  his  injury,  the  former  must  answer  for  such  damages  as  are 
caused  by  such  representations:  Note  to  CoUriU  ▼.  Krum^  18  Am.  St^  Repb 
555. 


Tbayblers  Insurance  Company  v.  McCarthy. 

[XB  Colorado,  85L] 

Aooident  Insurance  —  Death  yrom  Intentional  Act  of  Avothkr.  — 
Under  a  provision  in  an  aooident  insurance  policy  that  the  company  shall 
not  be  liable  for  "  intentional  injuries  inflicted  by  the  insured  or  any 
other  person,"  the  fact  that  the  insured  is  shot  and  killed  by  the  inten* 
tional  aot  of  another  precludes  recoTery  under  the  polioy,  and  an  answer 
by  the  oompany,  stating  that  the  death  of  the  insured  was  oaused  by 
intentional  injuries  inflicted  by  another  during  a  personal  altercation 
between  them,  states  a  good  defense. 

Markham  and  Dillon^  for  the  appellant. 

/•  L.  Murphy,  and  Brovme  and  Putnam^  for  the  appellee. 

Richmond,  C.  This  is  a  suit  upon  what  is  commonly  called 
an  *'  accident  policy  of  insurance."  There  was  a  judgment 
against  the  company  for  the  sum  of  $1,016.67,  besides  costs. 
The  case  is  here  upon  alleged  errors  of  law  committed  by  the 
court  in  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  defendant's  answer.  The 
policy  sued  upon  by  its  terms  insured  the  life  of  John  F.  Mc- 
Carthy in  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars,  to  be  paid  to  his 
wife,  Julia  McCarthy,  if  surviving,  within  ninety  days  after 
sufficient  proof  that  tlie  insured,  at  any  time  within  the  con- 
tinuing of  the  policy,  shall  have  sustained  bodily  injurieSi 
effected  through  external,  violent,  or  accidental  means,  within 
the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  contract.  The  policy  of  in- 
surance is  set  out  in  the  complaint  in  hssc  verba,  and  contains 
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the  following  clause:  **  This  insurance  does  not  cover  disap* 
pearances;  nor  injuries  of  which  there  is  no  visible  mark  upon 
the  body;  nor  accident  nor  death  or  injury  resulting  wholly 
or  partly,  directly  or  indirectly,  from  any  of  the  following 
causes,  or  while  so  engaged  or  affected:  Suicide,  sane  or  in- 
sane; intentional  injuries  (inflicted  by  the  insured  or  any 
other  person);  intoxication  or  narcotics;  dueling  or  fightings 
war  or  riot." 

In  addition  to  the  usual  allegations  in  actions  upon  such 
policies,  the  plaintiff  sets  out  in  the  complaint  that  on  the 
third  day  of  November,  A.  D.  1886,  and  while  said  insurance 
policy  was  in  full  force,  and  while  the  said  insured  was  in  the 
peace  of  the  state,  he  received  a  personal  injury  which  caused 
his  death  within  ninety  days  thereafter,  and  on  the  day  afore- 
said, and  that  said  injury  which  caused  his  death  was  through 
external,  violent,  and  accidental  means,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  said  policy  of  insurance  and  the  conditions  and  agree- 
ments therein  contained,  to  wit,  by  being  shot  by  a  leaden 
bullet  from  a  pistol  loaded  with  powder  and  leaden  bullets  in 
the  hands  of  one  Daniel  Monahan,  and  while  the  said  insured, 
John  F.  McCarthy,  was  standing  on  the  public  highway,  near 
the  town  limits  of  the  said  city  of  Leadville,  in  the  county  of 
Lake,  and  state  of  Colorado. 

To  the  complaint  the  defendant  answers,  and  denies  that 
the  death  of  the  insured  was  occasioned  by  bodily  injuries 
affected  through  external,  violent,  and  accidental  means, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  contract  of  insurance;  that  death 
was  caused  by  intentional  injuries  inflicted  by  Daniel  Mona- 
han while  said  Daniel  Monahan  and  the  said  John  F.  Mc- 
Carthy were  engaged  in  a  personal  altercation.  Much  else  is 
set  up  in  the  answer,  but  for  the  purposes  of  this  opinion  it  is 
unnecessary  for  us  to  quote  further.  The  main  contention 
between  the  parties  to  this  action  is  raised  by  the  demurrer  to 
the  answer,  to  the  effect  that  the  answer  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  defense.  The  contention  of  the  ap- 
pellant is,  that  the  court  erred  in  sustaining  the  demurrer; 
that  the  averment  in  the  answer  that  the  death  of  the  insured 
was  not  accidental,  but  the  result  of  an  intentional  injury  in- 
flicted by  the  said  Daniel  Monahan,  was  a  good  defense,  and 
the  company  were  not  liable.  The  contention  of  the  appellee 
is,  that  the  terms  of  the  policy  do  not  preclude  a  recovery; 
that  the  words  "intentional  injury  inflicted  by  another  per- 
son," mentioned  in  the  policy,  mean  intentional  injuries  in* 
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flicted  by  the  said  insured,  or  injuries  inflicted  intentionally 
by  another  person  through  the  procurement  or  consent  of  the 
insured.  The  exception  in  the  insurance  policy  upon  which 
appellants  rely,  heretofore  recited,  is  as  follows:  **  Intentional 
injuries  inflicted  by  the  insured  or  any  other  person.'*  If  the 
fact  be  that  this  clause  precludes  a  recovery  when  the  injured 
individual  has  been  killed  or  injured  by  the  intentional  act  of 
another,  or  in  other  words,  if  it  precludes  the  idea  that  death 
or  injury  was  the  result  of  accident,  then  certainly  the  con- 
tention of  appellant  is  correct,  and  plaintiff  cannot  recover. 
Happily  we  have  very  recent  adjudications  covering  the  con- 
struction of  the  identical  clause  here  under  consideration. 

In  the  case  of  Travelers  Ins.  Oo.  v.  McConkey^  127  U.  S.  661, 
decided  subsequent  to  the  institution  of  this  particular  action, 
Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  in  passing  upon  this  question,  said:  ''The 
policy  expressly  provides  that  no  claim  shall  be  made  under 
it,  where  the  death  of  the  insured  was  caused  by  intentional 
injuries  inflicted  by  the  insured  or  any  other  person.  If  he 
was  murdered,  then  his  death  was  caused  by  intentional  in- 
juries inflicted  by  another  person.  Nevertheless,  the  instruo- 
tions  to  the  jury  were  so  worded  as  to  convey  the  idea  that  if 
the  insured  was  murdered,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover; 
in  other  words,  even  if  death  was  caused  wholly  by  inten- 
tional injuries  inflicted  upon  the  insured  by  another  person, 
the  means  used  were  '  accidental '  as  to  him,  and  the  com- 
pany was  liable.  This  was  error.  Upon  the  whole  case,  the 
court  is  of  the  opinion  that  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  the 
burden  of  proof  was  upon  the  plaintiff,  under  the  limitations 
we  have  stated,  to  show  from  all  the  evidence  that  the  death 
of  the  insured  was  caused  by  external  violence  and  accidental 
means;  also,  that  no  valid  claim  can  be  made  under  the 
policy,  if  the  insured,  either  intentionally  or  when  insane,  in- 
flicted upon  himself  the  injuries  which  caused  his  death,  or  if 
his  death  was  caused  by  intentional  injuries  inflicted  upon 
him  by  some  other  person." 

In  the  case  of  HuichcraJCs  Ex^r  v.  Travelers  Ins,  Co.^  87  Ky. 
301,  the  court,  in  construing  a  proviso  like  the  one  under  con- 
sideration in  the  case  before  us,  says:  ''The  remaining  clause 
stipulates  for  a  further  exemption  of  appellant's  liability  in  the 
event  that  intentional  injuries  are  inflicted  upon  the  insured 
by  himself  or  any  other  person.  It  is  contended  by  appel- 
lant that  the  meaning  of  this  clause  is,  that  if  the  insured 
intentionally  inflicted  injuries  upon  himself,  or  if  any  other 
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person  intentionallj  inflicted  {njaries  upon  him  with  his 
consent  or  at  his  instance,  then  the  appellee  should  not 
be  liable.  A  moment's  reflection  will  show  that  the  clause 
will  not  admit  of  this  construction.  The  clause,  when  placed 
in  juxtaposition  with  its  antecedent,  reads  as  follows:  ^No 
claim  shall  be  made  under  this  ticket  when  the  death  may 
have  been  caused  by  intentional  injuries  inflicted  by  the 
insured  or  by  any  other  person.'  This  sentence,  though 
awkwardly  expressed,  is  complete,  and  fairly  expresses  the 
idea  that  if  the  insured  intentionally  injures  himself  by  the 
infliction  of  bodily  wounds  from  which  he  dies,  he  thereby 
breaks  the  condition  of  the  policy,  or  that  if  he  is  intentionally 
injured  by  any  other  person  by  the  infliction  of  bodily  wounds 
from  *  which  he  dies,  the  condition  of  the  i)olicy  is  thereby 
broken;  therefore  to  add  the  words  'with  his  eonsent,'  or  'at 
his  instance,'  would  have  the  effect  of  torturing  the  meaning 
of  the  language  used  beyond  its  legitimate  import." 

We  quote  thus  extensively  from  these  opinions  because  they 
clearly  and  concisely  state,  perhaps  in  better  language  than 
we  are  capable  of  doing,  the  exact  conclusion  of  our  minds 
with  reference  to  the  clause  in  the  policy  mentioned  in  the 
complaint  and  answer.  We  cannot  accept  the  conclusion 
reached  by  the  court  below,  or  that  forced  upon  our  attention 
by  the  appellee  in  the  argument  It  requires  no  extended 
reasoning  to  illustrate  the  purpose  of  the  language  of  the 
policy  referred  to  in  the  answer,  and  relied  upon  as  a  defense. 
There  is  a  vast  difference  between  an  intentional  injury  and 
an  accidental  injury.  Against  accidental  and  violent  injuries 
the  policy  provided,  but  there  it  stopped;  and  the  company 
limited  its  liability  by  distinctly  specifying  that  when  injury 
or  death  resulted  from  intentional  injuries  inflicted  by  another, 
they  were  duly  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  policy.  It 
is  averred  in  the  answer  that  the  death  of  the  insured  resulted 
from  the  intentional  act  of  the  said  Daniel  Monahan.  This 
we  think  was  quite  sufiScient  to  maintain  the  contention  of  the 
defendant;  that  is,  that  the  answer  was  a  complete  and  abso- 
lute defense  to  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  complaint 
The  demurrer  to  the  answer  should  have  been  overruled.  We 
are  of  the  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
should  be  reversed,  and  the  caused  remanded  for  further  pro- 
ceedings. 

BxxDi  C.|  and  Bissbll,  C,  concurred. 
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Per  CuBTAic.  For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  foregoing  opin* 
ion,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  rerersed* 

AooiDuiT  ImoBAiroB— CoNnmom  AaAnrn  IimmoHAii  Vmvkob  Is* 
vuorxD  BT  Othbbs.  —  A  oondition  ia  aa  acoideiit  UMorftiioe  polioy  that  no 
claim  shall  ba  made  under  a  polioy  when  death  or  iajnry  is  oaoaed  by  inten* 
tional  injurief  inflicted  by  the  anured  or  any  other  person  ban  a  reooTery 
where  the  assared  is  waylaid  and  assassinated:  HtOchen^  ▼.  Traoden  InB, 
Oo^  87  Ky.  800;  12  Am.  8t  Rep.  484»  and  nota.  Bat  M#  CTttsr  ▼.  Tramkn 
IwM.  (h,.  68  Mioh.  848j  8  Am.  6t  Rep.  818. 


MULLIN   V.    PbOPLB. 

(15  GOIOBADO,  417.] 

Ooirmin*- FomiDATiOM  iob. — A  Torified  information  m^  properly  bo 
allowod  to  perform  the  office  of  the  affidavit  made  neoeasacy  by  ■featnto 
as  the  foundation  of  a  proceeding  for  constructive  contempts 

OonTEMTT — JuBiSDionoNAL  Facis.  —  When  an  affidavit  is  presented  as 
the  basis  for  a  proceeding  for  contempt^  the  court  must»  in  the  first  in- 
stanee,  examine  the  same,  and  if  the  Cacti  presented  do  not  show  that  a 
contempt  has  beenjoommitted,  the  court  is  without  Jurisdiction  to  pro- 
ceed; if,  however,  the  facts  are  sufficient,  the  court  may  take  jurisdictioa, 
and  its  snbseqaent  orders  will  not  be  reviewed  for  mere  error. 

CoxmiFT.  —  PiTiTiON  voB  Chanoi  OF  VBNna  may  allege  matter  not  per  m 
contemptuousi  without  subjecting  the  petitioner  to  punishment  for  oca* 
temptL 

Infobmation  for  contempt.  The  alleged  contempt  of  which 
plaintiff  in  error  was  found  guilty  consisted  in  making  and 
filing  a  petition  for  a  change  of  venue,  in  which  it  was  stated 
that  ^'your  petitioner  fears  that  he  will  not  receive  a  fair  trial 
in  this  court,  on  account  that  the  judge  is  prejudiced  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  herein;  and  for  reason  for  said  fears  he  says 
that  at  a  prior  term  of  this  court,  when  the  above-entitled 
action  and  another  action  pending  in  this  court,  and  before 
the  judge  hereof,  wherein  the  above-named  plaintiff  was 
plaintiff  and  the  above-named  defendant  and  others,  of  which 
your  petitioner  was  one,  were  defendants,  were  about  to  be 
called  for  trial,  the  wife  of  the  judge  of  this  court  was  at  the 
residence  of  your  petitioner,  and  in  excuse  for  her  short  visit 
to  your  petitioner  herein  said,  in  substance,  and  in  presence 
of  your  petitioner  and  his  wife,  that  she  must  go  and  see  the 
judge,  and  arrange  with  him  to  have  Mrs.  Davis  (meaning 
plaintiff  herein)  to  win  her  case;  that  at  said  time,  as  peti- 
tioner was  informed,  the  judge  of  this  court  and  his  wife  were 
boarding  in  the  house  and  the  guests  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Davis. 
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Yonr  petitioner  farther  sayB  that  immediately  thereafter  he 
informed  fiis  attorneys  of  the  foregoing  facte,  and  requested 
them  to  make  an  application  for  a  change  of  venue,  but  was 
advised  by  them  to  allow  the  judge  to  try  one  of  said  causes, 
and  it  could  then  be  ascertained  whether  the  judge  was  in 
any  manner  prejudiced  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  herein.  Your 
petitioner  further  says  that  one  of  said  causes  was  tried  by 
this  court,  and  that  Mrs.  Davis  did  win  her  said  cause;  and 
your  petitioner  believes  that  from  the  rulings  of  said  court 
and  the  instructions  of  the  court  to  the  jury  in  said  cause,  this 
court  is  prejudiced  in  favor  of  plaintiff  herein.  Wherefore  he 
prays  that  the  venue  in  this  action  be  changed.'' 

Thomoi  arhd  TkomcLs^  and  Alexander  GtiUett,  for  the  plaintiff 
in  error. 

H.  M.  Hogg^  dietriet  oltomey,  and  Alvin  Harehf  aUamey^en- 
§ral^  for  the  people. 

Hatt,  J.  As  the  information  in  this  case  is  verified,  it 
may  properly  be  allowed  to  perform  the  office  of  the  affidavit 
made  necessary  by  the  statute  as  the  foundation  of  a  proceed* 
ing  for  constructive  contempt  The  record  shows  that  the 
petition  for  a  change  of  venue  was  presented  in  a  respectful 
manner;  *  that  in  fact  it  was  not  read  to  the  court,  but  was 
handed  to  the  presiding  judge  for  his  perusal;  and  that  there 
was  nothing  in  the  petition  itself  that  was  regarded,  or  that 
could  properly  have  been  regarded,  as  contemptuous.  If, 
therefore,  any  contempt  was  committed,  it  was  constructive 
rather  than  direct  This  was  determined  in  the  cause  of 
Tliomae  v.  People,  14  Col.  254. 

We  will  therefore  inquire  as  to  whether  or  not  the  facta 
alleged  in  the  verified  information  are  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
constructive  contempt  of  court  If  the  facts  charged  do  not 
Bhow  affirmatively  that  a  contempt  has  been  committed,  the 
judgment  of  the  district  court  against  the  plaintiff  in  error 
must  be  reversed. 

In  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  People^  13  Col.  837,  it  was  said: 
^  When  an  affidavit  is  presented  as  the  basis  of  a  proceeding 
for  contempt,  the  court  must,  in  the  first  instance,  examine 
the  same,  and  if  the  facts  presented  do  not  show  that  a  con- 
tempt has  been  committed,  the  court  will  be  without  jurisdic- 
tion to  proceed;  but  if  the  facts  are  sufficient,  the  court  may 
take  jurisdiction,  and  its  subsequent  orders  will  not  be  r^ 
viewed  for  mere  error.'* 
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In  the  case  at  bar,  we  must  assume  that  the  statement  aei 
forth  in  the  verified  petition  for  a  change  of  yenue  as  having 
been  made  by  the  wife  of  the  presiding  judge  was  in  fact  so 
made,  for  the  reason  that  in  the  affidavit  or  information  filed 
it  is  not  denied  that  such  language  was  used  by  her.  In  some 
jurisdictions,  when  a  change  of  venue  is  asked  on  account  of 
the  prejudice  of  the  presiding  judge,  it  is  not  necessary  to  set 
forth  in  the  petition  the  fact  or  facts  on  which  the  party  bases 
his  fears  that  he  will  not  receive  a  fair  trial  in  the  court  wherein 
the  cause  is  pending.  But  in  this  state  such  facts  must  be 
stated,  although  with  not  the  same  particularity  as  is  required 
in  cases  in  which  the  application  is  based  upon  the  alleged 
prejudice  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  county:  Hughes  y.  Ptofle^ 
5  Col.  436. 

Assuming,  then,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  that  the  wife 
of  the  presiding  judge  made  the  statement  attributed  to  her, 
plaintiff  in  error  had  the  undoubted  right  to  embody  such 
statement  in  his  petition  for  a  change  of  venue  without  sub- 
jecting himself  to  being  punished  for  contempt  The  princi- 
pal ground  relied  upon  to  sustain  the  action  of  the  court 
below  therefore  fails.  Had  it  been  charged  that  the  affidavit 
was  false  in  this  respect,  and  that  such  false  statements  were 
made  willfully  and  maliciously,  as  argued,  a  different  case 
would  have  been  presented. 

It  is  alleged,  however,  that  the  charge  contained  in  the  fol- 
lowing  language  is  false:  ''  That  at  said  time,  as  petitioner 
was  informed,  the  judge  of  this  court,  and  his  wife,  were  board- 
ing  at  the  house,  and  the  guests  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Davis."  Issue 
upon  this  statement  seems  to  have  been  taken  upon  the  time 
only,  and  does  not  deny  that  plaintiff  in  error  bad  received 
information  as  stated  in  his  affidavit.  The  judgment  cannot, 
therefore,  rest  upon  this  charge. 

The  only  remaining  matter  contained  in  said  information 
necessary  to  be  considered  is  as  follows,  to  wit:  "  That  the 
charge  contained  in  and  written  upon  said  petition  for  a 
change  of  venue  and  herein  set  out,  to  wit, '  and  your  peti- 
tioner believes  that  from  the  rulings  of  said  court,  and  the  in- 
structions of  the  court  to  the  jury  in  said  cause,  this  court  is 
prejudiced  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  herein,'  is  and  was  made 
without  any  foundation  in  fact  for  such  belief." 

On  account  of  the  rulings  and  instructions  in  the  cause 
previously  tried,  the  plaintiff  in  error  may  hays  ooncluded 
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that  the  judge  was  prejudiced  against  him,  and  yet  the 
rulings  may  have  been  correct,  and  the  instructions  proper. 

As  we  have  seen,  this  language  is  not  per  se  contemptuous, 
and  there  is  no  charge  made  in  the  information  going  to  show 
that  plaintiff's  conduct  was  not  consistent  with  his  entire  in- 
nocence of  eril  intent  We  must  therefore  conclude  that  no 
contempt  is  charged  in  the  information.  It  should  therefore 
have  been  quashed  upon  plaintifiTs  motion. 

It  is  probable  that,  if  the  district  court  had  refused  to  grant 
the  petition  for  a  change  of  the  place  of  trial  of  the  case  of 
Davis  T.  Bowman^  its  judgment  would  not  have  been  disturbed 
upon  appeaL  And  yet  we  cannot  say  from  anything  charged 
in  this  information  that  plaintiff  in  error  had  not  the  right  to 
present  his  petition  to  the  district  court,  and  obtain  its  judg-* 
ment  thereon.  We  can  readily  see  why  a  judge,  who  had  en- 
joyed a  long  and  honorable  career  upon  the  bench,  might  feel 
that  the  charge  that  he  could  be  influenced  by  the  matters  set 
forth  in  the  affidavit  was  wholly  unwarranted;  and  yet,  in  our 
opinion,  the  facts  stated  in  the  information,  if  true,  will  not 
sustain  the  judgment  for  contempt.  The  judgment  will  there- 
fore be  reversedi  and  the  cause  remanded. 

CoMmpT,  Rbuiv  bt  Pabtt  CoMvicrii>  or  —  Afpbal  ok  Writ  or 
Brrob.  —  It  may  be  f  taied  m  a  general  rale  supported  by  tbe  great  weight 
of  authority  that  so  adjadioatioo  of  eontempt  by  a  oourt  of  oempetent  jnrii* 
diction  ia  final,  and  cannot  be  reviewed  by  appeal  or  writ  of  error,  in  the 
abeenoe  d  a  statute  giriug  each  method  of  relief.  This  is  the  rale  as  estab- 
lished at  an  early  date  by  the  supreme  ooort  of  the  United  States  in  the  case 
of  Ab  parte  Keameff,  7  Wheat.  38,  and  subsequently  followed  in  MeMiehen  ▼. 
Perim,  20  How.  138,  ^et^  OrUan»  ▼.  Suamthip  Company,  20  Wall.  387,  and 
lately  affirmed  in  Hayu  v.  Fiteher,  102  U.  S.  121.  The  decisions  of  a  number 
of  the  state  conrts  are  to  the  same  effect.  Among  them  are  Tyler  v.  Ifamtntrt- 
ley,  44  Coui.  893;  26  Am.  Rep.  471;  Stale  v.  Woodfin,  5  Ired.  199;  42  Am.  Deu. 
161;  VUae  v.  Bwrttm,  27  Vl  66;  ifo  potrte  aummere,  6  Ired.  149;  State  ▼•  Thir* 
wumd,  87  Tex.  840;  Teller  ▼.  People,  7  CoL  451;  PhUUpe  r.  Welch,  12  Not. 
168;  Tyler  ▼.  ComioUy,  66  OaL  28;  Satu^ez  ▼.  Newman^  70  CaL  210;  Larrabee 
T. Sellfy,  62  GaL  506;  WyaUw.  Maaee,  3  Ala.  94;  JScuton ▼.  State,  39  Ala.  551;  87 
Am.  Dec.  49;  Coeeari  ▼.  State,  14  Ark.  538;  Bunch  ▼.  State,  14  Ark.  644;  Ker* 
notOeY.  Camm^  26  Ind.  362;  Hunter  ▼.  State,  6  Ind.  423;  Lockwood  ▼.  State^  1  Ind. 
161;  Waiem  ▼.  WUUame,  86  Miss.  831;  Shattuds  ▼.  State,  61  Miss.  60;  24  Am. 
B^.  624;  PMBpt  t.  Welch,  11  Ner.  187;  State  w.  QoUomay,  6  Gold.  826;  98 
Am.  Dec  404;  IkparU  Martin^  5  Yerg.  149;  In  rt  Cooper^  82  Vt  253;  StaU 
▼•  roi0l^  42  N.  H.  640;  ^/byd  ▼.  ^taie,  7  Tex.  215;  Oram  r.  State,  U  Tex.  I2i 
Oam§  T.  Sta^  26  Toz.  881;  Stake  t.  mee,  10  Wia.  101|  DmJkm  t.  SMe,  6 
lovn,  246. 

As  illttstmtioBa  of  tbe  mle  it  may  be  stated  that  an  sppeal  will  not  lis  frooi 
•ft  ofdsr  of  the  probata  court  imprisoning  an  administntMr  for  ooo  tempt  Ia 
AIL  8fc  Bar..  ToL.  xzn.— 21 
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refasing  io  obey  a  peremptory  mandate  to  file  an  aeconnt  within  a  Mrtam 
time:  SUxUr.  Judge  Pariah  Oourt,  31  La.  Ann.  116. 

Where  a  witness  is  oommitted  nntil  he  shall  answer  oertain  qnestiona,  and 
he  fnbseqaently  parges  himself  of  the  contempt  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
court,  but  is  remanded,  an  appeal  will  not  lie:  Jordan  ▼.  State,  14  Tez.  436. 
43o  a  criminal  contempt  is  a  specific,  substantive,  and  distinct  criminal  offense, 
and  judgment  of  conviction,  if  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  inferior  conrt,  is 
final  and  conclusive:  PhiUtpa  ▼.  Welch,  12  Nev.  158.  And  a  judgment  <tf  a 
court  of  record  imposing  a  punishment  for  contempt,  declared  by  the  record 
to  have  been  committed  in  open  court,  cannot  be  revised  either  by  appeal  or 
hy  certiorari:  Stale  ▼.  Woodjin,  6  Ired.  109;  42  Am.  Dec.  161;  State  ▼.  ifbH,  4 
Jones,  449.  An  appeal  does  not  lie  from  a  judgment  imposing  a  penalty  for 
contempt  committed  in  the  presence  of  the  court,  or  so  near  as  to  interfere 
with  its  business:  In  re  Daves,  81  N.  0.  72. 

In  some  jurisdictions,  judgments  for  contempt  may  be  reviewed  on  error 
in  the  supreme  court  in  the  same  manner  as  in  other  criminal  cases:  Oandff 
▼.  State,  13  Keb.  445;  Cooper  ▼.  People,  13  CoL  337,  373;  Beck  r.  State,  72  Ind. 
250;  Ruhl  ▼.  Huhl,  24  W.  Va  279;  Myere  ▼.  State,  46  Ohio  St  473;  16  Adl 
St  Rep.  638;  In  re  Deaton,  105  N.  0.  59;  In  re  Cheeseman,  49  N.  J.  L.  115; 
60  Am.  Rep.  596. 

Exceptions  may  be  taken  on  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  when  it  is  dis- 
tinctly raised  and  passed  upon  as  matter  of  Law:  Androscoggin  etc  R,  R> 
Co.  ▼.  Androscoggin  R,  R,  Co.,  49  Me.  392;  Snowman  ▼.  Harford,  67  Me, 
397;  State  ▼.  Miller,  23  W.  Va  801.  When  the  question  of  contempt  is  tried 
npon  an  issue  of  law  tendered  by  the  party  moving  in  the  proceeding,  and  de- 
cided upon  that  issue,  a  writ  of  error  may  be  brought:  Tyler  ▼.  HamtMrsley, 
44  Coun.  393;  26  Am.  Rep.  471.  An  order  of  court  adjudging  a  person 
guilty  of  contempt,  and  imposing  a  fine  and  costs  for  violating  an  injanction 
is  a  final  order,  and  therefore  appealable:  Romeyn  ▼.  CapUs,  17  Mich.  449; 
People  ▼.  Simoneon,  9  Mich.  492.  So  an  order  adjudging  a  defendant  in  aa 
action  for  divorce  guilty  of  contempt  for  the  non-payment  of  alimony  is  a 
final  order,  and  appealable:  Haines  ▼.  Haines,  35  Mich.  138.  Bat  pending  an 
appeal  in  such  case  the  court  below  may  make  a  farther  order  for  the  pay« 
ment  of  alimony  upon  a  refusal  to  pay  such  alimony  as  has  accrued  since  the 
appeal  was  taken:  Ross  v,  Oriffin,  53  Mich.  5. 

In  the  states  in  which  judgments  convicting  and  punishing  parties  for 
contempt  are  reviewable,  decisions  of  the  following  purport  have  been  madet 
Fraud  in  disposing  of  a  trust  fnnd  cannot  be  punished  by  judgment  for 
contempt  in  not  oI>eying  an  order  to  pay  it  over  to  a  receiver.  The  oon* 
tempt  proceedinj^s  can  only  extend  to  punishment  for  contumaciously  refus- 
ing to  obey  the  order,  and  an  order  in  such  proceeding  directing  the  defendant 
to  be  imprisoned  until  the  payment  of  the  money  is  an  appealable  order: 
Register  v.  State,  8  Minn.  214;  23  Am.  Dec  499.  Final  orders  punishing  a 
party  in  remedial  proceedings  for  contempt,  such  as  orders  imposing  a  fine 
in  the  nature  of  an  indemnity  to  a  party  suffering  injury  by  reason  of  the 
alleged  contempt,  are  appealable:  In  re  Daves,  81  N.  0.  72;  BrinkUy  v. 
SHMey,  47  K.  T.  40;  Witter  ▼.  Lyon,  34  Wis.  564;  McGredie  ▼.  Senixyr,  4 
Paige,  378;  Handhausen  y.  United  States  Marine  etc,  Ins.  Co.,  5  Heisk.  702. 
The  rule  is  often  applied  in  cases  of  violations  of  injunctions:  People  v.  Sturte» 
vant,  9  N.  T.  363;  59  Am.  Dec.  536;  People  v.  SpatUding,  10  Paige,  284;  7  Hill, 
301;  Watrous  v.  Kearney,  79  N.  Y.  496;  PeopU  v.  Dwyer,  90  N.  Y.  402.  So  final 
orders  and  judgments  in  contempt  proceedings  in  criminal  cases  are  some- 
times appealable:  W/iittem  ▼.  StaU,  36  Ind.  196;  Ex  parU  Wrighi,  66  Ind.  504; 
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BkXkg  ▼•  CbmmoRwralA^  f  J.  X  Ifanili.  67Ss  Tmwer  ▼.  (hmmamMM^  t 
Met  (Ky.)  619;  HmManuem  ▼.  Inmramet  Co.,  6  Heisk.  702;  &  TparU  RMbuM, 
63  N.  a  809;  /a  f«  Walker^  82  N.  a  95;  SUde  ▼.  Hu^  4  StroK  822.  An 
^peftl  will  li«  from  a  jadgmant  imponog  a  fine  npon  a  person  for  contempt 
m  aiding  to  obetmct  the  ezecntion  of  a  decree:  WdU  v.  CommomceoAA,  21 
Gratt.  600;  and  a  proceeding  for  contempt  in  disobeying  an  injunction  is  in 
the  natore  of  a  criminal  proceeding,  and  can  generally  be  reviewed  by  writ 
of  error:  AoKimore  cle.  J2L  J2L  C^  ▼.  WheeSna,  13  Qratt.  4a  Where  the  coats 
in  a  case  are  ordered  taxed  against  counsel  as  punishment  for  a  contempt  for 
tuof^dg^ac^  occurring  in  another  court  at  a  previous  time,  an  appeal  may  be 
taken:  Sx  parte  RobbinSt  03  N.  G.  909;  and  where,  at  the  instance  of  a  party 
litigant^  Judgment  of  imprisonment  is  rendered  against  the  adverse  party  for 
eootempt  in  willfully  disobeying  an  order  of  conrti  the  latter  is  entitled  ta 
an  appeal:  Chromartie  v.  Commissionera,  85  N.  0.  211. 

The  conclusion  is  sometimes  announced  that  an  order  relative  to  the  pun* 
ishment  of  a  party  for  contempt  is  final,  and  not  reviewable  on  appeal  or  by 
writ  of  error,  unless  a  clear  abuse  of  discretion  is  shown:  Howard  v.  IHh 
ranek  36  Oa.  346;  91  Am.  Dea  767;  Hainet  t.  Haines,  35  Mich.  188.  The  ex* 
t«nt  of  punishment  inflicted  is  among  these  matters  of  discretion:  People  v. 
Stm-tevant^  9  N.  Y.  263;  59  Am.  Dea  536.  The  general  tendency  of  the 
eoorts  seems  to  be  to  limit  the  scope  of  investigation  upon  appeal  to  a  re- 
▼lew  of  errors  of  law  only,  and  especially  to  a  consideration  of  the  question 
€>f  jurisdiction,  or  power  of  the  court  below  to  inflict  the  punishment.  Thus 
cm  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  court  committing  a  party  for  contempt  for 
violating  an  injunction,  the  only  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  or  not 
the  court  had  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  injunction.  The  question  of  whether 
or  not  the  decision  of  the  court  in  grauting  it  was  right  or  wrong  is  not  open 
to  consideration:  Peopler.  SturtevwU,  9  N.  T.  2G3;  69  Am.  Dea  636.  The 
question  upon  the  hearing  of  a  contempt  is  of  fact  merely,  to  be  determined 
on  all  tha  evidence  by  the  lower  court,  and  the  court  on  appeal  will  not  dis- 
turb such  determination,  except  for  errors  of  law  or  want  of  jurisdiction  ap* 
pearing  upon  the  record:  State  v.  McKinnon,  8  Or.  487.  An  order  punishing 
for  contempt  in  violating  an  injunction  can  only  be  reviewed  upon  the  merits, 
or  for  error  on  appeal  from  the  order,  and  it  is  within  the  discretion  of  the 
lower  court  to  open  or  vacate  such  order  on  motion,  and  the  exercise  of  this 
discretion  is  not  subject  to  review  on  appeal:  Watroite  v.  Kearney,  79  N.  T« 
496. 

On  appeal  from  an  order  pnnbhing  for  contempt,  tha  question  of  the  ad- 
visability of  the  court's  action  cannot  ba  considered.  The  only  qaestion 
open  to  review  is  that  of  power,  and  whether  or  not  tha  act  or  word  pun* 
iahed  is  in  fact  a  contempt:  7a  re  Prwr,  18  Kan.  72;  26  Am.  Rep.  747.  On 
appeal  from  an  order  committing  a  party  for  contempt  for  refusing  to  obey 
a  prior  order  requiring  him  to  hand  over  certain  property  to  a  receiver,  error 
in  such  prior  order  cannot  be  considered.  The  only  question  open  to  consid* 
oration  1%  whether  or  not  the  court  had  jurisdiction  to  make  such  prior 
order.  It  is  immaterial,  as  far  as  condemnation  is  concerned,  whether  or 
not  such  order  was  made  on  sufficient  proof:  Tolman  v.  Jonee^  114  111.  147. 
On  a  review  of  proceedings  to  punish  an  executor  for  contempt  in  neglecting 
to  obey  a  surrogate's  decree  ordering  the  payment  of  money  in  his  hands  as 
oxaontor,  the  investigation  may  properly  be  limited  to  the  questions  of  ser* 
Tica  of  the  decree  and  the  neglect  constituting  its  violation:  In  re  Snyder,  103 
K.  T.  178.  On  appeal,  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  rsversa  the  order  of 
tb4  lower  court  for  commitment  and  imprisonment  as  a  punishment  for  con* 
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tempi  Itit  eoart  will  not  retry  tli«  question  of  eontempt  et  bo  eontempt^ 
Mid  has  no  Jnriadiotion  for  that  porpoae;  but  it  may  renae  and  oorreot  er- 
roneonf  and  illegal  lentencei  or  jndgmente  prononnoed  in  oontompt  prooeed- 
inga:  PatUm  t.  ffanii,  15  B.  Mon.  607;  BiMep  ▼.  Commonwealth,  2  J.  J. 
Marsh.  672;  Turner  ▼.  CommonweaUh,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  619;  Dobbe  t.  SkOe^  65 
Qa.  272.  As  a  general  mle,  questions  of  fact  will  not  be  considered  oo  ap- 
peal in  contempt  proceedings,  nor  the  evidence  reviewed,  unless  set  out  in 
the  record  on  appeal:  WhiUem  r.  State,  36  Ind.  196;  Beek  w.  State,  7S  Ind. 
25a 

Some  courts  seem  to  exercise  tiie  same  jurisdiction  on  appeal  from  an  order 
in  a  oontempt  proceeding  as  that  exercised  on  appeal  in  other  oases:  HaineM 
▼.  Hahm,  85  Mioh.  138;  but  even  where  the  court  will  examine  the  oaae  da 
novo  on  appeal,  the  ease  presented  must  be  the  same  as  was  before  the  lower 
oonri    A  new  application  filed  originally  in  the  appellate  oonrt  will  not  be 
considered,  as  where  a  paper  is  filed  for  the  first  time  in  the  appellate  oonr^ 
in  which  the  appellant  alleges  that  since  the  appeal  was  taken  he  has  com- 
plied with  the  order  of  the  lower  eourt:  People  ▼•  Bergen,  53  N.  Y.  405. 
Where  the  judgment  or  order  appealed  from  in  contempt  proceedings  is  er- 
roneous in  part  and  valid  in  psrt^  the  court  of  appeal  may  affirm  the  valid 
part,  reverse  the  erroneous  part,  and  render  such  judgment  as  should  have 
been  rendered  by  the  court  below:  Hamte  v.  Hcunea,  85  Mich.  138;  Bads  r. 
Brazelton,  22  Ark.  499;  79  Am.  Deo.  88;  Middklnrook  v.  State,  43  Oonn.  257; 
21  Am.  Rep.  65a 

After  the  judgment  of  the  lower  oourt  imposing  pnnishmeDt  for  con- 
tempt  of  its  order  has  been  affirmed  by  the  appellate  oourt^  it  beoomes  final, 
and  the  inferior  court  has  no  power  to  modify  or  remit  it:  In  re  Qr^fin,  98 
N.  0.  225. 

As  to  whether  or  not  an  appeal  in  contempt  proceedings  will  act  as  a  super- 
eedeae,  it  was  decided  in  WhUtem  t.  State,  36  Ind.  196,  that  all  such  proceed* 
ings  are  criminal  in  their  nature,  and  that  the  right  of  appeal  does  not  deprive 
the  lower  oonrt  of  the  power  to  inflict  immediate  and  summary  punishment 
for  any  contempt.  The  appeal  will  not  stay  or  supersede  the  judgment.  So 
it  was  decided  in  Bunt  v.  State,  4  Strob.  322,  that  where  a  oontempt  is 
committed  in  the  presence  of  the  court,  and  the  offender  is  ordered  oommit- 
ted  to  prison  at  once,  or  a  fine  is  imposed,  with  the  requirement  of  immedi- 
ate payment^  the  sentence  may  be  executed  at  once,  and  an  appeal  will  not 
supersede  the  judgment  Still,  if  no  time  is  fixed  for  the  payment  of  the 
fine,  the  appeal,  although  not  operating  as  a  eupereedeaa,  may  be  oonsidered 
as  suspending  proceedings  until  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  and  its  final  de- 
termination, as  by  consent  of  the  lower  court.  The  later  cases^  however, 
seem  to  assert  the  contrary  doctrine.  Thus  where  a  party  is  committed  to 
jail  for  contempt,  in  refusing  to  comply  with  an  order  of  oonrt,  the  perfect- 
ing of  an  appeal  from  the  order  disobeyed  will  of  itself  suspend  all  proceed- 
ings under  tiie  order  of  commitment^  and  there  is  no  neoessi^  to  i^peal 
from  it:  People  v.  Prendergaet,  117  111.  588;  and  where  a  stayef  proceedings 
has  been  granted,  pending  an  appeal  from  an  order  adjudging  an  attorney 
guilty  of  oontempl^  and  enjoining  him  from  practicing  in  that  oonrt  until 
purged  of  the  contempt,  he  is  entitled  to  all  former  privileges  in  that  ooortt 
BM  V.  Gilbert,  40  Kan.  469. 

RxLiKf  BT  Obrtioearz.  -—In  some  states  judgments  and  sentences  for 
oontempt  may  be  reviewed  by  writ  of  eerthrari,  while  in  others  the  right  to 
this  means  of  review  is  denied.  In  the  following  cases  the  writ  has  been  si- 
lowed  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  tho  proceedings  of  the  lower  tfoort  before 
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fte  appdlAto  eoart  for  nriew:  ffarrUcm  r,  Siaie,  85  Ark.  458;  Dunham  ▼. 
AMi^  e  Iowa,  S45;  5fo<e  t.  Mfer$,  44  Iowa,  680;  Hummeir$  Case,  9  Watt% 
416;  OomnumweaUh  t.  Jiewion,  1  Grant  Oml  463;  ^Ttala  t.  /lof^ef,  82  La. 
Ana.  1256;  SUUe  t.  Judge,  40  La.  Ann.  434;  Young  t.  Osimoii,  2  Utah,  660; 
PeopU  T.  JTetfy,  24  K.  Y.  74. 

For  the  purpose  of  renew  by  eerthrari,  the  prooeedinga  for  eontempt 
noit  be  deemed  to  have  been  terminated  by  the  entry  of  the  final  order  oon* 
vietiag  the  relator  of  contempt,  and  sentenciog  him  to  pay  a  fine  and  be  im« 
priaooed,  and  it  ia  error  to  quash  the  writ  on  the  gronnd  that  the  proceedings 
were  not  terminated,  as  no  writ  of  commitment  had  issued:  People  t,  Domo- 
fac,  69  How.  Pr.  417. 

The  proper  method  of  bringing  before  the  supreme  court  for  review  the 
order  of  the  lower  court  punishing  an  attorney  for  contempt  is  by  bringing 
np  the  reoord  proper  of  such  court  by  a  eertiorcari  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of 
veview:  JBx  parU  Bigge,  64  N.  C.  202. 

In  some  atatea,  certiorari  in  cases  of  contempt  is  employed  by  the  appellate 
tourt  only  to  carry  out  its  superintending  jurisdiction  over  the  action  of  the 
lower  coart^  and  the  principal  function  of  the  writ  is  to  bring  up  such  pro- 
ceedings when  in  excess  of  the  jarisdiotion  of  the  court  below,  the  wnt  only 
reaching  such  proceedings  as  are  absolutely  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 
Thus  the  inquiry  on  certiorari  must  be  confined  to  the  simple  question 
whether  or  not  the  lower  court  exceeded  its  jurisdiction  in  making  the  order 
eomplained  of:  Mtjowell  r,  Riwa,  11  Ker.  213;  PhiUipe  t.  Welch,  12  Ner.  158; 
Toung  T.  CamieN,  2  Utah,  560.     Contempt  proceedings  cannot  be  set  aside 
and  annulled  in  a  proceeding  for  certiorari,  unless  the  court  below  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  make  the  order  disobeyed:  State  ▼.  Monroe,  41  La.  Ann.  314. 
In  such  case,  the  proceedings  of  the  lower  court  will  not  be  interfered  with 
when  such  oourt  had  jurisdiction,  properly  exercised  its  judicial  power,  and 
the  disobedience  of  its  order  was  punishable  as  a  contempt.    The  supreme 
eourt  has  no  eoncern  with  the  question  whether  the  act  charged  was  or  was 
not  committed^  and  will  nut  review  the  facts  on  which  the  lower  court  acted 
la  punishing  for  contempt:  Stale  t.  Judge,  40  I^  Ann.  434.     If  a  probate 
wart  has  jurisdiction,  its  judgment  upon  the  issues  in  proceedings  for  con- 
tempt ia  final,  and  a  review  under  a  writ  of  certiorari  extends  only  to  the 
question  whether  or  not  such  court  regularly  pursued  its  authority:  Ex  parte 
Smith,  63  CaL  204.    When,  upon  a  proceeding  against  a  party  for  contempt 
the  defense  is  a  prior  adjudication  of  the  same  matter,  and  the  court  adjudges 
the  party  guilty,  such  defense  does  not  go  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts 
i^d  its  ruling  will  not  be  reviewed  on  eertioraH:  Mukr  t.  Superior  Court,  68 
OaL  861.    The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  to  adjudge  a  contempt  committed  out 
of  its  presenoe  does  not  depend  upon  the  form  of  the  affidavit  which  sets  the 
proceeding  in  motion.    When  the  order  to  show  cause  is  served,  the  defend* 
ftat  oan  appear  and  answer  the  allegations  against  him.    The  commitment 
is  not  baaed  on  the  affidavits*  but  upon  evidence  introduced  on  the  return 
day  of  the  order  to  show  cause,  and  a  finding  that  a  contempt  was  committed 
will  not  be  reviewed  on  certiorari:  Oolden  Oate  etc,  Co.  v.  Superior  Court,  65 
Cal.  187. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  writ  of  certiorari  in  cases  of  contempt  is  some- 
times made  to  effect  the  same  purpose  as  a  writ  of  error,  bringing  up  for  re- 
examinatioii  not  only  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  but  also  conferring  power 
«pon  the  appellate  court  to  reverse  or  correct  the  judgment  of  the  oourt  be- 
low for  any  errors  of  law  appearing.  This  is  the  doctrine  announced  in  Sx 
ports  Bigge,  64  N.  0.  202;  CommonvfeaUhr,  Newton,  I  Grant  Cas.  453;  Du»» 
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ham  T.  State,  6  Iowa,  245.  It  htm  been  deoided  thai  the  lapreme  oonrl  mftj 
rerene  the  judgment  of  the  coort  below  in  proceedings  for  contempt^  wfaers 
by  writ  of  certiorari  a  dear  abnae  of  discretion  Is  shown;  Harri$on  ▼•  8tai^ 
86  Ark.  458. 

The  refusal  of  a  witness  to  answer  proper  questions  before  a  grand  Jnry 
Is  punishable  as  a  contempt  committed  in  a  proceeding  upon  an  indict- 
ment, and  the  appellate  court  before  which  the  propriety  of  a  commitment 
for  contempt  in  refusing  to  answer  questions  before  a  grand  jury  is  brought 
by  certiorari  is  bonnd  to  discharge  the  party  convicted,  when  the  act  charged 
as  contumacious  is  necessarily  innocent  and  justifiable,  or  where  it  la  tha 
mere  assertion  of  a  constitutional  right:  PeopU  ▼.  KeUy,  24  K.  Y*  74. 

Relief  bt  Habsas  Cobpus.  —  A  writ  of  habeas  eorptia  Is  a  collateral 
remedy;  and  as  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  upon  a 
matter  within  its  jurisdiction  cannot  be  collaterally  impeached,  it  naturally 
follows  that  in  contempt  proceedings,  no  question  of  jurisdiction  being  raised 
or  inTolved,  a  conviction  or  commitment  for  contempt  cannot  be  reviewed  by 
means  of  this  writ.  It  is  consequently  settled  by  an  overwhelming  weight 
of  authority  that  where  a  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  of  the  subject-matter  out  of  which  the  alleged  contempt  arises, 
he  is  not  entitled  to  relief  by  means  of  this  writ.  It  cannot  be  employed  to 
bring  up  for  review  any  of  the  facts  of  the  case  or  errors  of  law  committed 
at  the  trial 

The  rule  in  contempt  proceedings  is,  that  the  functions  of  the  writ  of 
habeas  eorjnu,  when  the  parfcy  who  has  appealed  to  its  aid  is  in  custody 
under  process,  do  not  extend  beyond  an  inquiry  into  the  jurisdiction  of  tha 
court  by  which  the  commitment  for  contempt  was  issued,  and  the  validity  of 
the  process  upon  its  face:  Ex  parte  (John,  65  CaL  193;  Ex  parte  Perkins,  18 
Cal  60;  Ex  parte  MeCuUougli,  35  Cal.  97;  Ex  parte  Kearney,  7  Wheat  38; 
Ex  parte  Maulsby,  13  Md.  625;  People  v.  Pirfenbrink,  96  III  68;  Ex  parte 
Adams,  25  Miss.  883;  ShaUuek  v.  State,  51  Miss.  50;  24  Am.  Rep.  624;  Em 
parte  Stemes,  Tl  CaL  156;  11  Am.  St  Rep.  251;  Bickley  v.  CommonweaUh^ 
2  J.  J.  Marsh.  575;  RM  ▼.  McDonald,  29  [owa,  330;  4  Am.  Rep.  211;  7ii 
re  Perry,  30  Wis.  268;  State  v.  Fagin,  28  La.  Ann.  887;  In  re  Wood,  30  La. 
Ann.  672;  Ex  parte  Sam,  51  Ala.  34;  Bumham  ▼.  Morrissey,  14  Gray,  226;  74 
Am.  Dea  676;  Ex  parte  Wimherly,  57  Miss.  4.37;  Ex  parU  Ooodin,  67  Mo. 
637;  Ex  parte  Winston,  9  Nev.  71;  PhiWpsr,  Welch,  12  Nev.  168;  Stater. 
Towle,  42  N.  H.  540;  People  v.  Jacobs,  66  N.  Y.  8;  In  re  Stokes,  5  S.  G.  71; 
State  V.  Oalloway,  5  Cold.  326;  98  Am.  Dec.  404;  Joi-dan  t.  State,  14  Tex. 
436;  Holman  v.  Mayor,  84  Tex.  668;  Vilas  v.  Burton,  27  Vt  61;  In  re  WiU 
liamson,  26  Pa.  St  9;  67  Am.  Dec.  374;  In  re  Cooper,  32  Vt  253. 

In  Ex  parU  Reed,  100  U.  S.  13,  23,  the  court  said:  *' A  writ  of  haheasear^ 
pus  cannot  be  made  to  perform  the  function  of  a  writ  of  error.  To  warrant 
the  discharge  of  the  petitioner,  the  sentence  under  which  he  is  held  must 
be  not  merely  erroneous  and  voidable,  but  absolutely  void.  As  was  stated 
before,  the  court  can  only  examine  two  questions  on  habeas  corpus  in  casea 
of  commitment  for  contempt;  and  these  are,  —  1.  As  to  the  jurisdiction; 
and  2.  As  to  the  form  of  commitment "  In  People  v.  CasseHs,  6  Hill,  164* 
167,  the  rule  was  thus  stated:  "If  there  has  been  error,  the  remedy  is  by 
certiorari  or  writ  of  error.  When  the  return  states  the  imprisonment  to  be 
by  virtue  of  legal  process,  the  officer  may  inquire  whether  in  truth  there  be 
any  process,  and  whether  it  appears  upon  its  face  to  be  valid;  and  he  may 
also  inquire  whether  any  cause  has  arisen  since  the  execution  for  putting  an 
end  to  the  imprisonment,  as  a  pardon,  reversal  of  judgment^  payment  of  fine^ 
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■nd  the  like.    Bat  he  eaanot  rejadge  the  judgment  of  the  eommitting  ooart 
or  magifltrate."    In  this  OMe  it  was  decided  that  as  the  retnm  to  the  haibeiu 
€orpms  showed  that  the  prisoner  was  detained  under  a  commitment  for  con- 
tempt in  refusing  to  answer  questions  as  a  witness  in  a  oriminal  complaint^ 
the  officer  before  whom  the  writ  was  returnable  could  not  inquire  as  to  the 
truth  of  the  facts  adjudged  by  the  committing  magistrate,  nor  whether  the 
questions  put  to  the  witness  were  proper,  nor  whether  he  was  priyileged  from 
answiering.    The  regularity  of  a  commitment  for  contempt  in  refusing  to  pay 
alimony  will  not  be  reviewed  on  an  application  for  a  writ  of  habecu  c(>rpui,  ii 
it  waa  regular  on  its  face:  In  re  Bi$8eU,  40  Mich.  63.    Upon  an  application 
for  discharge  upon  the  writ,  by  an  executor  who  is  in  custody  under  an  order 
of  court  adjudging  him  guilty  in  refusing  to  pay  over  money  under  a  decree 
of  distribution,  if  the  court  had  jurisdiction  and  the  proceedings  are  regular 
and  valid  on  their  face,  the  prisoner  is  not  entitled  to  a  discharge:  &s  parte 
Oohn,  66  CaL  193.    The  foregoing  cases  seem  to  setfcle  the  question  that 
where  courts  are  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction,  the  writ  will  issue  from  one  to 
inquire  into  the  jurisdiction  of  the  other,  although  some  cases  take  the  ground 
that  one  court  should  not  judge  the  jurisdiction  of  another  tribunal  of  co*or« 
dinate  jurisdiction  and  dignity:  Shaltuck  v.  8taU,  61  Miss.  60;  24  Am.  Rep. 
024;  In  re  WiUianuon,  26  Pa.  St.  9;  67  Am.  Dea  374;  Sx  parU  Kearnry,  7 
Wheatb  38;  while  one  case  is  found  to  sustain  the  view  that  a  court  of  in« 
ferior  authority  may  issue  the  writ  for  the  purpose  of  considering  the  juris* 
diction  of  a  court  of  superior  jurisdiction:  Ex  parte  Jilz,  64  Mo.  206;  27  Am. 
Rep.  218.     This  case,  however,  is  undoubtedly  open  to  severe  criticism. 
When,  however,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committing  court  is  undoubted,  and 
the  commitment  is  sufficient  and  regular  in  form,  the  prisoner  must  be  re- 
manded and  the  writ  discharged:  People  v.  Sheriff,  29  Barb.  622;  In  re  Percy, 
2  Daly,  630.     Where  items  of  cost  and  expenses  are  included  in  the  fine, 
which  are  improperly  allowed,  this  is  not  an  excess  of  jurisdiction  so  as  to 
render  the  commitment  void  on  Iiabeas  corpue:  People  v.  Jaeobe,  66  N.  Y.  8. 
The  affidavits  in  support  of  an  attachment  cannot  be  inquired  into,  as  the  court 
hearing  the  habeas  corpus  cannot  inspect  or  revise  the  evidence  upon  which 
the  committing  court  acted,  to  ascertain  if  it  is  sufficient  to  sustain  the  judg- 
ment   Brrors  committed  by  the  committing  court  as  to  the  force  and  effect  of 
the  evidence  on  which  it  found  its  judgment  are  not  subject  to  revision  upon 
proceedings  under  the  writ:  State  v.  Ckdhway^  6  Cold.  326;  In  re  Smeihurtit 
2  Sand.  724.    Where  a  return  shows  a  good  cause  of  commitment,  it  is  valid, 
though  defective  in  form:  State  t.  White,  T.  U.  P.  Oharlt  136;  because  a 
party  committed  will  not  be  discharged  for  mere  irregularity  in  the  proceed- 
ings under  which  he  was  committed,  if  the  officer  had  jurisdiction:  In  re  Perry, 
80  Wia  268.    One  committed  for  contempt  in  refusing  to  serve  as  a  juror  is 
not  entitled  to  be  released  on  the  writ,  notwithstanding  the  order  of  commit- 
ment shows  upon  its  face  that  he  is  exempt  by  law  from  jury  duty,  and  has 
claimed  his  exemption:  Bx  parte  Ooodin,  67  Mo.  637.    A  husband  committed 
for  contempt  in  refusing  to  pay  alimony  is  not  entitled  to  his  discharge  on 
habeaa  corpue  on  showing  that  since  his  commitment  he  has  filed  his  petition 
in  insolvency,  and  has  obtained  a  preliminary  order  declaring  him  an  insol* 
Tent:  Sx  parte  Wileon,  73  Oal.  97. 

A  party,  committed  for  contempt  in  not  answering  questions  as  a  witness 
will  be  released  under  the  writ,  upon  abatement  of  the  action:  Bx  parte  Bowe, 
7  Oal.  175.  Or  where  commitment  is  until  appearance  before  the  grand  jury, 
the  prisoner  will  be  discharged  upon  the  writ  on  the  discharge  id  the  Jnr/t 
BxparU  MauUby,  13  Md.  626. 
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Whin  IIm  fttan  io  tb*  writ  doM  not  Aow  thai  then  lias  bMn  *  Jqd^ 
tnent  or  oanvictioii  of  ooniempt  against  the  prisoner,  he  will  b«  dischazged: 
MeparU  AdamB,  26  Miss.  883;  69  Am.  Deo.  834.  Where  the  oommitmeiit 
mentioiis  no  definite  term  of  imprisonment^  the  prisoner  wiU  be  disohai]Bod: 
In  re  Bamme^  9  R.  L  248.  Thos  where  an  ezeoator  is  ooaunitted  for  eon* 
tempt  in  failing  to  obey  an  order  of  oonrt  to  pay  a  widow  a  certain  snm  per 
month  until  he  obeys  snob  order  or  is  discharged  by  dve  oourse  of  law,  he  is 
entitled  to  be  dischaiged  on  Aoteos  corpus.*  In  re  Leach,  61  Vt.  630;  People  t. 
Pkfenbrink,  96  HI.  68.  Where  a  oonrt  commits  one  for  contempt^  and  the 
order  does  not  state  the  £aots  constituting  the  contempt^  the  decision  cannot 
be  reversed  on  habecu  oorpue;  bnt  if  the  facts  are  stated,  the  party  may  be 
released  under  the  writ^  if  snob  facts  do  not  show  a  contempt:  Bx  parte  Sum* 
mere,  6  Ired.  149. 

The  taking  of  the  deposition  of  a  party  in  a  pending  oase^  merelj  to  find 
oat  what  his  evidence  will  be^  and  to  annoy  and  oppress  him,  with  no  inten* 
tion  of  nsing  the  deposition  as  evidence,  is  an  abase  of  judioial  process,  and 
a  party  committed  by  a  notary  pablic  for  contempt  in  refusing  to  give  his 
deposition  in  such  a  case  will  be  released  on  habeae  eorpua:  In  re  Dama,  38 
Kan.  408.  In  case  of  a  prisoner  charged  with  contempt  in  refusing  to  an* 
■wer  questions  asked  by  a  notary  in  taking  a  deposition,  and  brought  up 
ttader  the  writ,  there  is  no  presumption  of  jurisdiction  in  favor  of  the  notary, 
and  no  adjudication  of  jurisdictional  facts  which  the  court  must  respect;  but 
it  must  examine  whether  the  commitment  is  within  the  meanuig  and  spirit 
as  well  as  within  the  letter  of  the  law.  A  notary  has  no  arbitrary  power  to 
oompel  a  witness  to  answer  incompetent^  irrelevant^  and  inadmissible  ques- 
tions asked  merely  for  discovery,  and  a  refusal  to  answer  such  questions  is 
not  a  ooDtempt.  A  notary  can  commit  for  contempt  only  when  he  has  ezer* 
eised  his  functions  formally  and  substantially  as  contemplated  by  the  statute; 
otherwise  one  committed  for  contempt  by  him  is  entitled  to  be  released  on 
kabeoM  corpue:  B»  parte  Krieger,  7  Mo.  App.  367. 

In  several  cases  the  national  courts  have  laid  down  the  law  to  be,  that 
where  it  appears  by  the  return  to  a  writ  issued  by  a  state  court  that  the 
petitioner  is  held  by  authority,  or  color  of  authority,  from  the  United  States, 
the  state  tribunal  or  officer  issuing  the  writ  cannot  proceed  further,  bnt  must 
remand  the  prisoner.  The  question  whether  or  not  such  authority  is  valid 
cannot  be  examined  by  the  state  courts  as  this  question  is  within  the  exdu- 
■ive  jurisdiction  of  the  national  courts:  In  re  Farrand,  1  Abb.  140;  Abieman 
r.  Booth,  21  How.  606;  UnUed  States  v.  Booth,  21  How.  606;  In  re  Tarbb,  13 
Wall  397;  Shs  parU  SmUh,  3  Mclican,  129. 

In  a  recent  case  of  interstate  extradition,  however,  the  facts  were^  that 
one  Bobb,  the  agent  of  the  state  of  Oregon  held  the  prisoner  under  anest 
in  obedience  to  a  requisition  from  the  governor  of  that  state  upon  the  gov* 
emor  of  Oalifomia.  A  state  court  of  the  latter  state  ordered  him  to  appear 
with  his  prisoner  on  habeae  corpue,  and  show  upon  what  grounds  he  held  him. 
He  claimed  by  his  return  to  the  writ  that  he  held  the  prisoner  by  force  of  the 
United  States  constitution,  and  therefore  was  not  answerable  to  the  jurisdio- 
tiou  of  the  state  court,  and  hence  refused  to  obey  the  writ.  He  was  committed 
for  contempt,  and  the  state  supreme  court  sffirmed  the  judgment.  On  error 
to  the  United  States  circuit  court  it  was  decided,  upon  the  authorities  above 
cited,  that  the  committal  was  unauthorised  and  void:  See  In  re  Bobb,  19  Fed. 
Bep.  26;  but  on  error  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  from  tht 
Judgment  of  the  state  court  committing  Robb  for  contempt,  that  Judgment 
was  sustained,  and  the  decision  of  the  circuit  court  overruled.    The  snprems 
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of  the  United  fltstes,  after  dutingaishing  the  eesee  cited,  decided  that 
wm  agent  appointed  by  a  state  in  which  a  fngitire  from  jnatiee  ataads  charged 
vitfa  crime,  to  receive  htm  f rAm  the  state  by  which  he  ia  surrendered,  is  not 
aa  oflker  of  the  United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the  former  decisions  ol 
that  OOTurt;  that  the  national  oonrta  are  not  invested  with  exdnsiTC  Joris- 
diotioa  to  issne  writs  of  habeaa  corpus  in  proceedings  for  the  arrest  of  fngi* 
tima  from  justice,  and  their  delivery  to  the  anthorities  of  the  state  in  which 
they  stand  charged  with  crime;  and  that,  subject  to  the  exclnsive  jnrisdio- 
tion  of  the  federal  courts  to  determine  whether  or  not  persons  held  in  cus- 
tody by  authority  of  such  courts,  or  by  federal  officers  acting  under  federal 
laws,  are  so  held  in  conformity  to  law,  the  states  have  the  right,  by  their 
Jndielal  tribunals,  to  inquire  into  the  grounds  upon  which  any  person  within 
their  limits  is  restrained  of  his  liberty,  and  to  discharge  him  when  it  la  at* 
•ertained  that  his  restraint  is  illegal,  notwithstanding  such  illegality  may 
arise  from  a  violation  of  the  federal  constitution  or  laws:  BM  v.  dmnofly, 
111  U.  &  624. 

Othxb  Msavs  Of  RxLixr.  —  An  injunction  will  not  He  to  prevent  the 
carrying  out  of  a  Judgment  for  contempt;  Sanden  v.  Metcatf,  1  Tenn.  419. 
Nor  will  writs  of  mandanna  or  prohibition  be  issued,  as  a  general  rule,  to  a 
court  of  general  jurisdiction,  on  the  petition  of  a  person  committed  for  con* 
tempt  of  that  court.  Habeas  corpus  or  certUiraH  is  the  proper  remedy:  Rjb 
parte  Stickney,  40  Ala.  160;  Ex  parte  Biggs,  64  N.  C  202;  People  v.  Turner,  1 
GaL  152.  The  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  has  decided,  however, 
that  mandamus  may  be  issued  by  that  court  to  an  inferior  court  to  restore  an 
attorney  at  law  disbarred  by  the  latter  court  when  it  had  no  jurisdiction  in 
the  matter,  for  a  contempt  committed  by  him  before  another  court:  Mx  parte 
Sradity,  7  Wall  364. 

One  committed  for  contempt  by  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  has  no 
right  of  action  for  trespass  for  the  imprisonment  against  the  judge  thereof* 
even  though  he  was  acting  in  excess  of  his  jurisdiction  and  actuated  by  ma* 
lieious  motives,  and  the  prisoner  has  been  released  by  habeas  corpus  or  other- 
wise. This  doctrine  is  maintained  under  the  rule  that  superior  courts  of 
general  jurisdiction  are  not  liable  to  answer  personally  for  acts  done  by  them 
in  a  judicial  capacity,  or  for  errors  of  judgment:  Tates  v.  Lanring,  6  Johns. 
282;  Lange  v.  Benedict,  73  K.  Y.  12;  29  Am.  Rep.  80;  Bradley  v.  Fisher,  IS 
WaLL  885.  Where,  however,  a  court  acts  without  any  jurisdictioa  at  all, 
the  Judge  thereof  may  be  hdd  liable  in  a  civil  action  for  false  imprisonment. 
Thus  a  judge  of  aa  inferior  court,  acting  in  a  case  of  which  he  has  no  juris* 
diction,  or  exceeding  his  jurisdiction,  in  committing  a  party  for  contempt  is 
liable  in  damages  to  the  party  imprisoned:  Fiper  v.  Pearson,  2  Gray,  120;  61 
Am.  Dec.  438;  Clarke  v.  May,  S  Gray,  410;  61  Am.  Dec.  470;  Newton  v. 
LoekUn,  Tt  IlL  103.  The  same  rule  applies  to  a  notary  who  commits  a  wit- 
ness for  contempt  while  taking  a  deposition:  Jb  parte  Kreiger,  7  Mo.  App. 
367.  An  officer  does  not^  however,  by  executing  a  process  of  eommitment 
issued  without  Jurisdiction,  subject  himself  to  an  action  for  false  imprison* 
ment,  unless  want  of  jurisdiction  appears  on  the  face  of  the  process:  Olarbe 
T.  May,  2  Gray,  410;  61  Am.  Dec  470;  Hallock  v.  Dominy,  09  K.  Y.  Sa8| 
Anderson  v.  Dwm,  6  Wheat.  204. 

A  person  imprisoned  for  contempt  must  be  released  under  a  pardon  granted 
by  the  pardoning  power:  State  v.  Sawdnei,  24  La.  Ann.  119;  IS  Am.  Rep. 
115;  Oe  parte  MuUee,  7  Blatchf.  24. 

In  cases  of  criminal  contempts,  where  fine  or  imprisonment  is  imposed 
merely  as  punishment^  the  oontemnor  may,  by  promptly  submitting  himself 
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have  been  several  times  cited  and  approved  by  tbia  conrt.    It 
is  not  necessary  to  restate  the  doctrine  therein  announced. 

Counsel  for  appellants  in  the  court  below  undertook  to  avoid 
the  force  and  effect  of  these  decisions  by  the  offer  of  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  permitted  her  husband| 
Thomas  McGerr,  to  deal  with  the  property  in  controversy  as 
his  own,  and  so  to  obtain  credit  upon  it.  They  also  requested 
the  court  to  charge  the  jury  to  the  effect  that  even  if  the  prop- 
erty in  controversy  was  the  separate  property  of  the  wife,  she 
could  not  recover  damages  for  its  conversion  if  she  had  allowed 
it  to  be  used  by  her  husband  as  a  means  of  obtaining  credit 
for  the  goods  for  the  price  of  which  it  was  seized  and  sold. 
This  instruction  was  refused. 

Much  reliance  is  placed  upon  the  following  paragraph  from 
the  opinion  in  Coon  v.  Rigden^  4  Col.  275:  — 

''  Should  the  wife  permit  the  husband  to  deal  with  and  sell 
her  separate  property  as  his  own,  or  obtain  credit  upon  it  as 
his  own,  undoubtedly  this  would  be  a  fraud  against  which 
courts  would  extend  their  protection.'* 

Unquestionably,  a  married  woman  may,  by  her  own  volun« 
tary  conduct,  forfeit  protection  to  her  separate  estate.  Being 
sut  jurUj  she  is  responsible  for  her  own  fraudulent  acts,  as 
well  as  subject  to  the  law  of  estoppel:  Colorado  etc.  R^y  Co.  ▼• 
AUetif  18  Col.  229.  Some  of  the  instructions  prayed  by  de- 
fendants, and  refused  by  the  court,  undoubtedly  state  correct 
propositions  of  law  relating  to  such  conduct  But  the  evi* 
dence  tending  to  show  that  Mrs.  McGlerr  permitted  her  has* 
band  to  deal  with  the  property  in  controversy  as  his  own  was 
not  very  strong,  though  probably  sufficient  to  make  it  incum- 
bent  upon  the  court  to  give  the  instructions  prayed  upon  that 
theory,  if  the  issues  in  the  case  had  been  properly  framed  for 
that  purpose. 

The  foregoing  quotation  from  Coon  v.  Rigden^  4  Col.  276, 
indicates  that  the  acts  of  a  wife  which  would  cause  her  prop- 
erty to  become  liable  for  the  debts  of  her  husband  must  be 
such  as  would  amount  to  a  fraud,  and  thus  estop  her  from 
asserting  her  title.  *'  The  ground  of  an  estoppel  by  conduct 
commonly  is  fraud,"  says  Mr.  Bigelow,  at  page  686  of  his  work 
on  that  subject  It  is  a  general  rule  that  matters  constituting 
fraud  must  be  specially  pleaded,  in  order  to  be  available  as  a 
defense. 

As  this  difficulty  in  the  case  had  not  been  noticed  by  ooun* 
•el  in  their  original  printed  briefs,  nor  in  the  oral  argument 
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before  the  ooart  upon  the  rehearing,  we  requested  oonneel  to 
present  additional  briefe,  which  thej  have  done,  npon  the  fol- 
lowing qnestion:  **  Were  defendants  below  entitled  to  have  the 
jury  instructed  npon  the  theory  that  the  property  in  contro- 
versy had  become  subject  to  the  debts  of  Thomas  McQerr  by 
reason  of  plaintiff's  supposed  fraudulent  conduct  in  respect 
thereto,  without  setting  forth  in  their  answer  any  defense  of 
that  character?'* 

Counsel  for  appellants  now  contend  that  it  is  unnecessary 
to  plead  specially  those  matters  which  amount  to  an  estoppel 
in  pais;  that  such  matters  may  be  given  in  evidence  under 
the  general  issue;  and  that  inasmuch  as  there  was  some  evi« 
dence  tending  to  show  that  plaintiff  permitted  her  husband  to 
deal  with  the  property  as  his  own,  the  question  whether  such 
evidence  was  sufficient  to  estop  plaintiff  from  asserting  her 
titie  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury.  This  view  is 
supported  by  respectable  common-law  authorities:  Bigelow  on 
Estoppel,  669;  Weliand  Canal  Co.  v.  Hathaway,  8  Wend.  480; 
24  Am.  Dec.  61.  But  whatever  may  be  the  weight  of  com« 
mon*]aw  precedents  upon  this  subject,  reason,  logic,  and  the 
general  current  of  authority  in  the  code  states  concur  in  the 
rule  that  estoppels  must  be  specially  pleaded,  and  this  rule  in- 
cludes estoppels  in  pais,  as  by  fraudulent  conduct  and  the  like. 

Section  56  of  the  code  of  Colorado  provides:  ''The  answer  of 
the  defendant  shall  contain, —  1.  A  general  or  specific  denial/* 
etc.;  ^^2.  A  statement  of  any  new  matter  constituting  a  de* 
fense,"  etc. 

Commenting  upon  this  section  of  the  code,  Dr.  Bliss,  in  his 
excellent  work  on  code  pleading,  section  329,  says:  ''  Fraud  as 
a  defense  is  sustained  by  affirmative  facts  which  do  not  con- 
tradict, but  avoid  the  legal  effect  of,  the  facts  stated  by  the 
plaintiff." 

Again,  at  section  880,  it  is  said:  "Keeping  in  view  the 
logical  rule  that  the  new  facts  which  may  be  proved  under  a 
denial  are  those  which  show  that  the  plaintiff's  statements 
are  untrue,  also  that  facts  which  are  consistent  with  their 
truth,  but  show  that  he  has  no  cause  of  action,  are  new  mat- 
ter to  be  pleaded,  we  can  seldom  be  deceived  as  to  what  may 

and  may  not  be  thus  proved It  is  held  in  most  of  the 

states  that  facts  showing  fraud  as  a  defense,  especially  in  ao- 
quiring  title  to  the  property  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  which 
title  would  be  good  but  for  the  fraud,  are  new  matteri  to  be 
specially  pleaded.'' 
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Again,  at  seotion  339,  it  is  said:  *^  A  Btatement  of  new  mat- 
ter  constituting  a  defense  is  but  a  statement  of  facts  which  do 
not  appear  in  the  plaintiff's  pleading,  and  which  show  that, 
notwithstanding  the  facts  stated  by  him,  he  suffers  no  wrong.** 

Again,  in  section  364,  the  same  author  adds:  '' Matter  of 
estoppel  is  equitable  in  its  nature,  yet,  as  forbidding  a  party 
to  plead  the  truth,  it  should  be  set  out  with  more  certainty 
than  will  avail  in  ordinary  defenses."  With  this  section  the 
author  concludes  the  chapter  upon  the  defense  of  new  mat- 
ter with  the  pertinent  observation:  "It  is  unnecessary  in 
this  connection  to  attempt  to  instance  aU  the  defenses  which 
should  be  specially  pleaded.  In  treating  upon  common-law 
pleading  it  might  be  necessary,  inasmuch  as  the  cMegata  bear 
so  slight  a  relation  to  the  probata  that  the  pleader  cannot  de- 
cide, upon  principle,  what  should  be  specially  pleaded,  and 
what  is  provable  under  the  general  issue.  But  the  rules  given 
and  illustrated  in  this  and  the  last  chapter  will  not  permit  a 
careful  code  pleader  to  made  a  mistake  in  this  regard.'' 

Dr.  Pomeroy,  in  his  valuable  treatise  on  Remedies  and 
Remedial  Rights  by  the  Civil  Action,  According  to  the  Re- 
formed American  Procedure,  at  section  712,  says:  "Accord- 
ing to  the  decided  weight  of  authority,  an  estoppel  in  pais 
cannot  be  proved  under  a  general  denial,  but  is  new  matter'': 
Wood  V.  Ostramy  29  Ind.  186;  Dale  v.  TtAmer^  84  Mich.  417; 
Ramom  v.  Stanberry^  22  Iowa,  834;  Warder  v.  Baldwinj  51 
Wis.  450;  Clarke  y.  Huber,  25  Cal.  597;  Bray  v-  Marshall^  76 
Mo.  327;  Maxwell  v.  Longenecker,  89  111.  102. 

In  Birch  v.  SieppUr^  11  Col.  400,  the  answer  contained  a  de- 
fense involving  estoppel  by  conduct,  which  was  specially  and 
successfully  pleaded  against  the  assertion  of  title  to  real  es- 
tate. 

In  order  to  make  correct  application  of  the  foregoing  doc- 
trine to  the  question  before  us,  it  becomes  necessary  to  con- 
sider further  the  state  of  the  pleadings  in  the  case. 

The  complaint  is  similar  to  an  ordinary  declaration  in 
trover  at  common  law.  The  answer  denies,  —  1.  The  plain- 
tiff's ownership  or  possession  of  the  property;  2.  The  value  of 
the  property;  8.  The  wrongful  taking;  and  lastly,  pleads  the 
judgment  in  favor  of  Bullock  and  Strickler  against  Thomas 
McGrerr,  the  issuance  of  execution  thereon,  the  levy  by  the 
sheriff  upon  the  property  in  controversy  '*  as  the  property  of 
the  said  Thomas  McGlerr,''  and  further  alleges  "  that  said 
goods  or  cattle  were  at  the  time  of  the  levy  under  said  writ 
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in  the  possession  of  said  Tbomas  McGerr,  and  were  the 
property  of  said  Thomas,"  eto.  Nothing  whatever  of  fraud, 
fraudulent  conduct,  or  conduct  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  cal- 
culated to  mislead  any  one  as  to  the  title  is  in  any  manner 
alleged. 

In  this  connection,  the  case  of  Tucker  v.  Parltf  7  Col.  70,  is 
directly  in  point,  where  it  is  said:  **  Fraud  must  be  specially 
pleaded  in  an  answer  as  well  as  in  a  complaint."  The  lan- 
guage of  that  opinion  is,  in  substance,  pertinent  to  the  record 
before  us.  Neither  fraud  nor  any  other  matter  in  avoidance 
of  plaintiff's  title  is  set  up  in  the  answer;  nor  are  any  facts 
stated  in  the  answer  apprising  the  plaintiff  that  her  title  to 
the  property  in  controversy  would  be  assailed  on  the  ground 
of  fraud.  Hence  defendants  could  not  avail  themselves  of 
such  a  defense  by  evidence;  and  since  not  by  evidence,  then 
not  by  instructions  relating  to  such  evidence. 

The  evidence  tending  to  show  how  the  husband  dealt  with 
the  property,  to  the  extent  the  plaintiff  had  knowledge  thereof, 
was  admissible,  and  was  received  and  submitted  to  the  jury 
as  tending  to  elucidate  the  question  presented  by  the  plead- 
ings, to  wit:  Was  the  property  in  fact  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff?  or  was  it  the  property  of  Thomas  McGerr,  her  hus- 
band? Unless  the  evidence  reached  far  enough  to  overcome 
or  equal  plaintiff's  evidence,  based  upon  her  affirmative  alle- 
gation that  she  was  the  owner  of  the  property,  she  wap,  under 
the  pleadings,  entitled  to  a  verdict.  The  jury  evidently  con- 
ridered  that  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  upon  this  issue 
was  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff's  title. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  case  of  Benesch  v.  Waggner^ 
12  Col.  634,  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  254,  is  in  conflict  with  the  case 
of  Taeher  ▼.  Parifca,  7  Col.  70,  in  reference  to  the  necessity  of 
pleading  fraud  in  actions  like  the  case  now  before  us.  Noth- 
ing, however,  in  either  case  conflicts  with  the  principle  we 
have  found  applicable  to  such  pleadings,  and  which  may  be 
stated  thus:  Where  the  defendant's  claim  of  title  springs 
out  of  or  rests  upon  the  alleged  fraud  or  fraudulent  conduct 
of  the  plaintiff,  so  that  but  for  the  fraud  the  title  of  plaintiff 
would  be  good,  such  fraud,  being  the  source  and  foundation  of 
the  defendant's  claim,  is  essentially  new  matter,  and  must  be 
pleaded  or  it  cannot  be  proved. 

In  the  Benesch-Waggner  case,  the  plaintiff  was  the  original 
owner  of  the  property;  he  did  not  claim  ownership  on  the 
ground  of  the  fraud  of  the  opposite  party,  but  in  spite  of  it 
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Hence  It  wai  beld  that  a  general  allegation  of  owaefsbip  was 
Bufficienti  and  that  there  was  no  necessity  for  setting  forth  in 
the  complaint  the  supposed  fraudulent  matter  incidentally 
involved  in  the  controversy. 

In  the  Tucker-Parks  case,  also,  the  plaintiff  claimed  title 
by  assignment  from  the  original  owners,  and  the  allegations 
of  the  complaint  were  generaL  But  the  defendant  sheriff 
who  sought  to  justify  the  taking  of  the  property  in  execution 
against  the  original  owners,  on  the  ground  that  the  deed  of 
assignment  to  the  plaintiff  was  fraudulent,  was  not  allowed  to 
give  evidence  of  the  fraud,  for  the  reason  that  the  fraudulent 
character  of  the  deed  of  assignment  was  essential  to  the  valid* 
ity  of  his  levy,  and  so  was  new  matter,  the  existence  of  which 
he  must  both  allege  and  prove,  and  his  answer  contained  no 
charge  or  allegation  of  that  character. 

In  the  case  now  before  us,  if  the  property  in  controversy 
was  indeed  the  property  of  plaintiff,  then  the  right  of  defend* 
ants,  if  they  had  such  right,  to  levy  upon  the  same  for  het 
husband's  debts,  must  have  sprung  out  of  and  rested  upon 
fraudulent  conduct  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  in  respect  to  the 
property.  Such  fraudulent  conduct,  if  it  had  any  existence, 
was  new  matter,  essential  to  be  alleged  and  proved  by  defend* 
ants  in  order  to  sustain  their  levy.  There  being  no  issue  of 
that  character,  the  court  properly  refused  to  give  instructions 
based  upon  such  a  theory. 

The  defendants  tendered  the  issue  that  the  property  in  con* 
troversy  was  not  the  property  of  plaintiff,  but  of  her  husband. 
By  the  instructions  prayed  and  refused,  as  above  stated,  they 
sought  to  try  quite  a  different  issue,  to  wit,  that  the  property, 
though  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  had  become  subject  to  the 
debts  of  her  husband  by  reason  of  her  fraudulent  conduct. 
The  trial  court  did  not  err  in  refusing  to  allow  defendants  to 
tender  one  issue  and  recover  upon  another.  The  verdict  of 
the  jury  upon  the  issue  as  tendered  and  accepted  was  well 
sustained  by  the  evidence,  and  cannot  properly  be  disturbed. 
The  judgment  of  the  district  court  will  stand  affirmedi  for  the 
reasons  stated  in  this  opinion. 


H08BAHD  AMD  Wm— SxPARATi  PBOPXBTr « Hu8BAND*s  Dwns.  ^Th% 
I's  wparftte  property  if  not  tabjeot  to  hor  hasbanid'i  debtos  Bvam  t.  W^i^ 
lam,  74  Tez.  SSO;  15  Am.  St  Rep.  S5S,  and  note;  Siom  v.  6tom^  23  Fla. 
174}  Wtikm  T.  BaUmrrt^  26  Kel».  190;  notwitlutanding  tlio  hmband  may 
oontrol  and  manage  the  property,  and  it  is  listed  for  taxation  in  hie  name; 
Taggari  t.  Fawl9r,  86  Nek  162.    Bat  the  wile  may  expremly  bind  henelf 
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•ad  hm  property  for  her  hiulMuid'e  debte:  WeUa  r.  Foster,  84  K.  H.  S8ff| 
Famham  t.  Fox,  02  K.  H.  873;  or  by  aoqnieeoence  estop  herself  from  assert* 
i^g  bear  right  and  title  to  property  as  against  her  hosbaad's  creditors:  MeaeU 
▼.  8t4Mk%  88  Ky.  88.  The  wife  cannot  be  estopped  by  acts  of  her  husband 
done  without  her  knowledge  and  consent:  Taiflor  v,  Riley,  37  Kan.  90. 

BuTorPiL —  PuuDuro.  —  Estoppel  most  be  pleaded,  and  every  fact  neoes* 
•ary  to  create  it  most  be  alleged  with  strictest  certainty:  Oray  t.  Pmgrjf, 
17  Vt  419;  44  Am.  Doe;  345^  and  note.  One  claiming  an  estoppel  In  pait^ 
and  relying  npon  it  as  a  defense,  nmst  set  out  the  facts  constitnting  it  in  his 
answer:  McKeen  r.  NoMghton,  88  OaL  46Z  Bat  in  LUe9  t.  Addittm,  27  S.  O. 
227,  it  is  decided  that  an  estoppel  need  not  be  specially  pleaded,  especially 
as  to  a  defense  set  np  in  an  answer,  which  requires  no  reply.  In  Toume  v. 
Sparta,  23  Keb.  142,  it  is  held  that  in  an  action  of  replerin,  cTidence  of  an 
estoppel  may  be  given  as  a  defense  under  a  general  denial  without  being  spe- 
eially  pleaded. 

Fraud  ^Plbadivo.  —  Fraud  must  be  specially  pleaded:  PmipU  t.  Ao^f. 
128  IlL  9;  15  AnL  St  Rep.  90,  and  note;  and  this  rule  applies  to  fraud  set 
«p  in  an  answer  as  a  defanae:  AlbaioU  t.  BratUkam^  80  GaL  831;  13  Am.  St 
B0p.2Oa 
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FoRnoH  OoRTORATioN «  What  CoNsnnrMs  Domo  Busnms  nr  thb 
Stati.  «-  A  purchase  of  machinery  by  a  foreign  corporation  in  one  state, 
to  be  transported  and  set  up  in  another,  is  not  within  the  proTisions  of  a 
statnte  that  foreign  corporations  shall  not  do  business  within  a  state 
until  they  haTe  filed  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  certificate  designating 
their  principal  place  of  business  therein  and  an  agent  upon  whom 
process  may  be  serTed. 

FomMZOH  GoRPORAnoH  Dooro  Bubinkbb  in  thb  Statr  —No  legislative  per- 
mission  ia  necessary  to  allow  a  foreign  corporation  to  contract  for  and 
buy  madhinery  and  supplies  in  one  state  necessary  to  the  transaction  of 
its  business  in  the  state  of  its  domicile,  nor  ia  it  necessary,  in  order  to 
allow  a  foreign  oorporation  to  sell  its  wares  or  manufactures  to  the  eiti« 
asos  of  another  state.  If  in  either  esse  a  debt  ii  contracted,  it  may  be 
eoQccted  in  the  oourti  of  such  state. 

FlnuBOH  OoBFOJUTioH ^ JvBiBDionoii  IB  BvTt  AOAiNsr.— A  ioreign  oor- 
poratioii  may  buy  of  a  domestic  corporation  the  same  as  of  a  natural 
person,  and  contract  a  debt  for  the  articles  so  purchased.  Such  debt  may 
be  oollocted  in  the  state  where  contraetad,  when  the  foreign  eorporatioo 
is  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  by  proper  senrioe  of  process. 

PomnoH  OoBromATiOH  —  Pbisviiption.  —  Persons^  including  corporations, 
by  eoatraeting  debts  in  a  foreign  jurisdiction  will  be  presumed  to  have 
assented  to  its  laws  in  regard  to  the  collection  of  the  debts,  and  it  ii  not 
of  aoBtrollfaig  importance  where  or  when  the  original  contract  ont  of 
whidi  the  indebtedness  grew  was  perfected  or  became  operatiTO. 

VIOBBOM  OoBroBAnoH  —  JuRisDicrnoH  iir  Suns  AOAiiwr.  —  Where  a  eor- 
poraticn  makes  a  contract  in  a  state  other  thaa  that  in  whidi  il 
Ax.  tr.  RBP.,  Vol  XXIL^M 
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dtartered,  it  thereby  fiibmits  iteelf  to  the  jurisdictioa  of  such  foreign 
itate,  so  far  M  to  be  liable  to  auit  therein*  in  regard  to  that  contrao^ 
when  saminoned  according  to  the  laws  of  that  state. 
WoKKMV  GoBFOitiTiON  —  Sbryiob  OF  Pboobss  UPON.  —  A  Stockholder  in  a 
foreign  corporation  who  grataitonsly  transfers  his  stock  to  nnkoown 
tmsiees^  for  an  unknown  and  undefined  purpose,  remains  a  stockholder 
so  that  a  serrioe  of  process  on  a  foreign  corporation,  by  deUyery  of  the 
writ  to  a  stockholder,  when  it  has  no  agent  or  officer  within  the  stats^ 
as  provided  by  statute,  may  be  made  upon  such  corporation  by  delivery 
of  the  writ  to  hinu 

Suit  to  recover  a  balance  due  on  a  written  contract.  The 
plaintiff  is  a  domestic  corporation  doing  business  in  Denver. 
The  defendant  is  a  foreign  corporation  engaged  in  mining  in 
New  Mexico.  In  1885,  the  two  corporations  entered  into  a 
contract  by  which  plaintiff  was  to  manufacture,  furnish,  and 
set  up  for  the  defendant  in  New  Mexico  machinery  for  the  re- 
duction of  ores  for  the  sum  of  $39,260.  The  contract  was 
fully  performed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  work  accepted  by  the 
defendant.  Certain  payments  were  made  on  the  contract,  and 
a  balance  of  $11,987.97  remains  unpaid.  The  defendant  cor- 
poration has  not  complied  with  section  260,  General  Statutes  of 
Colorado,  which,  so  far  as  is  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this 
case,  reads  as  follows:  ''Foreign  corporations  shall,  before 
they  are  authorized  or  permitted  to  do  any  business  in  this 
state,  make  and  file  a  certificate,  signed  by  the  president  and 
secretary  of  such  corporation,  duly  acknowledged,  with  the 
secretary  of  state,  and  in  the  office  of  the  recorder  of  deeds  in 
the  county  in  which  such  business  is  carried  on,  designating 
the  principal  place  where  the  business  of  such  corporation  shall 
be  carried  on  in  this  state,  and  an  authorized  agent  or  agents 
in  this  state  residing  at  its  principal  place  of  business  upon 
whom  process  may  be  served."  Service  of  summons  was  made 
by  delivery  of  a  copy  to  Samuel  Alsop,  an  alleged  stockholder 
in  the  defendant  corporation.  Such  summons  and  return  of 
service  thereon  were  quashed  on  motion  in  the  court  below, 
and  plaintiff  appeals.    Other  facts  are  atated  in  the  opinion. 

Teller  and  Orahoody  for  the  appellant. 
R,  H.  Oilmoref  for  the  appellee. 

Besd,  C.  The  first  and  most  important  question  to  be  de- 
termined is,  whether  appellee  could  be  subjected  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  courts  of  this  state.  It  is  contended  that,  being 
a  foreign  corporation,  it  had  not  by  its  acts  and  dealings  in 
this  state  submitted  itself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state 
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courts,  and  that  this  cause  could  not  be  here  tried  and  deter- 
mined. There  are  two  or  three  axiomatic  principles  applicable 
io  corporations  so  well  understood  and  generally  recognised 
and  conceded  that  no  authorities  are  necessary  in  their  sup* 
port.  They  are,  —  1.  That  a  corporation  is,  in  law,  for  civil 
purposes,  deemed  a  person;  may  sue  and  be  sued,  contract 
and  be  contracted  with,  and  do  all  other  acts  which  a  natural 
person  could  do,  not  ultra  vires;  2.  Being  an  artificial  persoui 
created  by  and  deriving  all  its  powers  from  its  charter,  it  is 
local  in  its  character,  cannot  migrate,  can  only,  in  a  state  or 
country  foreign  to  that  of  its  creation,  make  such  contracts 
and  do  such  business  as  is  permitted  by  the  laws  of  the  states 
and  under  such  restrictions  as  may  be  imposed  by  its  laws. 

We  do  not  think  section  260  of  the  General  Statutes  of  this 
state  applicable  to  the  case  under  discussion,  nor  that  such  a 
construction  was  intended  or  contemplated  by  the  legislature. 
Corporations  being,  as  above  stated,  confindd  in  their  business 
operations  to  the  state  from  which  they  derive  their  existence, 
and  being  only  allowed  to  exercise  their  functions  in  a  foreign 
jurisdiction  by  the  comity  and  under  the  laws  of  that  state, 
the  intention  of  the  section  above  referred  to  Was  to  enable 
such  corporations  as  moneyed  institutions,  insurance  compa* 
nies,  and  that  class  of  corporations,  perhaps  not  to  migrate, 
but  by  means  of  agents  to  extend  their  business  and  allow 
such  agencies  to  become  domiciled  and  transact  the  business 
of  the  corporation  under  the  parent  office  and  original  charter. 
True,  in  a  limited  and  technical  sense,  almost  any  business 
transaction,  no  matter  how  trivial,  made  by  a  corporation, 
whether  in  its  own  or  an  adjacent  state, —  the  bujring  of  goods 
by  a  domestic  mercantile  corporation  in  New  York  for  the 
purpose  of  sale  and  business  here,  or  any  transaction  of  that 
kind, — may  be  deemed  the  doing  of  business  in  New  York.  A 
sale  and  delivery  of  goods  in  Wyoming  or  Nebraska  by  a  do* 
mestic  corporation  of  this  state  might  technically  be  termed 
doing  business  in  those  states;  but  such  accidental  or  inci- 
dental transactions  were  not,  in  our  view,  contemplated  by  nor 
within  the  intention  of  the  legislature  in  the  section  under 
consideration.  Nor  in  this  case  can  the  purchase  of  ma- 
chinery to  be  manufactured  here,  transported  to,  set  up,  and 
operated  in  New  Mexico,  nor  the  selling  of  ores  mined  and 
produced  in  New  Mexico  and  shipped  here  to  a  market,  be  re- 
garded as  doing  business  in  this  state  as  contemplated  in  such 
section. 
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Nor  do  we  deem  it  necesBary  that  the  acts  of  appellee  should 
be  construed  to  be  doing  business  in  this  state,  outside  of  the 
transaction  in  question,  to  render  it  in  this  case  amenable  to 
its  courts  and  subject  to  its  laws.    The  rule  is  well  settled  that 
a  corporation  of  one  state  may  exercise  its  functions  in  another, 
to  any  extent  permitted  by  the  other.    No  legislative  permis- 
sion is  necessary  to  allow  a  foreign  corporation  to  contract  for 
and  buy  machinery  or  supplies  necessary  to  the  transaction  of 
its  business,  nor  is  it  necessary,  in  order  to  allow  a  foreign  cor- 
poration to  sell  its  wares  or  manufactures  to  a  citizen  of  this 
state.    Any  corporation  may  sell  its  products  to  a  party  doing 
business,  and  if  in  the  purchase  a  debt  be  contracted,  it  can 
proceed  to  collect  it  in  our  courts.    A  foreign  corporation  can, 
as  in  this  instance,  buy  of  a  domestic  manufacturing  corpora- 
tion the  same  as  a  natural  person,  and  contract  a  debt  for  the 
articles  so  bought    In  order  to  invoke  the  aid  of  our  own 
courts  in  the  collection  of  such  debt,  it  is  not  necessary  for  a 
citizen  of  this  state  to  show  that  the  debtor  was  doing  business 
generally  in  this  state,  but  that  he  is  a  debtor;  that  the  debt 
is  due  and  payable  here;  and  the  debtor,  whether  a  natural  or 
an  artificial  person,  if  brought  by  process  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion, is  amenable  to  our  courts.    Persons,  including  corpora- 
tions, by  contracting  debts  in  a  foreign  jurisdiction  will  be 
presumed  to  have  assented  to  the  laws  in  regard  to  the  col- 
lection of  debt.    It  is  not,  as  is  supposed  in  argument,  of  con« 
trolling  importance  where  or  when  the  original  contract  out 
of  which  the  indebtedness  grew  was  perfected,  and  became 
operative,  whether  at  Denver,  New  Mexico,  or  Philadelphia, 
where  it  was  executed  by  the  president  of  the  appellee.    The 
contract  appears  to  have  been  fully  executed  by  appellant,  the 
work  accepted,  large  partial  payments  made;  all  that  remained 
was  for  appellee  to  pay  the  balance  due,  —  an  uncontradicted 
debt,  —  which  by  the  proofs  and  former  course  of  dealing  was 
due  and  payable  in  Denver,  and  if  not  made  specifically  so, 
became  so  by  operation  of  law,  no  other  place  having  been 
designated.    The  appellant,  a  citizen  of  this  state,  had  a  right 
to  invoke  the  aid  of  its  courts  to  collect  his  debt    A  proper 
regard  to  the  administration  of  justice,  the  interests  of  trade 
and  commerce,  and  to  the  rights  of  citizens,  requires  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  courts  be  sustained,  and  not  circumscribed  ex- 
cept by  the  necessity  of  law.    In  cases  of  this  kind  for  collec- 
tion of  debts,  as  was  well  said  in  Baltimore  etc.  R.  R.  Co,  v. 
GaUahuefl2  Gratt  655,  65  Am.  Dec.  254,  which  was  cited  with 
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approval  in  Baltimore  etc,  R.  R.  Co,  ▼.  HarrU,  12  Wall.  65, ''  It 
^vould  be  a  startling  proposition  if  in  all  such  cases  citizens 
of  Virginia,  and  others,  should  be  denied  all  remedy  in  her 
courts  for  causes  of  action  arising  under  contracts  and  acts 
entered  into  and  done  within  her  territory,  and  should  be 
turned  over  to  the  courts  and  laws  of  a  sister  state  to  seek  re- 
dress.'' If  such  construction  would  prevail,  it  would  in  many 
instances  work  a  denial  of  justice,  and  give  the  foreign  corpo- 
ration complete  immunity  from  its  contracts.  That  a  cor- 
poration may  be  sued  in  a  foreign  jurisdiction  is  a  well-settled 
general  principle,  without  regard  to  the  manner  in  which  juris- 
diction may  be  obtained,  which  is  a  different  question,  and 
dependent  upon  statutes  in  most  states. 

In  Bennington  Iron  Co,  v.  Rutherford^  18  N.  J.  L.  168,  it  is 
said:  ''The  existence  of  a  foreign  corporation  is  recognized  in 
other  states,  and  they  have  the  capacity  to  sue  and  be  sued 
out  of  their  own  states." 

In  Moulin  v.  Trenton  etc.  Ins.  Co,,  24  N.  J.  L.  244:  "If  they 
authorize  their  officers  to  transact  business  for  them  in  another 
state,  they  thereby  subject  themselves  to  the  jurisdiction  and 
become  answerable  to  the  laws  of  that  state."  In  the  same 
case,  at  page  283:  "  By  the  comity  universally  acknowledged 
in  the  states  of  this  Union,  •  •  .  .  corporations  may  send  their 
officers  and  agents  into  other  states,  transact  their  business, 
and  make  contracts  there;  and  in  some  instances,  the  laws  of 
the  states  prescribe  the  mode  and  the  terms  upon  which  they 
may  do  so.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  if  they  choose  to 
avail  themselves  of  this  privilege,  natural  justice  will  be  vio- 
lated by  subjecting  their  officers  and  agents  to  the  service  of 
process  on  behalf  of  the  corporation  they  represent;  on  the  con* 
trary,  I  think  natural  justice  requires  that  they  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  the  action  of  the  courts  of  the  state  whose  comity  they 
thus  invoke.  For  the  purposes  of  being  sued,  they  ought  in 
such  cases  to  be  regarded  as  voluntarily  placing  themselves  in 
the  situation  of  citizens  of  that  state.  Any  natural  person  who 
goes  into  another  state  carries  along  with  him  all  his  personal 
liabilities;  and  there  is  quite  as  much  reason  that  a  corpora* 
tion  which  chooses  to  open  an  office  and  transact  its  business, 
or  to  authorize  contracts  to  be  made,  in  another  state,  should 
be  regarded  as  thereby  voluntarily  submitting  itself  to  the  ac- 
tion of  the  laws  of  that  state,  as  well  in  reference  to  the  mode 
of  commencing  suits  against  it  as  to  the  interpretation  of  the 
contracts  so  made." 
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And  in  National  Cond,  Milk  Co.  y.  Brandenbxikrgh^  40  N.  J.  Li. 
112:  ^  Since  the  case  of  Moulin  y.  Trenton  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  24 
N.  J.  L.  222,  and  25  N.  J.  L.  57,  it  must  be  regarded  as  the 
settled  law  of  this  court  that  if  a  corporation  makes  a  con- 
tract in  a  state  other  than  that  in  which  it  was  chartered,  it 
thereby  submits  itself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  such  foreign  sov- 
ereignty so  far  as  to  be  liable  to  suit  therein  in  regard  to  that 
contract,  when  summoned  according  to  the  laws  of  the  state." 
See  also  Bank  of  Augusta  y.  Earle,  13  Pet.  519,  and  Day  y.  £«- 
sex  Co.  Bank^  13  Vt.  97,  where  the  same  general  principles  are 
recognized  and  asserted;  and  the  same  may  be  said  of  the  courts 
of  most  of  the  states;  and  that  in  England  the  same  juris- 
diction is  asserted  oyer  foreign  corporations,   see  Newby  y. 
CoWs  Fire-arm  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  293. 

The  question  whether  Alsop,  upon  whom  seryice  was  had, 
was  or  was  not,  at  the  time  of  such  seryice,  a  stockholder  of 
appellee  is  not  one  easy  of  solution.    It  is  apparent  from  the 
record  that  his  relations  with  the  company  were  such  that  he 
yery  shortly  after  the  seryice  communicated  the  fact  to  the 
counsel  of  the  company;  and  on  the  22d  of  November,  when 
the  first  pleading  was  filed,  it  is  claimed  by  appellee,  and  ad«> 
mitted  of  record,  that  counsel  did  not  know  he  was  not  a  stock- 
bolder.   If  he  had,  at  the  time  of  seryice  of  process,  parted  with 
bis  stock,  and  severed  his  connection  with  the  company,  it  is 
not  easy  to  understand  why  the  fact  was  not  stated.    The  first 
intimation  of  the  fact  appears  in  the  pleading  of  December 
9th.    The  affidavits  introduced  to  establish  the  premises  were 
unsatisfactory  and  eyasiye.  They  show  that  there  had  been  a 
transfer  on  the  books,  and  that  no  stock  stood  in  his  name. 
But  the  attempt  to  show  why  and  for  what  purpose  it  was 
transferred  to  trustees,  and  for  what  purpose  the  trust  was 
created,  signally  failed,  and  oasts  great  suspicion  on  the  trans* 
action.    The  case  as  made  is  one  where  a  stockholder  holding 
stock  that  cost  oyer  five  hundred  dollars  gratuitously  trans* 
fers  it  to  trustees  whose  names  even  he  does  not  know,  for 
some  unknown  and  undefined  purpose,  and  at  the  same  time 
contributes  fifty  dollars  in  money.    There  is  a  marked  dis- 
crepancy in  one  respect  between  the  affidavit  of  Mellor,  presi* 
dent  ot  appellee,  and  the  testimony  of  Alsop.    Mellor  states 
the  stock  ^*  was  transferred  for  value."    Alsop  testified  that 
there  was  no  consideration,  and  says:  **  There  was  a  request 
in  this  circular  that  those  who  should  transfer  their  stock  to 
the  trustees  should  make  a  payment  of  ten  cents  a  share  for 
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:peiiaeB,  and  I  inclosed  mjr  check  for  ten  cents  oa  five  hun* 
•hareg,  —  fifty  dollars."    In  order  to  establish  the  fact 
pleaded,  the  testimony  should  have  fairly  and  unequivocally 
sliown  that  he  had  in  good  faith  divested  himself  entirely  of 
&11  ownership  and  interest,  and  severed  all  connection  with 
the  company.    A  transfer  in  name  upon  the  books  might  be 
no  evidence  of  a  change  of  ownership.     It  might  be  collusive, 
made  for  convenience  to  allow  another,  as  agent,  to  represent 
The  burden  of  showing  that  he  was  not  a  stockholder  was 
opoa  appellee,  and  he  should  have  established  the  fact  affirma* 
tivelyy  by  clear  and  conclusive  testimony,  of  a  change  of  own- 
ership.   The  testimony  £ailed  to  establish  it. 

Counsel  for  appellant  regard  the  question  as  settled  by  the 
trial  court  that  Alsop  was  a  stockholder;  counsel  for  appellee 
regard  it  as  having  been  left  undetermined.  We  are,  after 
reading  the  opiniim  of  the  trial  court,  in  doubt  as  to  how  the 
qoestion  was  determined  in  that  oourt,  but  are  clearly  of  the 
opinion  that  appellee  failed  in  proof  to  establish  the  allega* 
tion  in  his  plea  or  motion,  and  that  Alsop  must  be  re- 
garded as  having  been  a  stockholder  at  the  time  of  the  service 
of  i»ooess. 

SeetioD  40  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedme  providet:  ''  If  the 
suit  be  against  a  foreign  corporation,  or  a  non-resident  joint- 
stock  company  or  association  doing  business  within  this  state, 
service  shall  be  made  by  delivering  a  copy  of  the  writ  to  an 
agent,  cashier,  or  secretary  thereof;  in  the  absence  of  such 
agent,  cashier,  treasurer,  or  secretary,  to  any  stockholder." 

We  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  contracting  of  the  debt  in 
qoestioa  was  a  sufficient  doing  business  within  this  state  to 
render  the  corporation  amenable  to  the  ooorts  of  this  state,  if 
jurisdiction  could  be  obtained  by  service  of  process  as  pro- 
vided in  section  40  of  the  code.  We  cannot  agree  with  coun- 
sel of  appellee  that  the  district  courts  of  this  state  are  courts 
of  limited  jurisdiction,  and  that  their  jurisdiction  over  foreign 
corporations  is  dependent  upon  the  voluntary  acts  of  such 
corporations  in  placing  themselves  under  such  jurisdiction  by 
eomfdying  with  the  requirements  of  section  260,  General  Stat- 
utes. They  ei*e  courts  of  general  jurisdiction,  but  depending^ 
10  obtaiau^  such  jurisdiotion  over  corporations,  upon  the 
•leiete  in  se  fiur  as  the  statute  departs  from  the  eommon  law 
ia  providing  in  what  manner  service  can  be  had.  We  also 
eooelttde  that  Alsop,  at  the  time  of  service,  was  a  stockholder^ 
and  thai  ths  ear  vice  upon  him  brought  the  appellee  within  the 
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jorifldiction  of  that  court,  and  that  the  court  erred  Id  sastain* 
ing  the  motionB  or  pleas  in  abatement  of  the  action.  We  ad- 
vise that  the  judgment  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 

B1S8SL14  C*|  and  Richmond,  C,  concurred. 

Per  Curiam.    For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  foregoing  opin* 
ion,  the  judgment  below  is  reversed. 

FoBKOV  CoRPORATioira— SmvioB  09  Pboobb  ovi  Sf  Shidtle  ete,  Ch.  ▼. 
Wii^  etc  Co.,  61  Mich.  226;  I  Am.  St  B«p.  571,  ind  note.  SerriM  of  pro- 
een  on  an  offiocr  of  »  foreign  corporation,  aooidentally  within  the  rtate,  is 
not  Tnlid:  Note  to  Hampton  t.  ITears,  66  Am.  Dea  182.  Bnt  eenrioe  on  a 
resident  officer  or  agent  of  a  foreign  corporation,  who  haa  charge  of  inoh  cor- 
poration'a  hnaineis  in  the  etate,  if  good:  Oron  t.  NichoU,  72  Iowa,  239;  Kot' 
tonr.  BerUnlnnB.  Co.,  51  N.  J.  L.  442. 

FoBUQir  OoBFOBATioNS  —  LsoisLATiTB  OoHTBOL  OVDL  —  The  Icgiala- 
tnre  cannot  regulate  or  restrict  the  bntinen  of  a  foreign  corporation  within 
the  state  so  as  to  interfere  with  the  right  of  interstate  commerce:  Ouif  eCc 
jey  Ox  T.  Staie,  72Tez.  404;  18  Am.  St  Bep.  S15;  8(aU  t.  Ifidkma  ttc  G».« 
120  lad.  575. 

CoRPOBATiovs  —  ''PsRSOirs.'* — Corporations  are  in  law,  for  ciTil  pur- 
poses, deemed  to  be  persons,  and,  as  such,  may  sne  and  be  sued:  BaUimmm 
etc  It.R.(h.w.  CfaUahm,  12  Oratt  655;  65  Am.  Dec  254,  and  note.  Comparo 
ffmerhiU  /m.  Ck.  r.  PrueoU,  42  N.  H.  547;  SO  Am.  Doo.  129^  and  note  126^ 
127. 


Slater  t;.  Hassl 

(15  COLOBADOb  574.1 

Ifnrnro  PABTHBBSRiP^RiaBTs  ov  Rbtibzno  Pabtkbk.  —  When  tiie 
tenants  of  a  mine  employ  a  manager  to  work  it  and  to  aoconnt  to  them 
for  the  proceeds,  thns  forming  a  partnership,  after  which  one  of  tlio 
00-tenants  withdraws  from  snch  arrangement  so  far  as  the  manager  la 
concerned,  without  diHolWng  the  partnership  as  to  the  remaining  co- 
tenants,  he  may  ms  in  tain  an  action  in  his  own  name,  without  joining 
hii  co-tenants,  to  recover  from  such  manager  his  share  of  the  prooeoda 
of  the  mine  subsequentiy  coming  into  his  hands, 

5.  /.  Hannay  for  the  appellant. 

Per  Curiam.  The  assignments  of  error  are  confined  to  the 
overruling  of  defendant's  motion  for  nonsuit  and  to  the  ren- 
dering of  final  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff.  The  trial  in 
the  county  court  was  without  a  jury,  and  the  only  objectioni 
or  exceptions  appearing  in  the  record  are  as  follows:  At  the 
close  of  plaintiff's  evidence,  ''the  defendant's  counsel  moved 
the  court  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  plaintiff  had  faUed 
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to  prove  a  good  canse  of  action,  which  motion  ihe  court  oyer- 
mled.''  The  defendant  excepted  to  the  ruling,  and  also  ex- 
cepted to  the  finding  and  decision  of  the  court  against  him 
At  the  close  of  the  trial,  but  did  not  state  the  grounds  of  bis 
objection. 

There  being  no  written  pleading  {Thorns  v.  Omauer^  8 Col. 
853),  fhe  questions  to  be  determined  on  this  appeal  must  be 
gathered  from  the  evidence.  The  evidence  shows  that  plain- 
tiff and  several  other  persons,  some  of  them  non-residentSi 
were  tenants  in  common  of  a  certain  mine  in  Lake  County, 
plaintiff's  interest  being  one  eighth.  These  co-tenants  em- 
ployed Slater  to  work  the  mine,  extract  and  sell  the  ores,  and 
account  to  the  owners  for  the  proceeds.  By  this  arrangement, 
it  is  assumed  by  counsel  for  appellant  that  plaintiff  and  his 
co-owners  entered  into  a  copartnership,  thus  constituting  a 
relationship  different  from  that  existing  between  them  as  ten- 
ants in  common,  and  hence  that  plaintiff  cannot  maintain 
this  action  in  his  own  name  for  his  share  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  mine  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  arising  out  of  such 
employment  There  is  no  evidence  of  an  express  contract  of 
copartnership  having  been  agreed  to  between  the  several  own- 
ers for  any  fixed  or  definite  period,  or  at  all.  Nevertheless,  the 
existence  of  a  mining  partnership,  with  its  peculiar  limita- 
tions and  conditions,  may  perhaps  be  inferred  from  the  acts  of 
the  parties  and  the  circumstances  appearing  in  evidence:  Man- 
viUe  V.  Parli,  7  Col.  128;  CharUs  v.  Eshleman,  6  Col.  111. 

During  the  progress  of  the  work  a  controversy  arose  be- 
tween the  plaintiff,  Haas,  and  the  defendant.  Slater,  as  to  the 
rate  of  wages  per  month  the  latter  was  to  receive  under  his 
contract  of  hiring;  and  finally  plaintiff  undertook  by  written 
notice  to  defendant  to  terminate  defendant's  employment  so 
far  as  plaintiff's  interest  in  the  mine  was  concerned.  In  such 
notice  plaintiff  declared  that  after  a  certain  date,  so  far  as 
his  (plaintiff's)  interest  was  concerned,  he  would  dispense 
with  defendant's  services,  and  would  in  no  way  be  responsi- 
ble for  any  debts  that  might  be  contracted  in  connection  with 
said  mine  without  his  personal  consent.  This  notice  was  re- 
ceived by  defendant,  and  the  substance  thereof  was  promptly 
communicated  by  him,  in  writing,  to  the  other  owners.  In 
such  communication  defendant.  Slater,  declared  that  so  long 
as  tlie  other  owners  chose  to  retain  him  in  their  employ  it 
would  not  increase  their  expenses  at  all,  but  would  only 
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decrease  his  salary  twelve  and  one  half  per  cent, — that  is,  oi^^ 
eighth,  —  and  that  he  was  ready  to  relieve  plaintiff,  Haas,  of 
the  burden  of  his  salary.    It  does  not  appear  that  the  other 
owners  made  any  objection  to  this  new  arrangement.     In  ad«- 
dition  to  giving  defendant  notice  of  his  withdrawal  from  tho 
enterprise  of  working  the  mine,  plaintiff  also  posted  a  writteca 
notice  at  the  shaft-house,  giving  similar  notice  to  all  persons 
employed  by  or  dealing  with  Slater  in  working  the  mine. 

The  acceptance  of  plaintiff's  notice  by  defendant,  and  his 
express  assent  to  its  terms,  the  communication  thereof  to  the 
other  owners,  and  their  acquiescence  therein,  together  with 
his  posted  notice  to  all  other  persons  interested,  justify  the 
conclusion  that  there  was  a  withdrawal  by  plaintiff  from  anj 
mining  copartnership  which  may  have  theretofore  existed  be* 
tween  the  several  co-tenants.  The  other  owners,  as  well  as 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  having  notice  of  the  new  arrange* 
ment,  the  court  was  warranted  in  finding  that  there  was  a 
complete  termination  by  mutual  consent  of  plaintiff's  liabil- 
ity to  defendant  under  the  original  contract  of  employ  ment, 
and  that  by  this  means  plaintiff's  interest  in  the  proceeds  of 
the  mining  property  was  entirely  severed  from  that  of  his 
co-tenants. 

The  defendant  continued  working  the  mine  and  extracting 
ores  therefrom  for  several  months  after  the  withdrawal  of 
plaintiff  as  aforesaid.  The  evidence  was  somewhat  conflict- 
ing as  to  the  rate  of  monthly  wages  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  receive;  but  it  is  clear  that  defendant,  at  the  close  of  his 
employment,  reserved  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  mine  bia 
monthly  wages  at  the  full  rate  and  for  the  full  time  as  origi- 
nally claimed  by  himself,  disregarding  altogether  the  abroga- 
tion of  the  original  contract  resulting  from  plaintiff's  written 
notice,  his  own  response,  and  the  acquiescence  of  the  other 
owners. 

Though  not  specifically  so  stated,  it  is  obvioas  that  the 
finding  and  judgment  of  the  court  were  based  upon  the  amount 
of  plaintiff's  interest  in  the  surplus  proceeds  of  the  mine  in 
the  hands  of  defendant,  according  to  the  theory  that  plain- 
tiff's liability  under  the  original  contract  had  been  terminated 
and  his  interest  in  the  proceeds  of  the  mine  severed  from  that 
of  his  co-tenants. 

The  findings  of  fact  by  the  trial  court  upon  the  conflicting 
evidence  cannot  properly  be  disturbed.    Plaintiff's  ahare  ia 
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the  proceeds  of  the  mino  having  been  entirelj  leyered  from 
that  of  hie  oo-tenantai  there  appears  to  be  no  legal  obstacle  to 
him  roeorerj  of  the  same  in  this  aotioni  Tho  judgment  of  the 
oofontj  ooort  is  accordingly  aflkmed. 


Oo^nBAsor— BasBs  osQvs  Oo-«wab«i»  Minmnr  av  Aimov  wm- 
Jonmio  Ma  Oo-nvim.—Af  to Joindar of  eo>t«uuitiM partite plaia- 
tifl;  MO  LMn§  ▼•  AnM,  SB  Me.  1SS|  4S  An.  Dm^  SCMb  aaa  aelib 
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DUTOHEB   t^.   HOBBT. 

(M  OlOMIA,  1M.J 

SviBOOiTiov — PuscHism  AT  VoiD  FoRBOLOsuBi  Saul  —When  proparlj 
•old  ondw  a  Toid  foradosore  of  a  mortgage  tliereof  haa  been  porchaaed  by 
one  at  eheriif' •  tale,  and  the  parchase-money  applied  to  the  payment  of 
the  mortgage,  and  the  aale  and  parohaae  are  tnbaeqiientlyeet  aside  and 
deebured  rmd^  the  pnrohaaer  may  be  aabrogated  to  all  the  rights  iHiidh 
the  mortgagee  originally  had* 

Petition  by  Hobby  as  trustee,  for  the  use  of  Warren,  ad- 
ministrator  of  Caswell,  against  several  of  the  Bunches  and 
Dutcher.  The  petitioner  conveyed  certain  land  to  Mrs.  Bunch 
and  her  children,  for  the  purchase  price  of  which  she  gave  her 
notes  for  six  hundred  dollars,  secured  by  mortgage.  The  land 
was  subsequently  sold  at  foreclosure  sale  and  purchased  by 
Caswell,  who  received  a  sheriff's  deed  and  paid  the  purchase- 
money  to  the  mortgagee.  The  Bunches  resisted  Caswell's 
right  to  take  possession,  offering  to  refund  the  purchase-money, 
and  alleging  that  the  foreclosure  was  void.  This  suit  was  dis- 
missed, and  ejectment  brought  to  recover  the  land  for  Cas- 
welVs  estate.  Dutcher  in  the  mean  time  acquired  a  lien  as 
attorney  for  the  Bunches,  which  he  proceeded  to  foreclose. 
The  land  was  sold  under  a  fraudulent  tax  levy,  purchased  by 
one  Banks,  and  fraudulently  transferred  by  him  to  one  of  the 
Bunches,  who  is  in  possession,  claiming  title  in  fee,  free  from 
the  mortgage  lien.  The  petition  prays  for  a  decree  foreclosing 
the  mortgage  for  the  purchase^money,  the  same  to  be  paid  to 
Warreni  and  declaring  the  sheriff's  deed  to  Bunch  to  be  void, 

4M 
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and  that  Dutcher'B  claim  rest  on  what  remaina  after  payment 
of  the  purchase-money,  and  that  he  be  restrained  from  en- 
forcing any  judgment  on  his  lien  until  the  priorities  are  set- 
tled by  final  decree.  Dutcher  demurred  on  the  ground  that 
the  matter  alleged  was  not  sufficient  basis  for  the  relief  sought. 
The  demurrer  was  overruled,  and  he  appealed. 

Salem  Dutcher^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Frank  H.  MiUsr^  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

BlandfobD|  J.  The  main  question  in  this  case  is,  whether, 
where  property  sold  under  a  void  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage 
as  the  property  of  the  mortgagor,  which  has  been  purchased 
by  one  at  sheriff's  sale,  and  the  purchase-money  applied  to 
the  payment  of  the  mortgage,  and  said  sale  and  purchase  is 
afterwards  set  aside  and  declared  void,  such  purchaser  can  be 
subrogated  to  the  rights  which  the  mortgagee  originally  had 
to  have  his  mortgage  foreclosed,  and  the  property  therein  con* 
Toyed  sold  in  discharge  of  the  lien  of  the  mortgage.  It  will 
not  be  necessary  to  consider  any  other  question  made  by  this 
record.  While  we  are  not  permitted  to  lift  the  veil  of  the 
future,  we  take  the  liberty  of  pushing  back  the  shutters  of  the 
past  so  as  to  let  the  light  shine  upon  this  question. 

We  think  the  authorities  sufficiently  answer  this  question 
in  the  affirmative.  In  2  Freeman  on  Executions,  2d  ed.,  sec. 
352,  it  is  laid  down  that  a  purchaser  at  a  void  judicial  sale 
under  foreclosure  has  the  same  right  as  the  original  mort- 
gagee himself.  In  Brobst  v.  Brock,  10  Wall.  534,  the  court 
says:  "It  is  enough  that  an  irregular  or  a  void  judicial  sale, 
made  at  the  instance  of  a  mortgagee,  passes  to  the  purchaser 
all  the  rights  the  mortgagee,  as  such,  had."  In  Oilbert  v. 
CooUy^  Walk.  Ch.  494,  it  was  held  thJEit  though  [a  statutory 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  be  irregular,  and  no  bar  to  the  equity 
of  redemption,  yet  a  purchaser  at  such  sale  succeeds  to  all  the 
interest  of  the  mortgagbe.  To  the  same  effect,  see  the  case  of 
JcLckson  V.  Boweny  7  Cow.  13,  wherein  the  court  held  that  a 
conveyance  by  a  mortgagee,  as  upon  a  statutory  foreclosure 
under  the  power  of  sale  in  his  mortgage,  even  if  the  proceed- 
ings  to  foreclose  be  irregular,  yet  carries  all  his  interest  aa 
mortgagee  to  the  purchaser,  as  well  in  the  debt  as  the  land 
mortgaged.  Such  a  deed  operates  as  a  good  assignment,  and 
the  purchaser  may  claim  as  assignee.  See  also  Rorer  on  Ju- 
dicial Sales,  sec.  224;  1  Jones  on  Mortgages,  874,  subd.  a,  sec 
878;  Freeman  on  Void  Judicial  Sales,  51-53;  Davie  y.  Qainee^ 
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104  n.  8.  886;  Bentley  y.  Longy  1  Strob.  Eq.  43;  47  Am.  Deo. 
623;  Howard  v.  Northy  5  Tex.  290;  61  Am.  Dec.  769;  Robert^ 
son  v.  Bradford,  78  Ala.  116;  McOee  t.  WaUis,  67  Miss.  638; 
84  Am.  Rep.  484    In  1  Story's  Eq.  Jar.,  seo.  478,  it  is  said: 
**  Such  principle  has  the  highest  and  most  persaasive  equity 
as  well  as  common  sense  and  common  justice  for  its  foanda« 
tion."    The  cases  cited  by  the  learned  coonsel  for  the  plain* 
tiff  in  error  will  be  found,  upon  examination,  to  apply  to  tho 
doctrine  of  caveat  emptor,  which  applies  to  sales  upon  valid 
judgments,  and  is  usually  invoked  with  reference  to  sales 
upon  executions  issued  against  the  general  property  of  the 
judgment  debtor:  See  Bogge  v.  Fowler,  16  Cal.  659;  76  Am. 
Dec.  661;  Smith  v.  Painter,  6  Serg.  &  R.  223;  9  Am.  Dec.  344 
And  such  we  find  to  be  the  cases  in  the  Qeorgia  Reports  cited 
in  the  brief  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

So  we  are  satisfied  that  the  court  committed  no  error  in 
overruling  the  demurrer  filed  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  in  this 
case  to  the  petition  of  the  defendants  in  error;  and  the  judg- 
ment  is  aflSrmed.  

« 

SirBBOOATiov  —  RrairtB  ov  Pokohasirs  to,  at  Void  Jvduxal  SALOit 
8m  note  to  ValU  t.  FUming^  77  Am.  Dec  664,  fi65;  oompare  alto  WUUm  t. 
Jfoy&tivv.  75  Wii.  191;  17  Am.  8t  Rep.  109^  and  note;  MaglU  r.  Ih 
etc  BomA,  186  m.  2U. 
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BvMKOiis  —  Ambudmxnt.  —  Where  a  eammont  dated  July  16tli  reqnira  ifao 
defendant  to  appear  on  the  first  Monday  in  Jaly,  instead  ol  the  firti 
Monday  in  Angnet^  as  prayed  for  in  the  deularation,  it  is  not  void,  npoa 
the  appearanoe  of  the  defendant  at  the  latter  date,  and  may  be  amended 
on  motion. 

OoMKOV  Oaekubs— LiABiLrrr  loa  Goods  KieuosNTLT  Hbld  ahd  Lost 
AiTKB  AaaxTAL.  —  Where  goods  are  direoted  to  be  shipped  to  a  eer* 
tain  pointy  and  instead  of  sending  them  direot^  the  carrier  transports 
them  in  a  ronndabout  way,  thereby  causing  a  delay  of  eight  days  in 
their  arrival,  and  two  days  subsequent  thereto  they  are  destroyed  by 
flood,  the  carrier  is  liable  for  their  loss,  eepeoially  when  the  consignee 
has  made  daily  demands  for  the  goods  at  the  point  of  destination  from 
the  day  when  they  should  have  arrived  up  to  the  day  of  loss. 

OoMHOV  Oabbus — Ck>ifTBAOT  ov  Oabriaqi,  whut  will  vot  Ezcoa 
LiABiLxrr.  — When  goods  marked  with  a  certain  number  have  tirived 
at  their  destination,  and  are  afterwards  lost  by  flood  while  in  tlie  hsa4s 
of  the  carrier,  and  after  they  have  been  demanded  by  the  ooniignes 
npon  his  biU  of  lading  for  goods  marked  with  the  same  number,  a  oob> 
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tnoi  of  aarnage  with  the  thipper  exemptmg  the  carrier  from  Ifahflitj 
lor  **  wrong  oarriago  or  wrong  deliTery  of  goods  marked  with  initials, 
number*,  or  imperfectly  marked  "  will  not  ezonae  the  oarrier  for  liability 
for  the  lose. 

Common  Caeribb.  — Bill  or  Ladiko  is  Admissibli  nr  BTriDsiroB,  if  other* 
wise  saffieieotly  prored  to  exist,  withoat  proof  of  its  ezeontion,  or  of 
the  sigoatnra  thereto^  or  of  the  agency  of  the  person  purporting  to  have 
■iffnedit. 

ComcoH  Cab&isb— NaoLioBNOB^LiABiLiTT  fOB  OovMSBL  Fbbr.  —  In  an 
action  against  a  common  carrier  for  loss  of  goods  through  negligence,  he 
is  not  liable  for  counsel  fees  in  addition  to  actual  damages,  in  the  ab- 
wnee  of  eridenoe  that  he  has  acted  in  bad  faith  or  has  been  stubbornly 
litigious  for  the  purpose  of  putting  the  plaintiff  to  onneoessary  expense. 

Pope  BarroWy  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

J.  8.  and  W.  T.  Davidaon^  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Simmons,  J.  Benson  A  Co.  sued  the  railroad  company  for 
damages  occasioned  by  the  loss  of  certain  goods  described  in 
tbe  declaration.  The  process  attached  to  the  declaration 
commanded  the  defendant  "to  be  and  appear  at  the  city 
court  of  Richmond  County  next  to  be  holden  in  and  for  the 
county  aforesaid,  on  the  first  Monday  in  July,  1889";  and  was 
dated  July  16, 1889,  and  signed  by  the  clerk  of  the  city  court. 
The  regular  term  of  the  court  was  the  first  Monday  in  August. 
The  defendant,  by  its  counsel,  appeared  at  the  regular  term, 
and  moved  to  dismiss  the  case  because  the  process  was  void. 
On  motion  of  plaintiff's  counsel,  the  court  allowed  the  process 
to  be  amended;  and  to  this  ruling  the  defendant  excepted 
pendente  Zfte,  and  assigned  error  thereon.  The  trial  was  had, 
and  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  The  defend- 
ant moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  grounds  set  out  in  the  mo- 
tion, which  was  refused,  and  it  excepted. 

1.  We  do  not  think  the  court  erred  in  allowing  the  process 
to  be  amended.  We  do  not  agree  with  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  that  the  process  was  void,  and  therefore  not 
amendable  under  section  8490  of  the  code.  The  declaration 
prayed  for  process  requiring  the  defendant  "  to  be  and  appear 
at  the  August  term"  of  the  court;  and  the  process  was  issued 
in  the  name  of  the  judge  of  that  court,  and  signed  by  the  clerk 
thereof,  bat  by  a  clerical  mistake  the  defendant  was  cited  to 
appear  the  first  Monday  in  July,  instead  of  the  first  Monday 
in  August  The  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  and  it 
seems  from  the  record  that  the  process  was  sufficient  to  bring 
the  defendant  to  the  regular  term  of  the  court,  at  which  time  it 
made  this  motion  to  dismiss.    Among  the  powers  conferred 
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upon  every  court  by  the  code  (sec.  206,  subd.  6)  ib  the  power 
"  to  amend  aud  coatrol  its  process  and  orders  so  as  to  make 
them  conformable  to  law  and  justice.''    In  the  case  of  Totonf* 
send  ▼.  Stoddardf  26  Ga.  430,  where  the  process  required  the 
defendant  to  appear  on  the  second  Monday  in  April,  and  the 
time  fixed  by  law  for  holding  the  court  was  the  fourth  Monday 
in  Aprilf  this  court  held  the  process  amendable.    In  Coving^ 
Um  ▼.  CothranSf  35  Ga.  156,  it  was  held  that  an  attachment 
issued  on  the  3d  of  April,  1866,  returnable  to  the  '^  inferior  " 
court,  was  amendable  by  inserting  the  word  '^  county,"  instead 
of  "inferior."  Walker,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
said:  ^*The  defendant  was  not  ignorant  of  the  court  to  which 
the  process  was  returned,  for  he  appeared  at  the  proper  term  and 
objected,  to  the  proceedings  because  a  single  word,  *  inferior/ 
had  been  used  by  the  mistake  of  a  ministerial  officer  for  the 
word  ^  county.'    The  time  for  such  trifling  is  past"    In  the 
case  of  Blake  v.  Camp,  45  Ga.  298,  an  attachment  was  sued 
out,  returnable  by  law  to  the  1120th  district  G.  M.,  but  the 
magistrate,  by  mistake,  made  the  attachment  returnable  to 
the  919th  district.    The  levying  officer  returned  the  papers 
to  the  proper  district,  to  wit,  the  1120th,  and  judgment  was 
then  entered  upon  the  attachment.    It  was  held  that  the  judge- 
ment was  not  void,  and  McCay,  J.,  said:  ^' We  do  not  think 
this  mistake  makes  the  proceedings  void.     It  is  not  the  writ- 
ten direction  to  the  sheriff  or  constable  which  gives  the  court 
jurisdiction,  but  the  law.     If  the  officer  had  obeyed  the  di- 
rection, and  returned  the  papers  as  directed,  the  court  to  which 
it  would  then  have  been  returned  would  not  have  had  juris- 
diction, and  the  judgment  would  have  been  void.    As  it  is, 
the  court  which  tried  the  case  was  authorized  to  do  so  by  the 
statute.    Our  statute  of  amendments  is  very  broad.    No  tech- 
nical objections  even  to  a  process  are  to  be  regarded,  if  the 
court  has  jurisdiction."    In  the  case  of  Williame  v.  Buchanan^ 
75  Ga.  789,  the  original  process  required  the  defendant  to  ap- 
pear *'  on  the  second  Monday  in  April  next,"  but  by  mistake 
the  copy  process  required  him  to  appear  '*  on  the  second  Mon- 
day in  December  next"    The  process  was  dated  December 
28th.    The  following  April  was  the  time  of  the  regular  term, 
and  no  term  of  the  court  was  to  meet  in  December,    It  was 
held  that  service  of  this  declaration  and  copy  process  was  suf- 
ficient to  put  the  defendant  on  notice  of  the  case.    Jacksoti, 
G.  J.,  in  the  course  of  the  opinion,  said:  *' When  a  man  knows 
that  he  is  sued,  and  is  served  with  a  copy  of  the  declaration 
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which  tells  him  what  he  is  sued  for,  and  in  what  court,  it  would 
be  well  for  him  to  step  to  the  clerk  of  that  court  and  find  out 
something  about  any  little  mistake  in  the  process,  and  attend, 
at  the  first  term  to  take  advantage  of  the  mistake,  if  it  would 
avail  him,  or  have  it  corrected  and  put  off  a  term,  if  the  court 
so  decided;  especially  would  it  be  prudent  not  to  delay  actioi^ 
until  aftef  trial  term,  verdict,  judgment,  and  execution,  and 
then  set  up  the  mistake  of  the  clerk,  which  must  have  been 
kno^n  to'  him  the  monient  he  read  the  copy  declaration  and 
process  handed  him  by  the  sheriff,  and  called  to  mind  the 
fact,  known  to  everybody  in  Sumter  County,  that  the  superior 
court  met  in  April,  and  not  in  December."  The  code,  section 
8345,  declares:  "  No  technical  or  formal  objections  shall  in- 
validate any  petition  or  process,  but  if  the  same  substantially 
conforms  to  the  requisitions  of  this  code,  and  the  defendant 
has  had  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  cause,  all  other  objec- 
tions shall  be  disregarded;  provided,  there  is  a  legal  cause  of 
action  set  forth  as  required  by  this  code." 

The  ruling  in  Lowrey  v.  Richmond  and  DanvUle  R.  R,  Co,j 
88  Ga.  504,  does  not  conflict  with  the  ruling  in  this  case.  As 
will  be  seen  from  a  casual  reading  of  that  case,  its  facts  were 
different  from  the  facts  in  the  present  case.  In  that  case  the 
petition  was  addressed  to  the  city  court  of  Atlanta,  and  process 
was  prayed  returnable  to  that  court;  but  the  clerk  of  the  supe* 
rior  court  of  Fulton  County,  who  was  also  ex  officio  clerk  of 
the  city  court,  annexed  to  the  declaration  and  to  the  copy 
which  was  served  on  the  defendant  a  process  requiring  it  to 
appear  at  an  impossible  term  of  the  superior  court,  which 
process  bore  test  in  the  name  of  the  judge  of  the  superior 
court)  and  was  signed  by  the  clerk  of  the  superior  court.  The 
process  was  held  to  be  void  for  the  reason  that  the  suit  was 
filed  in  the  city  court,  but  the  process  required  the  defendant 
to  appear  in  the  superior  court,  and  bore  test  in  the  name  of 
the  judge  of  the  superior  court,  and  was  signed  by  the  clerk 
of  the  superior  court  as  such,  and  not  as  clerk  of  the  city 
court  of  Atlanta. 

2.  The  main  question  argued  before  us  in  this  case  was  as 
to  the  liability  of  the  railroad  company  under  the  facts  dis- 
closed in  the  record.  Counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  in* 
listed  that  the  railroad  company  was  not  liable,  because  the 
goods  were  destroyed  by  an  unprecedented  flood,  and  under 
the  law  a  common  carrier  is  not  liable  for  damage  occasioned 

by  the  act  of  God.    Counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error  replied 
▲M.  ex.  av..  Vol.  XXIL  -» 
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that  while  it  was  true  that  the  goods  were  destroyed  hy  the 
flood,  the  facts  show  that  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant  in  delaying  the  goods  an  unreasonable  time 
upon  its  road,  and  detaining  them  in  its  depot  after  arrival  at 
their  destination,.the  flood  would  not  have  operated  so  as  to 
injure  or  destroy  them.     Whether  the  law  be  that  a  common 
carrier  is  not  liable  when  the  damage  is  caused  by  the  act  of 
Ood,  though  the  negligence  of  the  carrier  contributed  to  the 
damage,  or  whether  it  be  that  the  carrier  is  liable  when  the 
carrier's  negligence  concurs  with  the  act  of  God  in  causing 
the  damage,  is  a  question  upon  which  we  find  the  authorities 
very  conflicting;  but  it  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  decide  that 
question  here.    The  facts  show  that  the  goods  were  directed 
to  be  shipped  from  Richmond,  Virginia,  to  Augusta,  Georgia; 
but  instead  of  shipping  them  directly  to  Augusta,  the  carrier 
shipped  them  first  to  Atlanta,  Georgia,  and  reshipped  them 
from  Atlanta  to  Charlotte,  North  Carolina,  and  from  Char- 
lotte, North    Carolina,  shipped    them    to    Augusta.     They 
should  have  been  received  in  Augusta  on  the  first  day  of 
September,  but  they  were  not  received  until  the  8th.     On  the 
10th  they  were  damaged  by  flood.     The  evidence  shows  that 
from  the  Ist  of  September  up  to  the  time  of  the  flood  the 
consignees  sent  every  day  to  the  depot  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany and  asked  for  the  goods,  and  were  informed  that  they 
had  not  arrived.     Miller,  the  clerk  of  the  consignees  who  went 
to  the  agent  of  the  railroad  company  and  asked  for  the  goods, 
testified:  "  I  am  quite  sure  I  took  the  bill  of  lading  with  me 
and  showed  it.     It  was  plainly  marked  on  that  that  the  box 
was  for  Benson  &  Co.     We  kept  sending  for  the  goods  up  to 
the  day  of  the  flood."     It  also  appears  that  while  the  box  was 
not  marked  with  the  name  of  Benson  &  Co.,  the  consignees, 
but  was  marked  simply  with  the  figure  3005,  in  lieu  of  the 
name,  their  name  did  appear  on  the  "  way-bill "  sent  by  the 
company  to  its   agent  in  Augusta;  and  that  the  agent   ad- 
mitted, after  the  flood,  that  the  loss  was  occasioned  by  care- 
lessness at  headquarters  in  not  sending  the  way-bill  with  the 
goods;  that  the  goods  had  arrived  two  days  before  the  flood, 
and   the  way-bill  was  not  received  by  him  until   after  the 
goods  were  destroyed.     Under  these  facts,  we  think  that  when 
Benson  &  Co.  sent  their  clerk  to  the  agent  at  Augusta  and 
demanded  the  goods,  and  the  clerk  showed  the  agent  the  bill 
of  lading  with  the  entries  thereon,  and  told  him  that  the 
goods  were  a  box  of  cheroot  cigars  (as  he  said  in  his  evidence 
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he  told  him),  and  the  goods  were  then  in  the  possession  of  tho 
railroad  company,  as  the  evidence  shows  they  were,  and  the 
agent  failed  or  refused  to  deliver  them,  it  was  a  conversion  of 
the  goods  on  the  part  of  the  railroad  company,  and  if  the 
goods  were  subsequently  destroyed  by  the  flood,  the  railroad 
company  was  liable  for  the  value  thereof.  If  the  goods  had 
arrived  at  their  destination  and  were  in  the  possession  at  the 
railroad  company,  and  Benson  &  Co.  had  carried  their  bill  of 
lading  and  demanded  possession  thereof,  and  the  company 
had  refused  to  deliver  them,  Benson  &  Co.  could  have  com- 
menced their  action  of  trover  at  once  against  the  railroad 
company  and  recovered  the  value  of  the  goods,  although  they 
were  subsequently  destroyed  by  the  flood. 

But  it  is  claimed  by  the  railroad  company  that  it  could  not 
deliver  the  goods  to  Benson  &  Co.,  because  its  contract  of  car- 
riage with  the  shipper  exempted  it  from  liability  from  '^  wrong 
carriage  or  wrong  delivery  of  goods  that  are  marked  with  ini- 
tials, numbers,  or  imperfectly  marked";  and  that  as  these 
goods  were  simply  marked  3005,  the  railroad  company  was 
not  liable  because  it  did  not  deliver  them.  We  think  that  if 
the  railroad  company  had  delivered  them  to  somebody  else 
who  had  a  bill  of  lading  for  a  package  of  goods  marked  8005, 
it  perhaps  would  not  have  been  liable;  but  as  it  did  not  de- 
liver them  to  any  one,  and  refused  to  deliver  them  to  Benson 
A  Co.  when  demanded  upon  their  bill  of  lading,  we  do  not 
think  this  clause  in  the  contract  applies. 

3.  It  is  complained  that  the  court  erred  in  admitting  in  evi- 
dence the  bill  of  lading,  because  there  was  no  proof  of  its  exe- 
cution, or  of  the  signature  thereto,  or  of  the  agency  of  the 
person  purporting  to  have  signed  it  Under  the  evidence,  we 
think  there  was  no  error  in  admitting  the  bill  of  lading,  as  it 
was  sufficiently  proved. 

4.  The  plaintiff  in  error  also  complains  that  the  court  erred 
in  charging  the  jury:  "If  you  believe  from  the  evidence  that 
the  defendant  has  acted  in  bad  faith,  or  has  been  stubbornly 
litigious,  or  that  it  has  put  the  plaintiffs  to  unnecessary  ex- 
pense in  this  matter,  then  you  can  add  to  the  actual  damages 
reasonable  attorneys'  fees";  and  that  under  this  charge  the 
jury  returned  a  verdict  for  thirty  dollars  attorneys'  fees,  and 
that  this  verdict  was  contrary  to  the  evidence.  We  think  this 
exception  is  well  taken.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  record 
that  the  defendant  acted  in  bad  faith,  or  was  stubbornly  liti* 
gious,  or  put  the  plaintiffs  to  unnecessary  expense.    All  that 
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the  defendant  in  the  court  below  seems  to  have  done  was  to 
appear  in  court  and  insist  on  what  it  claimed  was  its  legal 
rights.  The  judgment  must  therefore  be  reversed,  and  a  new 
trial  had,  unless  the  plaintiff  shall  voluntarily  write  off  £rom 
the  verdict  the  sum  of  thirty  dollars;  but  in  the  event  the 
plaintiff  shall  consent  to  do  so,  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  shall  stand  affirmed. 
Judgment  reversed,  with  direction. 


Summons,  Waivxr  ov  Dxrot  jx,  bt  Appsarahoi. — A  Tolantarj  appaar- 
anoe  waives  aU  objaotioa  to  a  sammoiu  and  the  return  thereof:  (Tnian  P,  Jtp 
do.  T.  De  Biuk,  12  OoL  294;  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  221,  and  note;  Johubm  t.  San 
Franeuco  8.  Unkm,  75  Cal.  134;  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  129;  Cartwrighi  r.  Ohaheri, 
3Tex.  261;  49  Am.  Dea  742;  Hcmtia  r.  McKtmU,  6  &  Mon.  314;  43  Am.  Dea 
122,  and  note;  AuUin  ▼.  Burroughi,  62  Mioh.  181;  Sdberti  r,  Allmant  106 
N.  0.  391.  A  biU  was  filed  May  5th,  bnt  the  sammona  bore  date  April  5th. 
It  was  held  that  the  enmmons  wonld  be  regarded  as  haTing  been  iaauod  ia 
May,  and  that  the  nee  of  the  word  "April"  waa  a  mere  olerioal  errors  Heme 
mer  r.  Wojfer,  124  lU.  435. 

Common  Oabrikb — NiouoBKOB^LiAiauTT  los  Qoods  Lost.  — The  lia- 
bility of  a  oommon  carrier  ia  that  of  an  inBurer  against  all  losses  except  those 
eaosed  by  the  act  of  Qod,  the  public  enemy,  or  the  oontribntory  negligence 
of  the  consignor:  Alabama  Q.  8.  R.  R,  Oo.  v.  ThomcL^  89  Ala.  294;  18  Am. 
St.  Rep.  119,  and  note;  Fox  ▼.  BosUm  eie.  B,  ROo.,  148  Mass.  220;  Jlii9$oun 
P,  Ky  Oo,  ▼.  Toung,  25  Keb.  651.  A  railroad  company  mnst  transport 
goods  with  reasonable  dispatch,  and  is  liable  for  any  injury  caused  by  »  neg- 
ligent delay:  Chtlf  etc,  B'y  Oa.  v.  EUisM,  70  Tex.  491;  Feifibergy.  Deiawart 
etc,  /?.  B.  Oo.,  62  N.  J.  L.  451;  see  note  to^orrif  ▼.  Savannah  etc  Ry  Oo..  11 
Am.  St  Rep.  360-366. 

Common  CARRnn — LniiTATioN  ov  LxABmrr  bt  Oonthaot.  —A  oarrier 
may  not  limit  his  liability  by  contract  so  as  to  evade  responaibiUty  lor  neg- 
ligence: Alabama  0.8.  B.  B.  Oo,  t.  Thama^  89  Ala.  294;  18  Am.  St  Rep. 
119;  Wmug  w,  8L  Louii  etc  B'y  Oo,.  101  Mo.  631;  20  Am.  St  Rep.  636,  and 
note;  Southern  P.  B'y  Oo,  r,  Maddox,  75  Tex.  300;  Boehl  t.  Ohkoifo  etc  B*y 
Oo..  44  Minn.  191. 

Common  Cabrisb— Bill  or  Lading  —  ABMiflsnuLrrrnr  Btidbnob:  See 
note  to  Ohandler  ▼.  Sprague.  38  Am.  Dea  409.  Secondary  eTidenoe  cannot 
be  receiyed  as  to  the  contents  of  a  bill  of  lading  without  laying  a  proper 
foundation  therefor:  Alabama  etc  B,  B,  Oo.  t.  ML  Vomon  Obi,  84  Ala.  173; 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it  is  in  the  posseasion  of  the  defendant:  Ootum- 
kmetcByOa^r.  TOman.  79  Qa.  607. 
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NASHViLLBy  Chattanooga,  and  St.  Louis   Rail- 
way Company  v.  Heqgib  Bbothbbs. 

(86  QlOBOlA,  210.] 

Common  Carbubs — Liabiutt  ior  NEOLiourcn  ni  Cabbiaoi  of  Livb- 
nocK.  —  Uader  lection  4386,  United  States  Revised  Statutes,  relating 
to  the  carriage  of  live-stock  by  oommon  carriers,  it  is  negligenoe  per  m 
for  a  railroad  company  to  keep  live-stock  npon  its  oars  for  more  than 
twenty-eight  consecutive  honrs  withont  unloading  them  for  rest,  water, 
and  feeding;  and  the  company  is  liable  not  only  for  the  penalty  pre- 
scribed in  the  statute,  but  also  for  all  damages  or  injury  that  may  thereby 
be  sustained  by  the  owner  of  the  stock. 

OoMMov  Casribbb  —  Liabiutt  vor  Nbgliobnob  nr  Cabbzaob  of  Lttb- 
STOOK.  — In  an  action  against  a  railroad  for  negligence  and  non-compli- 
ance with  the  statute  in  transporting  live-stock,  by  keeping  them  confined 
in  the  oars  for  more  than  twenty-eight  consecutive  hours,  the  fact  that 
the  company's  stock-yard  at  its  feeding-station  was  on  fire  upon  the 
arrival  of  the  train  will  not  excuse  it  for  not  furnishing  the  person  in 
eharge  of  the  stock  all  proper  facilities  for  caring  for  them,  in  compliance 
with  the  contract  of  shipment,  nor  for  failing  to  stop  the  train  at  some 
other  station,  so  that  the  stock,  after  they  had  been  on  the  oars  more 
than  twenty-eight  conseoutive  hours,  might  be  unloaded,  watered,  and 
fed  by  the  person  in  charge,  notwithstanding  his  want  of  diligenoe  in 
not  urging  that  the  train  be  so  stopped  for  that  purpose. 

/.  B.  Cumming  and  Bryan  Cummingj  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Fleming  and  Alexander^  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

SncHONB,  J.  This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  defendants 
in  error  against  the  plaintiff  in  error  for  damages  caused  to  a 
certain  car-load  of  horses  by  reason  of  the  negligence  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error  in  not  stopping  its  cars  so  as  to  give  the 
defendants  in  error  an  opportunity  to  water  and  feed  their 
horses*  A  verdict  was  had  for  the  defendants  in  error,  and 
the  railway  company  moved  foi  a  new  trial,  which  was  denied 
by  the  court,  and  it  excepted  to  this  ruling,  alleging  as  error 
the  special  grounds  set  forth  in  its  motion. 

The  evidence  showed  that  the  horses  were  shipped  from  St. 
Louis  to  Augusta,  and  had  been  on  board  of  the  train  about 
twenty-six  hours  when  the  train  arrived  at  Nashville;  that 
the  person  in  charge  of  the  horses  made  inquiries  of  certain 
persons  about  the  train  as  to  getting  the  horses  off,  and  hav* 
ing  them  fed  and  watered,  and  was  told  that  this  could  not  be 
done;  the  stock-yards  of  the  company  were  on  fire  when  the 
train  reached  Nashville;  no  opportunity  was  afforded  to  the 
agent  of  the  defendants  in  error  to  unload  the  horses  for 
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the  parpose  of  feeding  and  watering  them,  by  the  railroad 
company,  or  any  of  the  employees  thereof,  but  the  oar  in 
which  the  horses  were  loaded  was  attached  to  another  train, 
which  proceeded  through  to  Chattanooga  without  giving  an 
opportunity  at  any  intermediate  station  for  the  horses  to  be 
taken  care  of.  The  special  contract  under  which  the  horses 
were  shipped  was  put  in  evidence,  to  the  following  effect:  That 
the  tariff  rate  on  the  shipment  to  Augusta  was  1226  per  car; 
that  in  consideration  of  the  fact  that  the  car  was  to  be  trans- 
ported for  1113,  and  a  free  passage  to  the  owner  or  his  agent 
on  the  train  with  the  animals,  this  being  a  special  rate  lower 
than  the  regular  rate,  the  shipper  released  the  railroad  com- 
pany and  its  connecting  lines  from  the  liability  of  a  commoa 
carrier  in  the  transportation  of  the  animals,  and  agreed  that 
such  liability  should  be  only  that  of  a  private  carrier  for 
hire;  that  the  shipper  agreed  that  he  would  load  and  unload 
the  animals  at  his  own  risk,  and  feed,  water,  and  attend  the 
same  at  his  own  expense  and  risk  while  they  were  in  the 
stock-yards  awaiting  shipment,  and  while  on  the  cars  or  at 
feeding  or  transfer  points,  or  where  they  might  be  unloaded 
for  any  purpose;  that  while  the  employees  of  the  railroad 
should  provide  the  owner  or  person  in  charge  of  the  animals 
all  proper  facilities  on  trains  and  at  stations  for  taking  care 
of  the  same,  the  business  of  the  railroad  should  not  be  delayed 
by  the  detention  of  the  trains  to  unload  and  reload  the  ani- 
mals for  any  cause  whatever,  but  the  car  might  be  left  at  a 
station,  upon  the  request  of  the  person  in  charge  of  the  samOi 
and  unloaded  and  reloaded  by  him;  that  should  damage  oo« 
cur  for  which  the  railroad  might  be  liable,  the  value  at  the 
date  and  place  of  shipment  should  govern  the  settlement,  in 
which  the  amount  claimed  should  not  exceed,  for  a  horse  or 
mule,  1100,  which  amount,  it  was  agreed,  was  as  much  as 
such  animals  were  reasonably  worth.  This  agreement  was 
dated  February  14,  1889.  It  was  shown  by  the  evidence  that 
neither  the  railroad  company  nor  any  of  its  employees  pro« 
vided  the  person  in  charge  of  the  animals  with  any  fEtcilitiee 
whatever  for  taking  care  of  the  same,  notwithstanding  it  ap* 
pears  that  the  person  in  charge  in  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the 
horses  applied  to  various  persons  who  seemed  to  be  connected 
with  the  railroad  for  permission  and  opportunity  to  unload 
the  cars  at  Nashville,  in  order  that  he  might  feed  and  water 
the  animals,  and  give  them  the  required  rest  after  their  long 
journey.    Nor  were  the  cars  left  at  Nashville,  which  was  a 
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feeding-station;  but  they  were  attached  to  another  train^  which 
proceeded  through  to  Chattanooga.  It  is  very  clearly  shown 
by  the  testimony  that  the  damage  to  the  stock  was  caused  in 
consequence  of  the  fact  that  they  were  kept  on  board  of  the 
cars  for  over  forty  hours,  without  rest  or  food  or  water.  There- 
fore we  think  the  verdict  of  the  jury  was  warranted  by  the 
testimony  in  the  case. 

Section  4386  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States 
provides  that  '*  no  railroad  company  within  the  United  States 
whose  road  forms  any  part  of  a  line  of  road  over  which  cat* 
tie,  sheep,  swine,  or  other  animals  are  conveyed  from  one  state 
to  another,  or  the  owners  or  masters  of  steam,  sailing,  or  other 
vessels  carrying  or  transporting  cattle,  sheep,  swine,  or  other 
animals  from  one  state  to  another,  shall  confine  the  same  in 
cars,  boats,  or  vessels  of  any  description,  for  a  longer  period 
than  twenty-eight  consecutive  hours,  without  unloading  the 
same  for  rest,  water,  and  feeding,  for  a  period  of  at  least  five 
eoBsecntive  hours,  unless  prevented  from  so  unloading  by  storm 
or  other  accidental  causes."  We  think,  under  this  statute,  that 
where  a  railroad  company  keeps  live-stock  upon  its  cars  for 
more  than  twenty-eight  consecutive  hours,  this  constitutes 
negligence  per  ««,  and  such  railroad  company  is  liable  not 
only  for  the  penalty  prescribed  in  the  statute,  but  also  for  any 
damages  or  injury  that  may  thereby  be  sustained  by  the  owner 
of  the  stock.  We  furthermore  think  that,  under  the  contract 
between  these  parties,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  railroad  company 
to  have  aflforded  the  person  in  charge  and  having  care  of  these 
animals  an  opportunity  to  unload  the  same  upon  their  arrival 
at  Nashville,  or  at  some  other  place,  when  they  had  been  upon 
the  cars  twenty-eight  consecutive  hours;  and  having  failed  to 
afford  this  opportunity  of  feeding  and  watering  the  stock  and 
giving  them  the  required  rest,  the  railroad  company  is  liable 
for  the  consequences  of  any  injury  to  the  animals  that  may 
have  ensued  thereby.  And  while  the  statute  of  the  United 
State  was  an  act  in  favor  of  humane  treatment  of  animals 
while  being  transported,  yet  we  think  that  a  violation  of  the 
same  on  the  part  of  the  railroad  company  was  negligence  in 
itself  for  which  they  would  be  liable.  So  we  think  the  verdiot 
ef  the  jury  was  not  without  evidence  to  support  it;  nor  do  we 
think  it  was  contrary  to  law.  The  fact  that  the  stock-yards 
of  the  defendant  were  on  fire  when  the  train  arrived  at  Nash- 
ville was  not  sufiBcient  excuse  for  not  furnishing  to  the  persoa 
in  charge  of  the  animals,  under  the  contract,  all  proper  fadli* 
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ties  for  taking  care  of  the  same;  nor  was  it  a  safficient  excuse  for 
not  stopping  the  car  five  hours,  there  or  at  some  other  station, 
as  provided  for  in  the  statute,  so  that  the  animals,  after  thej 
had  been  upon  the  cars  twenty-eight  consecutive  hours,  might 
be  unloaded  and  watered  and  fed  by  the  person  in  charge. 

Should  it  be  thought  that  the  agent  of  the  owner  in  attend* 
ance  upon  the  stock  was  deficient  in  urging  compliance  with 
the  statute,  the  railroad  employees  knew,  or  should  have  known, 
of  that  want  of  diligence  on  his  part;  and  as  it  was  for  them 
to  select  the  place  for  stopping,  and  to  comply  with  the  statute, 
with  or  without  his  request,  his  failure  in  diligence  is  no  excuse 
for  the  company  under  the  act  of  Congress.  The  owner  of  the 
stock  not  being  present,  his  servant  and  the  company's  ser- 
vants had  no  right,  as  against  him,  to  violate  the  statute  anj 
more  than  as  against  the  United  States. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

COMICON  CaBBIIBS  — LlABILITT  lOB  NbOUOIRT  CaBRIAOB  OF  LeVB-STOOK. 

>—  A  nilroad  company  receiving  liTe-ttook  for  truisportotioii  ia  Uablo  m  a 
oomnum  oarrier:  Kcuua$  etc  Ky  Co,  ▼.  NkhoU^  9  Eao.  235;  12  Am.  Rep.  4M^ 
vid  extended  note;  Railway  Co.  ▼.  fTyim,  88  Tenn«  320.  Compare  note  to 
Rb^ord  T.  8nMt  18  Am.  Bep.  63. 


Brown  v.  Smith. 

[86  QiOBOiA,  274.J 

ICastbb  avd  Sbbvant— Hibkr  of  Anothbb  Sbrvant,  whbb  Biooias 
Mastbb.  —  Where  a  master  has  hired  his  servant  to  another,  giving  the 
latter  the  complete  and  absolnte  control  and  direction  of  the  serrant^ 
with  the  exdnsive  right  to  discharge  him,  put  another  in  his  plaoe^  or 
put  him  at  other  work,  the  original  master  is  not  liable  for  his  neglif 
genoe,  although  he  receiTCs  pay  for  the  work  so  done  by  him^  as  he  is  for 
the  time  being  the  servant  of  the  hirer. 

Leiter  and  Ravenel^  for  the  appellant. 

(y Connor  and  (ySymej  for  the  respondents. 

Simmons,  J.  Brown  saed  Smith  and  Kelly  for  damages, 
alleging,  in  sabstance,  that  he  was  engaged  as  a  laborer  in  dis- 
charging a  vessel  laden  with  coal  lying  at  the  wharf  of  0.  H. 
Dixon,  in  Savannah;  that  it  was  his  duty  to  remain  in  the 
bold  of  the  vessel  to  receive  empty  tabs  as  they  were  lowered 
into  the  hold,  and  to  anhook  them  from  the  hoisting-rope,  and 
hook  thereon  full  tubs  to  be  hoisted  therefrom;  that  there  wag 
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also  then  and  there  employed  in  discharging  the  vessel  a  cer- 
tain pair  of  mules,  the  property  of  said  Smith  and  Kelly, 
managed  and  controlled  by  their  servant,  these  mules  being 
attached  to  a  rope  used  in  hoisting  the  coal,  and  being  driven 
by  said  servant  of  the  defendants;  that  during  the  dischar- 
ging of  the  vessel  it  was  the  duty  of  this  servant,  as  an 
empty  tub  was  loaded  into  the  vessel,  to  keep  the  mules  sta- 
tionary while  the  plaintiff  unhooked  the  empty  tub  from  the 
rope  and  hitched  thereto  a  full  tub,  and  not  to  drive  the  mules 
off  or  permit  them  to  walk  off  until  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff 
had  finished  the  hooking  and  unhooking;  that  an  empty  tub 
had  been  lowered  into  the  hold,  and  while  he  was  engaged  in 
unhooking  it  from  the  rope,  and  before  he  had  finished  doing 
BO,  the  driver  of  the  mules,  without  any  signal  so  to  do,  negli- 
gently and  carelessly  permitted  the  mules  to  walk  off,  jerking 
the  empty  tub  against  the  petitioner's  hand,  catching  the  hand 
between  the  tub  and  the  side  of  the  hatchway,  and  crushing 
and  mashing  it  so  as  to  make  it  necessary  to  amputate  the 
third  finger,  depriving  him  of  the  use  of  his  hand  and  causing 
him  to  lose  time  and  money,  etc.,  and  giving  him  great  pain. 
The  jury  returned  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  and 
the  plaintiff  moved  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  refused,  the 
court  holding  that  under  the  evidence  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  recover,  because  the  driver  of  the  mules  was  not 
the  servant  of  the  defendants,  but  the  servant  of  Dixon.  The 
evidence  on  this  point,  in  substance,  was,  that  Dixon  had  a 
vessel  loaded  with  coal,  and  employed  Brown,  the  plaintiff,  to 
assist  in  unloading  it,  and  hired  from  Smith  and  Kelly  a  pair 
of  mules  and  a  driver.  The  mules  were  to  be  hitched  to  a 
rope,  and  by  this  means  were  to  pull  the  tubs  of  coal  out  of 
the  hold,  upon  the  dock.  Although  Dixon  hired  the  mules 
and  driver  from  Smith  and  Kelly,  he  had  full  control  of  both; 
they  were  under  his  control  and  direction  during  the  time 
the  work  of  unloading  the  coal  was  in  progress,  and  when  the 
driver  was  not  driving  the  mules,  Dixon  had  the  right  to  put 
him  at  any  other  work  in  and  about  the  vessel.  And 
although  he  did  not  pay  the  driver  for  his  work,  but  paid 
Smith  and  Kelly  for  the  hire  of  the  mules  and  the  driver,  he 
nevertheless  had  the  right,  under  the  contract  with  Smith  and 
Kelly,  to  discharge  the  driver  and  appoint  a  substitute  in  his 
place,  if  the  driver  was  careless  or  incompetent.  Smith  and 
Kelly  had  no  right  to  give  any  directions  to  the  driver  while 
in  the  service  of  Dixon,  nor  to  control  him  in  any  manner  dur- 
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ing  that  time,  but  he  was  to  be  under  the  absolute  control  of 
Dixon  during  the  progress  of  the  work. 

Under  this  state  of  facts,  we  think  the  court  was  right  in 
holding  that  the  driver  of  the  mules  was  not  the  servant  of 
Smith  and  Kelly  in  that  particular  work,  and  that  the  plain* 
tiflf  could  not  recover  from  them.    While  it  is  true  that  the 
driver  of  the  mules  may  have  been  the  general  servant  of  Smith 
and  Kelly,  yet  when  they  hired  him  to  Dixon  for  this  partieu* 
lar  work,  and  gave  Dixon  control  over  him,  and  the  right  to 
discharge  him  if  Dixon  found  it  necessary,  the  driver  became 
the  special  servant  of  Dixon  for  that  occasion,  and  Smith  and 
Kelly  would  not  be  liable  for  his  negligent  acts  while  thus  in 
the  employment  of  Dixon.    Wood,  in  his  work  on  master  and 
servant,  section  317,  says:  "The  real  test  by  which  to  deter- 
mine whether  a  person  is  acting  as  the  servant  of  another 
is  to  ascertain  whether,  at  the  time  when  the  injury  was 
inflicted,  he  was  subject  to  such  person's  orders  and  con- 
trol, and   was  liable  .  to  be  discharged  by  him  for  disobe- 
dience of  orders  or  misconduct."    In  Whittaker's  Smith  on 
Negligence,  page  165,  it  is  said:  "Where  a  master  allows  his 
servant  to  be  hired  by  another,  he  remains  liable  to  the  hirer 
and  to  strangers  for  negligence  of  such  servant;   and  even 
where  that  other  himself  selects  the  servants,  although  the 
master  might  not  be  liable  for  mere  incompetency,  yet  he 
would  be  so  for  negligence.    If  the  master  abandons  all  con- 
trol over  the  servant  and  all  right  to  discharge  him,  and  these 
rights  are  taken  by  the  hirer,  of  course  the  servant  becomes 
the  servant  of  the  hirer." 

In  Shearman  and  Bedfield  on  Negligence,  section  162,  it  is 
said:  '*If  the  hirer  is  vested  for  the  time  with  the  exclusive 
right  to  discharge  the  servants  and  employ  others,  he  alone 
is  responsible  for  their  defaults." 

We  have  seen  from  the  evidence  above  quoted  that  Dixon 
had  the  exclusive  right  to  discharge  this  driver  and  employ 
another  in  his  place.  He  had  the  right  absolutely  to  control 
and  direct  the  driver.  He  had  the  right  to  take  him  from 
the  mules  and  put  him  at  other  work.  In  other  words,  he 
had  as  ample  and  complete  control  over  the  driver  as  if  he 
had  originally  hired  him.  We  think,  therefore,  that,  under 
these  authorities,  and  others  which  will  be  cited,  when  Brown 
was  injured  by  the  carelessness  of  the  driver,  the  driver  was 
not  the  servant  of  Smith  and  Kelly,  but  the  servant  of  Dixon: 
Macdonell  on  Master  and  Servant,  307  et  seq.;  Laugher  v. 
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FbinUr,  5  Bam.  &  C.  547;  tfurphey  ▼.  Caralli,  8  Ex.  461; 
KimbaU  ▼.  Cmhman,  103  Mass.  194;  4  Am.  Bep.  628;  Vary  v, 
Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  42  Iowa,  246. 
Judgment  affirmed.  

Mastkb  AMD  Sbbyant — RELATION  OF,  WHBV  BxiSTS.  —  Th«  relation  of 
iBAtier  and  aerTant  eziaU  only  when  the  person  longht  to  be  charged  as 
master  for  the  act  of  the  servant  either  employed  or  controlled  him,  or  had 
tho  right  of  control  over  him,  at  the  time  the  injury  saed  for  happened,  or 
•zpressly  or  tacitly  assented  to  the  rendition  of  the  particular  service  by 
him.  He  miut^  at  the  time,  have  had  the  right  to  direct  the  action  of  the 
•arvantt  and  to  aooept  or  reject  its  rendition  by  him:  Mound  City  He,  Co.  v. 
OotUom,  92  Ma  221.  For  the  relation  to  exist  so  as  to  make  the  master  re« 
sponsible,  he  must  not  only  have  the  power  to  select  the  servant,  but  to 
direct  the  mode  of  executing  the  work,  and  to  so  control  him  in  his  acts  in 
the  coarse  of  the  employntent  as  to  prevent  injury  to  others:  Hobinion  ▼. 
WMt  11  Bush,  464.  He  is  deemed  to  be  the  master  who  has  the  supe* 
rior  choice^  oontrol,  and  direction  of  the  servant*  and  whose  will  the  servant 
represents,  not  merely  in  the  ultimate  result  of  his  work,  but  in  all  its 
detoik:  Sobhuon  v.  WM,  11  Bush,  464.  Whether  or  not  the  relation  of 
master  and  servant  exists  so  as  to  invoke  the  rule  of  rtapondeat  superior  de- 
pends mainly  on  whether  or  not  the  employer  retains  the  direction  and  con* 
trol  of  the  work,  or  has  given  it  to  another  person:  Andrewi  t.  Boedeeher, 
17  HI.  App.  213;  for  the  liability  of  the  master  does  not  reach  wrongs  caused 
by  the  carelessness  of  servants  in  work  not  directed  by  the  master,  as,  for 
instance,  the  business  of  a  third  person,  or  of  the  servant  himself,  or  of  the 
master,  which  he  did  not  expressly  or  impliedly  direct  him  to  perform.  In 
other  words,  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  and  the  responsibility  of 
the  master  grows  cat  of,  is  measured  by,  and  begins  and  ends  with  his 
control  of  the  servant:   WiiUe  v.  StaU  Road  etc  Co.^  63  Mich.  630. 

Still,  if  for  his  own  protection  the  owner  reserves  over  that  which  he  per- 
mits to  be  need  by  another  the  essential  powers  of  a  master,  he  will  be  held 
to  snataia  that  rdationship  when  the  rights  of  others,  affected  by  the  negli- 
gence d  thoee  selected,  paid,  and  kept  in  his  employment,  are  brought  in 
queetion:  Bwriam  v.  Oalvettan  etc.  B*y  Co.,  61  Tex.  626. 

The  relation  of  master  and  servant  does  not  cease  to  exist  so  long  as  the 
master  reserves  any  oentroi,  or  right  of  oontrol,  over  the  method  and  man- 
ner of  doing  the  work  or  the  agencies  by  which  it  is  to  be  affected:  FeU  ▼. 
Jiich  HiU  eie.  Co.,  23  Mo.  App.  216. 

Prima  /aeie,  a  person  found  doing  service  for  another  is  in  the  other's 
employ.  H  the  owner  retains  the  power  of  controlling  the  work,  the  rela- 
tion existing  between  him  and  the  person  contracted  with,  so  far  as  the 
responsibility  on  the  part  of  the  owner  for  the  acts  of  the  person  employed 
is  concerned,  is  that  of  master  and  servant.  The  mere  fact  that  the  person 
employed  followed  a  certain  trade  or  profession,  or  carried  on  a  separate  and 
distinct  employmenti  does  not  change  the  rule:  Perry  v.  Ford,  17  Mo.  App. 
212. 

An  express  contract  is  not  essential  to  create  the  relation  of  master  and 
•srvaat.  It  may  be  implied  from  circumstances,  so  that  the  master  will  be 
liable  for  the  negligence  of  the  servant,  though  in  fact  the  relation  did  not 
exist,  as  where  he  induced  the  belief  that  the  relation  existed,  and  thereby 
led  another  to  act  upon  it  to  his  injury:  Orowoock  t.  Hall,  82  Ind.  202. 
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The  relation  of  master  and  servant  exists  where  the  latter  is  employed,  not  by 
the  master  directly,  bnt  by  an  employee  in  charge  of  a  part  of  the  master's 
boslness,  with  authority  to  engage  assistants  therein;  and  the  fact  that  the 
subordinate  servant  receives  compensation  proportionate  to  the  work  done 
does  not  make  any  di£ferenoe:  BumweU  v.  DUioorth,  111  Pa.  St.  343.     And 
one  who^  at  the  request  of  the  man  in  charge  of  the  work,  temporarily  assiata 
in  the  master's  work,  not  expecting  remuneration,  is  for  the  time  being  a 
servant  of  the  master,  and  entitled  to  the  same  protection  as  any  other  ser- 
vant: JofvMon  V.  AMand  Water  Co,,  71  Wia.  653;  5  Am.  St  Rep.  243.     The 
fact  that  a  person,  who^  being  in  charge  of  a  horse  with  the  assent  of  the 
owner,  and  engaged  in  his  business,  causes  an  injury  by  negligent  riding 
while  in  the  general  employment  of  a  third  person  will  not  exempt  the 
•Mmer  of  the  horse  from  liability  for  the  injury,  unless  the  relation  of  the 
third  person  to  the  business  is  such  as  to  give  him  exclusive  control  of 
the  means  and  manner  of  the  accomplishment  of  the  business,  and  exclnsire 
direction  of  the  persons  employed  therefor:  Kimbatt  v.  Ouskmanf  103  Mass. 
194;  4  Am.  Rep.  628;  Pretton  v.  Knight,  120  Blass.  6.     If  a  master  sends  his 
servant  to  deliver  a  load  of  coal  to  the  occupants  of  a  store,. and  such  ooca« 
pants  have  the  right  to  direct  the  absolute  control  and  mode  or  manner  of 
such  delivery,  then  the  servant  becomes  their  servant,  so  as  to  render  them 
liable  for  injuries  occasioned  by  his  negligence  in  delivery  of  the  coal:  Clapp 
y.  Kemp,  122  Mass.  481. 

A  convict  is  the  servant  of  the  person  employing  him,  even  if  his  wages  go 
to  the  county  in  which  he  is  imprisoned:  HarMg  v.  Bay  JSkUe  etc  Co.,  43 
flun,  425.  If  the  keeper  of  a  prison  places  a  convict  in  charge  to  protect  his 
premises  from  trespassers,  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  exists  so  as  to 
make  the  keeper  liable  for  an  unlawful  injury  inflicted  by  the  convict:  Ward 
▼.  Young,  42  Ark.  642. 

Where  a  regular  brakeman  is  absent,  and  the  safe  and  proper  management 
of  the  train  requires  it,  a  conductor  has  authority  to  employ  a  brakeman  tor 
the  time  being,  who  thereby  becomes  the  servant  of  the  company:  Bloom  y. 
Central  Iowa  Ky  Co.,  62  Iowa,  728. 

A  driver  of  a  street- car  who,  on  being  relieved  by  another  driver,  immedi- 
ately leaves  the  car  for  the  purpose  of  getting  a  meal  is  still  the  servant  of 
the  company,  so  as  to  make  the  latter  liable  for  his  gross  negligence  or  care- 
lessness in  leaving  the  car:  Commonwealth  y.  Brockton  Street  R*y  Co.,  143 
^ass.  601.  An  engine-wiper  employed  in  a  railroad  company's  round-house 
is  still  the  servant  of  the  company  after  leaving  the  house  and  while  passing 
through  the  yards  on  his  way  to  or  from  work:  Bwald  T.  Ohicago  etc  Bty  Co.^ 
70  Wis.  420;  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  17a 

In  an  action  against  a  railroad  company  for  damages  for  personal  injury 
inflicted  by  the  employees  on  a  train,  it  appeared  that  both  the  train  and 
the  roatd  belonged  to  the  company,  although  the  road  had  not  been  formally 
accepted  from  the  contractor  who  built  it,  and  that  the  employees  on  the 
train  were,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  employed  and  paid  by  the  company, 
aad  could  be  discharged  on  complaint  of  the  contractor,  it  was  decided  that 
the  relation  of  master  and  servant  existed  between  the  company  and  the  em- 
ployees on  the  train,  so  as  to  make  it  liable  for  their  negligence:  BurUm  v. 
Oalveaton  etc  R'y  Co.,  61  Tex.  626;  New  Orleane  etc  R.  R,  Co.  v.  Norwood,  62 
Miss.  665;  62  Am.  Rep.  191.  Although  a  person  is  not  the  owner  or  manager 
of  a  steamboat^  and  has  no  authority  to  hire,  control,  or  discharge  its  em« 
ployess,  still;  if  it  is  navigated  by  him  or  for  him,  and  the  employees  are  con* 
troUed  for  him  by  another,  he  is  liable  for  their  negligence:  Fay  v.  JkuidaoHf 
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18  IfimL  688L  Hie  relaiioa  of  master  and  eeirant  ezffti  between  father  and 
daughter,  where  ahe,  being  twenty-nine  yean  of  age^  reaidea  with  him,  and 
by  a  taoit  nnderstanding  oontinnea  to  perform  domestic  duties,  and  ia  anp- 
plied  by  him  with  food  and  clothing:  Lipe  v.  Biaenlerd,  S2  N.  T.  229.  A 
aerrant  employed  by  a  flour  merchant  to  deliver  his  goods,  who  starts  with 
a  wagon-load  of  flour  and  bran  for  different  customers,  and  leaves  several 
bags  of  bran  by  the  roadside  while  going  to  deliver  the  flour,  intending  to 
take  the  bran  on  his  return,  and  thus  gain  time  to  attend  to  his  own  private 
bnainea^  muat  be  regarded  as  acting  for  the  master  in  leaving  the  bran,  so 
aa  to  make  the  latter  liable  for  an  injury  caused  by  the  fright  of  a  horse  in 
being  driven  by:  Pkelon  ▼.  Stiles,  43  Conn.  426. 

If  the  hirer  of  a  team  with  a  driver  agrees  with  the  owner  that  he  will 
fnmiab  hia  own  driver,  the  latter  becomes  his  servant:  Hqfer  ▼.  Hodge,  62 
Mich.  372;  60  Am.  Rep.  26<5.  When  a  person  is  injured  by  the  negligent 
driving  of  the  owner's  team  by  his  driver,  both  team  and  driver  being  hired 
by  a  third  person,  who  requested  the  services  of  that  pcurticular  driver,  the 
owner  ia  not  liable,  the  driver  being  at  the  time  the  servant  of  the  hirer: 
Jo&Un  ▼.  Ghrand  Rapids  lee  Co.,  60  Mich.  616;  46  Am.  Rep.  64.  Where  the 
owner  furnishes  a  driver  to  manage  his  team,  and  the  hirer  acquires  the  right 
to  superintend  and  direct  the  servant,  the  latter  continues  to  be  the  servant 
of  tha  owner,  who  is  responsible  for  his  negligence:  Ames  ▼.  Jordan,  71  Me. 
640;  36  Am.  Rep.  362;  Huff  v.  Ford,  126  Mass.  24;  80  Am.  Rep.  646.  A 
ferry-man  transporting  a  stage  and  its  passengers  across  a  stream  is,  aa  to  a 
passenger  contracting  with  the  stage  company  for  transportation  only  over 
ita  route,  to  be  regarded  as  the  servant  of  the  stage  company:  JlieLeam  t. 
Burbank,  11  Minn.  277.    To  the  same  effect,  Hooper  v.  WeUs,  27  CaL  11. 

If  a  contractor  agrees  with  the  trustees  of  an  estate  to  take  down  a  build* 
ing  for  them  under  their  direction,  and  subject  to  their  approval,  he  is  their 
aervant,  so  as  to  make  them  liable  for  his  negligence:  Linnehan  v.  Rollins,  137 
Masa.  123;  60  Am  Rep.  287.  When  the  owner  of  a  quarry  hires  a  party  to 
go  into  the  quarry  to  quarry  stones  therein,  break  the  same  to  a  certain  size, 
and  pile  them  up  for  measurement,  but  retains  no  other  or  further  control 
over  the  employee,  who  furnishes  the  gunpowder  and  other  tools,  and  is  paid 
by  the  perch,  tiie  relation  of  master  and  servant  exists,  and  the  latter  is  lia. 
ble  for  injury  inflicted  by  the  employee  in  destroying  adjacent  buildings  while 
blaating  with  gunpowder:  City  qf  T^n  v.  McCormack,  34  Ohio  St  638;  32 
Am.  Rep.  408.  A  porter  or  other  employee  of  the  Pallman  car  company, 
where  the  car  of  such  company  forma  a  part  of  a  regular  train,  is  to  be  re« 
garded  as  the  servant  of  the  company  running  such  train:  Williams  ▼.  PulU 
Mm  Pakkos  Car  Co,,  4Q  Ia,  Ann.  417;  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  638;  Peimsylvania 
Otmpamy  t.  Roy,  102  U.  8.  461;  Thorpe  v.  New  York  Central  etc  R.  R,  Co,, 
76  N.  T.  402;  32  Am.  Rep.  325.  Where,  under  a  contract,  a  party  acts  aa 
yazd-mastar  and  station-agent  for  a  railroad  company,  with  absolute  control 
of  tha  grounds,  yards,  buildings,  engines,  cars,  and  employees  furnished  by 
the  company,  aach  employeea  to  be  paid  and  controlled  by  him,  and  hia 
whole  work  to  ba  done  to  tiie  satisfaction  of  the  company's  superintendent! 
who  has  power  to  revoke  the  contract  if  the  work  is  unsatisfactory,  the  reli^ 
tion  of  master  and  servant  exists  between  the  contractor  and  the  company, 
and  tha  latter  ia  liable  for  the  negligenoe  of  tha  train-man  nndar  hia  oontrolt 
Bjpsedr.  AUanikete.  R.  R.  Co.,  71  Mow  303. 

Bhoralora  engaged  in  transferring  coal  from  a  vaasel  at  Iha  doak  Into  the 
ears  of  a  ndltoad  company,  tha  apparatua  uaed  being  anppliad  by  the  oom« 
pany  and  aontrollad  by  ita  aervants,  and  the  ahovelara  being  paid  from 
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money  recefved  by  iihe  eompany  from  tbe  ■bip-holdon  for  unloading,  are  Hm 
wrrants  of  tha  company:  Dal^  ▼.  Bo«ion  etc  B.  R,  Oo,,  147  Mass.  101.  Bnt 
a  steTodoro  employed  to  load  or  unload  a  vessel  for  a  gross  snm  is  not  Ham 
servant  of  the  owner  of  the  vessel,  so  as  to  make  him  liable  for  the  negU* 
genoe  of  the  men  employed  by  tbe  stevedore:  Sweenjf  v.  Murphy,  32  La.  Ann. 
628;  Pingree  v.  Leyland,  135  Mass,  39S.  A  pilot,  while  he  has  charge  of 
a  vessel,  is  the  servant  of  the  owner:  T<Ue$  v.  Brown,  25  Mass.  23.  Still, 
where  a  vessel  is  being  towed  by  a  steam-tug,  the  master  and  orew  of  the 
latter  are  not  the  servants  of  the  owner  of  the  former:  Sprout  v.  HemmMnff* 
way,  14  Pick.  1.  A  farm  employee  who  is  to  receive  a  part  of  the  crop  as 
compensation  for  his  services  is  the  servant  of  the  land-owner:  Rkhey  v. 
Dvpre,  20  S.  G.  6. 

A  railroad  company,  accepting  the  servioes  of  a  gateman  employed  by  •&• 
other  company  owning  the  road  used  by  it,  thereby  recognizes  such  gateman 
as  its  servant^  and  is  liable  for  his  negligence:  Cleveland  etc  ffy  Oik  t» 
Schneider,  45  Ohio  St.  678.  One  may  be  the  servant  of  another,  so  far  as  a 
claim  for  servioes  is  concerned,  even  though  at  the  same  time  he  was  in  the 
employ  of  a  third  person  both  in  and  out  of  the  business  hours  of  the  latter: 
Wallace  v.  De  Young,  98  111.  638;  38  Am.  Rep.  108. 

The  principle  of  respofidecU  superior  applies  to  municipal  corporations,  where 
the  acts  of  their  servants  refer  to  powers  and  duties  ministerial  in  their 
nature  and  character:  Toledo  v.  Cone,  41  Ohio  St.  149;  Lloyd  v.  Mayor  q/* 
New  York,  5  K.  T.  369;  55  Am.  Deo.  347;  Conrad  v.  Ithaca,  16  N.  Y.  158; 
but  a  public  officer  elected  or  appointed  in  a  city  to  perform  public  duties 
prescribed  by  statute,  and  not  for  tbe  benefit  of  tbe  city  in  its  corporate 
capacity,  is  not  the  servant  of  the  town  so  as  to  make  the  latter  liable  for  hia 
negligence:  Hafford  v.  New  Bedford,  82  Mass.  297;  Dunbar  v.  Boeton,  112 
Mass.  75;  Alger  v.  Boston,  119  Mass.  77. 

A  newsboy  permitted  to  pass  in  and  out  of  street-oars,  bnt  not  in  the  em* 
ploy  of  the  company,  is  not  the  servant  of  the  company:  Philadelphia  Trae^ 
tion  Co,  V.  Orbann,  119  Pa.  St.  37.  So  a  postal-clerk  is  not  the  servant  of 
the  company  on  whose  train  he  runs:  Muster  v.  Chicago  etc  S.  R.  Co.,  f^l 
Wis.  325;  50  Am.  Rep.  141.  A  licensee  of  the  exclusive  privilege  of  enter- 
ing trains  for  the  purpose  of  selling  and  supplying  lunches  to  passengers  is 
not  the  servant  of  the  railroad  company:  Fluker  v.  Georgia  R,  R,  etc  Co,,  81 
Ga.  461;  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  328.  A  store-keeper  who  sells  merchandise,  and 
then  permits  or  directs  the  purchaser's  servant  to  remove  it  by  throwing  it 
from  an  upper  window  into  the  street,  does  not,  by  so  doing;  make  the  ser- 
vant his  servant  so  as  to  be  liable*  for  his  act:  McCuUough  t.  Shoneman,  105 
Pa.  St.  169;  61  Am.  Rep.  194.  A  landlord  is  not  luible  to  a  servant  of  the 
tenant  for  an  injury  resulting  from  the  negligence  of  the  latter,  unless  it  arose 
from  some  unperformed  duty  remaining  upon  the  landlord,  even  though  the 
servant  was  originally  his  servant,  was  ignorant  of  the  lease,  and  supposed 
himself  still  in  the  employment  of  the  landlord:  CrwaeUe  v.  Pugh,  67  Gk.  430; 
44  Am.  Rep.  724.  When  a  master  sends  his  servant  to  deliver  a  load  of 
merchandise  to  a  customer  at  a  distance,  and  upon  his  arrival  the  customer 
requests  him  to  take  the  merchandise  to  another  person,  at  a  considerable 
distance  farther  on,  and  while  there  get  some  freight,  and  bring  it  to  him, 
while  so  engaged  the  servant  is  not  in  the  employ  of  the  first  master  so  as 
to  make  him  liable  for  his  negligence:  Stone  v.  Hills,  45  Conn.  44;  29  Am. 
Rep.  635.  If  a  clerk  is  in  the  employment  of  a  merchant^  and  the  latter, 
with  another,  forms  a  partnership  in  the  same  business,  after  which  the  dark 
enters  into  the  service  of  the  firm,  his  employment  with  tiie  first  master  is 
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at  an  end^  and  upon  receiving  the  wages  dae  ap  to  the  time  of  the  formatioa 
«f  iira  partnership,  and  a  refusal  to  work  without  an  increase  in  salary,  he 
cannot^  npon  heing  discharged,  recover  from  the  original  employer:  Anders 
mm  T.  Fnemam,  75  €k.  93.  A  police-officer  is  not  the  senrant  of  the  dty 
i^f^pointing  him,  so  as  to  exonerate  it  from  liability  for  injury  sustained  by 
him  beoanae  of  a  defectire  highway:  KimbaU  v.  Botton,  1  Allen.  417. 

One  who  contracts  with  another  to  do  a  specific  piece  of  work  for  him, 
which  work  is  lawful  in  its  nature,  and  who  furnishes  and  has  the  absolute 
control  of  his  assistants,  and  who  executes  the  work  entirely  in  accord  with 
his  own  ideas,  or  with  a  plan  previously  given  him  by  the  person  for  whom 
the  work  is  done,  without  being  subject  to  the  latter *s  orders  in  respect  to 
the  details  of  the  work,  with  absolute  control  thereof,  is  not  a  servant  of  his 
employer,  but  is  an  independent  contractor,  and  a  person  injured  by  his 
nsgligenoe  in  the  performance  of  the  work  has  no  right  of  action  against  the 
party  for  whose  benefit  the  work  is  done.  In  other  words,  neither  an  inde- 
pendent oontractor  nor  his  assistants  are  the  servants  of  the  party  with 
whom  he  contracts,  and  the  only  question  to  be  determined  in  fixing  the  lia- 
btlity  is  as  to  who  has  the  control  of  those  employed  in  the  work,  and  con* 
trol  of  the  manner  in  which  it  is  done.  If  one  oontraots  with  another  to 
perform  lawful  work  without  reserving  any  control  of  those  employed  in  the 
work,  or  the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  done,  the  contractor  who  controls 
and  directs  those  engaged  in  the  work,  and  not  the  party  for  whom  it  is 
done,  is  the  master,  and  liable  for  their  negligence.  If,  however,  the  party 
for  whom  the  work  ii  done  reserves  such  control,  he  is  liable  as  the  master. 
To  this  efifect  the  authorities  are  numerous  and  harmonious.  Among  them 
are  St,  Louis  etc  R'y  Co.  v.  7onley,  63  Ark.  503;  HaU  v.  Johnson,  80  IlL 
185;  ffe«<  V.  8t.  Louis  etc,  B,  R.  Co.,  63  HI.  545;  Wray  v.  Evans,  80  Pa.  St. 
102;  Beed  v.  AUeghmy  City,  79  Flu  St  300;  Bdmundson  v.  PiUsburgh  etc  B.  B. 
Co.,  Ill  Pa.  81  816;  Smith  v.  Simmons,  103  Pa.  St.  32;  49  Am.  Rep.  113s 
Miller  V.  Mnmescia  etc  R*y  Co.,  76  Iowa,  655;  14  Am.  St.  Rep.  258;  Bnjwn  v. 
McLeish,  71  Iowa,  381;  Du  PraUr.  Lick,  38  Cal.  691;  PoweU  v.  Construction 
Oo.,  88  Tenn.  692;  McGafferty  v.  Spuyien  DuyvU  etc  B.  B.  Co,,  61  K.  T.  178; 
19  Am.  Rep.  267;  Coughty  v.  Globe  Woolen  Co.,  56  K.  Y.  124;  New  Orleans 
eicB.B.Oo,y.  Beese,  61  Mim.  581;  Bohinson  v.  Webb,  11  Bush,  464;  Fuller 
T.  Cttwms'  Bank,  15  Fed.  Rep.  875;  Hitte  v.  BepubUean  Valley  B.  B,  Co.,  19 
Keb.  620;  SemieU  v.  Truebody,  66  Cal.  509;  56  Aul  Rep.  117;  Bailey  v.  Troy 
etc  B,  B.  Co.,  67  Vt  252;  62  Am.  Rep.  129;  Fink  v.  Missouri  Furnace  Co.,  82 
Ma  276;  52  Am.  Rep.  876;  Carter  r.  Berlin  Mills,  58  K.  H.  52;  42  Am.  Rep. 
572;  MeOartky  v.  Second  Parish  qf  Portland,  71  Me.  818;  86  Am.  Rep.  32a 

One  who  vdantarily  undertakes  to  perform  services  for  another,  who  as* 
•ents  thereto^  stands  in  the  relation  of  servant  to  the  latter  while  so  engagedt 
Baratowr.  Old  OMMy  B.  B.  Co.,  113  Biass.  535;  Union  B'y  etcOfKr.  KaUsh 
ker,  114  HL  82Bw 
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Savannah  Street  Railroad  Company  v.  Brtan. 

[86  Qboboia,  812.] 
MlRSB  AVD  SXETAMT  —  MaSTKB'B  LlABILITr  VOR  VlOLUrCni  OF  SSBTAIIT.  -* 

A  railroad  company  it  liable  for  the  anlawfnl  riolenoe  and  miebehanor 
of  iti  employees,  both  on  the  ean  and  at  the  office  of  the  company.  The 
mle  IS  here  applied  to  a  battery  committed  by  a  condnotor  npon  a  pa«- 
■ei^ger  on  the  car,  and  repeated  afterwards  at  the  company's  office: 

LawUm  and  Cunningham^  and  E.  8.  EUioii^  for  the  plaintiff 
in  error. 

Oarrard  and  Meldrim^  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Bleckley,  C.  J.  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  below  two 
thousand  dollars.  The  motion  for  a  new  trial  complains  of 
no  error  by  the  court,  but  attacks  the  verdict  as  contrary  to 
law,  to  evidence,  etc.,  and  as  excessive  in  amount.  The  mo- 
tion was  overruled.  This  was  an  approval  of  the  verdict  bj 
the  presiding  judge. 

Treating  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  witnesses  as 
reliable,  and  as  presenting  the  whole  truth  of  the  case,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  verdict  was  warranted  in  all  respects. 
The  plaintiff,  being  a  passenger  on  a  street-car,  was  called 
upon  by  the  conductor  for  his  fare.  He  had  money  in  bis 
pocket,  and  telling  the  conductor  to  wait  a  minute,  was  feel- 
ing for  a  nickel,  when  he  was  seized  by  the  conductor,  and 
ordered  off  the  car.  A  struggle  ensued,  and  the  conductor 
kicked  him  off  the  platform,  the  car  being  in  rapid  motion. 
The  plaintiff  then  repaired  immediately  to  the  office  of  the 
company  for  the  purpose  of  making  complaint  to  the  superin* 
tendent.  He  reached  the  office  in  about  eighteen  or  twenty 
minutes.  The  conductor  arrived  at  or  near  the  same  time. 
The  conductor  cursed  him,  kicked  him  again  twice,  hit  him 
with  his  fist,  and  shoved  him  away.  Others  present  took  part 
with  the  conductor,  and  plaintiff  was  badly  beaten.  The  con« 
ductor  plunged  a  knife  into  him.  His  left  arm  was  broken, 
and  the  cut  with  the  knife  was  in  the  back  of  the  head.  He 
became  unconscious,  and  was  afterwards  picked  up  by  a  po- 
liceman some  two  blocks  distant  from  the  office.  He  could 
not  say  exactly  where  and  at  what  time  he  was  cut,  but  he 
saw  the  conductor,  while  on  the  platform  of  the  office,  draw  a 
knife  from  bis  pocket,  and  open  it  with  his  teeth.  The  evi* 
dence  adduced  by  the  company  conflicted  with  this  account 
in  several  material  respects,  but  that  conflict  counts  for  noth* 
ing  on  thia  writ  of  error,  the  jury  having  found  in  favor  of  the 
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plaintiffy  and  their  finding  having  been  approved  by  the  pr^ 
Biding  judge.  The  company  is  responsible  for  the  unlawful 
violence  and  misbehavior  of  its  employees,  both  on  the  cars 
and  at  the  oflSce:  Oassway  v.  Atlanta  etc.  R.  R.  Co,y  58  Ga.  216; 
Peeples  v.  Brunswick  etc.  R.  R,  Co.^  60  Ga.  281;  Western  and 
Atlantic  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Turner,  72  Ga.  292;  53  Am.  Rep.  842; 
City  and  Suburban  Ry  Co.  v.  Brauss,  70  Ga.  368;  Christian  v. 
Columbus  etc.  R'y  Co.,  79  Ga.  460. 

There  was  no  error  in  denying  the  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

Judgment  affirmed.  

Mastkb  Aim  Servant —LiABiLiTT  of  Master  ior  Servant's  Torts. -* 
Th«  maater  U  liable*  for  the  torte  of  hie  servant  oommitted  in  the  course  of 
his  emploTment:  McCkaig  r.  Dearborne,  134  Pa.  St.  396;  19  Am.  St.  Rep. 
706y  and  note.  This  rule  is  applied  to  an  assault  and  batteiry  oommitted  by  a 
railway  conductor  upon  a  passenger  on  a  railway  train:  DiiUngham  v.  Rwt» 
•ell,  78  Tex.  47;  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  753,  and  note.  In  BraxU  v.  Peterton^  44 
Minn.  212,  where  a  barkeeper  of  a  saloon  assaulted  a  person  who  was  in  the 
■aloon  in  an  intoxicated  and  helpless  condition,  the  court  decided  that  the 
proprietor  ol  the  saloon  was  liable.  A  master  cannot  be  held  responsible  for 
the  acts  of  a  servant  done  in  violation  of  his  orders  and  beyond  the  scope  of 
hia  employment:  Andrew*  v.  Chrttn^  62  K.  H.  436. 


Bennett  v.  State. 

[86  GsoBOlA,  101.] 

Oeiminal  Law— Gharacibb — PRKsaMpnoN  in  Abssnor  or  Proov.  — 
An  acensed  is  not  bound  to  put  his  character  in  issue.  His  omission  to 
do  so^  or  to  show  good  character,  does  not  justify  a  presumption  that 
his  dharaoter  is  bad,  from  which  an  inference  of  guilt  can  be  drawn. 

GBmnrAL  Law  —  Char aotbr—  Prbsumption.  —  The  charaoter  of  a  party 
aocBsed  of  orime  is  presumed  to  be  good,  until  the  contrary  is  proved. 

Criminal  Law  —  Charaotrr.  —  Guilt  ov  Aoousbd  must  be  proved  beyond 
a  reascmable  doubt,  whether  his  character  is  good  or  bad. 

GRmiNAL  Law— .OHABAcmR  — CoiCMENTS  OF  Ck>UNSRi..  —It  is  reversible 
trior  to  allow  counsel  for  the  prosecution  to  arguei,  against  objection, 
that  want  of  testimony  as  to  the  character  of  the  accused  authorizes  the 
Juy  to  infer  that  his  character  is  bad,  although  his  counsel,  in  argu- 
ment  as  to  his  good  character,  has  gone  outside  the  evidenoe. 

McCwrry  and  Proffitt,  for  the  plaintifif  in  error. 

W.  M.  Howard^  sdieiiOT^en^ral,  and  Harrison  and  Puples^ 
far  the  state. 

SniMONs,  J.  Bennett  was  tried  for  the  offense  of  burglary, 
and  was  convicted.  He  made  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  which 
was  refused,  and  he  excepted.    One  of  the  grounds  of  the 
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motion  is,  that  the  prosecuting  attorney,  in  the  closing  argu- 
ment, argued  that  the  defendant  had  a  bad  character;  that 
he  had  a  right  to  prove  his  good  character,  and  had  not  done 
mo.  The  defendant  objected  to  this,  and  requested  the  court 
not  to  allow  it.  The  court  stated  that  the  argument  was 
proper,  and  he  would  allow  it  to  proceed.  Following  is  a 
note  which  the  court  attaches  to  this  ground:  *'The  first 
ground  of  the  motion  for  new  trial  is  true,  with  the  following 
additional  statement  in  connection  with  what  occurred  and 
in  explanation  thereof:  In  his  argument  before  the  jury* 
defendant's  counsel  had  stated  and  reiterated  repeatedly, — 
1.  His  personal  conviction  that  the  defendant  was  an  honest 
man  and  a  man  of  good  character,  and  that  nothing  criminal 
had  ever  before  been  charged  against  him;  2.  That  the  de- 
fendant was  a  man  of  as  good  a  character  as  Bowers,  one  of 
the  state's  witnesses,  and  stood  as  well  i^  the  community  as 
Bowers  did;  3.  That  Duncan,  a  witness  for  the  state,  was  a 
man  of  good  character,  and  had  employed  defendant  for  six 
years,  and  that  Duncan  would  not  have  done  so  if  defendant 
was  a  thief;  and  4.  That  defendant  stood  well  among  his 
neighbors,  and  was  regarded  where  he  lived  as  an  honest 
man  and  one  of  good  character,  so  far  as  the  evidence  in  this 
case  disclosed.  In  replying  to  these  arguments,  the  solicitor- 
general  said,  in  doubtful  cases,  in  cases  where  the  state  had 
proved  many  suspicious  facts  and  circumstances  against  a 
defendant,  the  law  allowed  him  to  prove  his  good  character, 
and  that  if  this  defendant  was  a  man  of  such  good  character 
and  reputation  as  his  counsel  had  insisted  he  was,  why  had 
he  not  called  some  of  his  neighbors  to  prove  his  good  charac- 
ter? and  that  his  failure  to  do  so  must  be  because  he  had  no 
such  good  reputation.  When  the  point  was  made  that  this 
argument  was  improper,  the  court  refused  to  interrupt  the 
solicitor-general,  because  of  the  fact  that  defendant's  counsel 
had  made  the  statements  above  mentioned." 

We  think  the  court  erred  in  allowing  the  state's  counsel  to 
argue  before  the  jury,  after  objection  by  the  prisoner's  coun- 
sel, that  the  defendant's  character  was  bad  because  he  had  a 
right  to  prove  his  good  character  and  had  not  done  so.  The 
accused  is  not  bound  to  put  his  character  in  issue.  If  he 
omits  to  do  so,  no  inference  of  his  guilt  can  be  drawn  there- 
from by  the  jury.  The  general  rule  is,  that  the  omission  to 
show  good  character  does  not  justify  a  presumption  that  the 
character  is  bad,  from  which  an  inference  of  guilt  can  be 
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drawn:  People  v.  Bodine,  1  Denio,  281;  Aehley  r.  People^  9 
Barb.  609;  StaU  v.  Docistader,  42  Iowa,  436;  State  v.  O'Neal, 
7  Ired.  261;  StaU  ▼.  C/p^am,  38  Me.  261;  SUphene  v.  Stote,  20 
Tex.  App.  255;  People  v.  WhiU,  24  Wend.  520;  Donoghoe  y. 
Pljopfo,  6  Park.  Cr.  120;  Cluck  ▼.  Sta««,  40  Ind.  270;  Fletcher 
▼.  StaU,  49  Ind.  134;  19  Am.  Rep.  673;  1  Bishop's  Grim. 
Proc.,  sec.  1119. 

The  state  is  bound  to  prove  the  guilt  of  a  defendant  beyond 
a  reasonable  doubt,  whether  his  character  has  been  good  or 
bad.  It  does  not  follow  because  an  accused  person  may  have 
a  bad  character,  that  he  is  guilty  of  the  particular  offense  for 
which  he  is  being  tried.  Counsel,  both  for  the  state  and  the 
accused,  should  be  compelled  by  the  court  to  confine  them* 
selves  in  their  arguments  to  the  evidence  in  the  case.  In  this 
state,  the  defendant  has  a  right  to  make  a  statement  of  his 
defense  to  the  jury,  and  it  has  been  held  in  several  cases  that 
the  state's  counsel,  where  the  defendant  omitted  to  make  such 
statement,  had  no  right  to  argue  that  fact  to  the  jury.  Nor 
can  the  jury  infer  guilt  from  the  defendant's  omission  to  make 
the  statement.  If  the  state's  counsel  is  not  allowed  to  argue 
this  fact  to  the  jury,  why  should  he  be  permitted  to  argue  that 
the  omission  to  prove  good  character  is  evidence  of  bad  charac- 
ter? Why  should  the  jury  be  permitted  to  infer  that  his  char- 
acter is  bad  because  he  has  omitted  to  prove  good  character? 

The  trial  judge,  however,  certifies  that  he  permitted  the 
state's  counsel  to  make  this  argument  because  the  prisoner's 
counsel  had  argued  to  the  jury  that  the  prisoner  had  a  good 
character,  etc.;  meaning  thereby  that  as  the  prisoner's  coun- 
sel had  argued  to  the  jury  a  fact  which  was  not  in  evidence, 
it  was  proper  to  allow  the  state's  counsel  to  reply  to  that 
argument,  and  to  say  that  the  prisoner's  character  was  bad 
because  he  had  a  right  to  prove  good  character  and  had 
failed  to  do  so.  In  StaU  v.  Upham,  38  Me.  261,  the  indict- 
ment charged  the  accused  with  having  in  his  possession  coun- 
terfeit bank  bills.  He  offered  no  evidence  of  his  general  good 
character,  but  his  counsel  argued  to  the  jury  that  from  his 
position  in  society  as  postmaster,  his  character  ought  to  avail 
him  in  aid  of  the  common  presumption  of  innocence.  Coun« 
sel  for  the  government  argued  that  the  want  of  such  testimony 
authorised  the  jury  to  infer  that  his  character  was  bad.  Re- 
fusal of  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury,  upon  request,  that  the 
failure  to  offer  such  proof  afforded  no  inference  of  guilt,  or  that 
the  character  was  not  good,  was  held  error. 
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There  are  many  authorities  which  hold  that  the  law  pre- 
sumes that  a  defendant  has  a  good  character.  This  was  held 
in  the  ease  of  Stephens  v.  Siate^  20  Tex.  App.  269;  and  in  the 
case  of  Cluck  v.  State^  40  Ind.  270,  the  supreme  court  of  In- 
diana held  that  the  law  presumes  that  every  man  has  a  good 
character,  and  that  it  would  have  been  competent  for  counsel 
to  have  commented  on  such  presumption.  This  rule  is  also 
laid  down  in  Sackett  on  Instructions  to  Juries,  651.  In  the 
case  of  Ooggane  v.  Monroe^  31  6a.  331,  the  defendant's  counsel, 
in  his  argument,  insisted  that  the  plaintiff's  character  was 
bad;  whereupon  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  requested  the  court 
to  charge  the  jury  that  the  law  presumed  the  plaintiff  to  be 
of  good  character,  until  the  contrary  was  shown  by  proof. 
The  trial  judge  refused  to  charge  as  requested,  and  this  court 
held  that  ^'  it  was  error  in  the  court  to  refuse  to  charge,  on 
request,  that  the  law  presumes  the  character  of  the  party  to  be 
good,  until  the  contrary  is  proven."  Jenkins,  J.,  in  delivering 
the  opinion,  said:  "  Defendant's  counsel  having  argued  that 
plaintiff's  character  was  bad,  and  this  argument  being  likely 
to  prejudice  his  case  before  the  jury,  he  was  entitled  to  the 
legal  presumption  that  in  the  absence  of  evidence  proving  the 
contrary,  his  character  was  good;  and  it  was  error  in  the  court 
to  refuse  to  charge,  on  request,  that  the  law  did  so  presume."- 

But  whether  this  be  true  or  not,  we  hold  that  the  court 
erred  in  allowing  the  state's  counsel,  over  the  objection  of  the 
prisoner's  counsel,  to  make  this  argument  to  the  jury, 
although  the  latter  had  first  violated  the  rules  of  court  by 
going  outside  of  the  evidence.  The  fact  that  the  prisoner's 
counsel  had  violated  the  rule  would  not  authoriase  the  state's 
counsel  to  do  likewise.  To  hold  that  because  counsel  on  one 
side  violates  a  rule  of  court  in  his  address  to  the  jury  by  making 
statements  outside  of  the  evidence,  the  opposing  counsel  has 
the  right  to  violate  the  rule  in  like  manner,  over  objections 
of  opposing  counsel,  would  be  to  turn  a  court,  where  justice 
should  be  administered  according  to  the  rules  of  evidence  and 
of  law,  into  a  town  meeting.  We  could  as  well  hold  that  if  the 
prisoner's  counsel  introduces  illegal  evidence,  the  state's  coun- 
sel can  reply  by  introducing  other  illegal  evidence;  and  this, 
we  have  held,  cannot  be  done:  Woolfolk  v.  State^  81  Gku  551. 
In  the  case  of  Mitehum  v.  State j  11  Oa.  615,  one  of  the  grounds 
of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  was,  that  the  court  erred  in  al- 
lowing the  solicitor-general,  in  the  concluding  argument, 
although  objected  to  by  counsel  for  the  accused,  to  support  the 
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testimony  of  Eilands  by  stating  that  he  was  an  unwilling  wit- 
ness for  the  state,  that  he  had  refused  to  come  under  subpoena, 
and  was  brought  by  arrest  under  attachment,  none  of  which  was 
in  eTidoDoe  before  the  jury,  the  court  remarking  that  it  was 
allowable  because  B.  K.  Harrison,  one  of  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel,  in  his  argument  to  the  jury,  had  stated  that  Eilands  was 
locked  up  on  the  sabbath  before  the  trial,  with  the  father-in* 
law  of  the  deceased,  and  the  prosecutor,  drinking  with  them, 
D^ne  of  which  was  in  evidence,  Mr.  Harrison  contending  that 
Eilands  was  a  willing  and  a  bribed  witness.    In  the  opinion, 
page  628,  Nisbet,  J.,  in  dealing  with  this  ground,  said:  "  The 
seventh  exception  is  founded  on  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  re- 
strain the  solicitor-general,  although  requested  so  to  do  by 
counsel  for  the  prisoner,  from  commenting  on  facts  not  in  evi* 
dence,  in  his  concluding  speech  to  the  jury.    This,  we  think, 
was  an  error.    We  have  had  occasion  to  consider  the  habit  of 
counsel  in  addressing  the  jury,  of  commenting  upon  matters 
not  proven  and  not  growing  out  of  the  pleading,  before,  and 
have  been  content  with  visiting  it  with  a  decided  and  em* 
phatic  disapproval:  Berry  v.  State,  10  Ga.  522,  623.    We  en- 
tertain no  shadow  of  doubt  as  to  the  necessity  of  pronouncing 
it,  as  we  now  do,  illegal  and  highly  prejudicial  to  a  fair  and 
just  administration  of  the  rights  of  parties,  either  on  the 
criminal  or  civil  side  of  the  court.     It  is  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  prevent  such  comments,  and  in  all  cases  where  this  is  not 
done,  provided  the  court  is  requested  to  prevent  them,  we  shall 
hold,  as  we  rule  in  this  case,  that  it  is  good  ground  for  a  new 
trial.  There  was,  it  is  true,  some  excuse  for  the  license  conceded 
to  the  solicitor-general  in  this  case,  in  the  fact  that  counsel  for 
the  prisoner  had  already  taken  the  same  liberty  in  his  argument 
to  the  jury.    The  solicitor-general,  no  doubt,  felt  called  upon 
by  the  obligations  of  his  office  to  remove  any  wrong  impres- 
sion which  the  argument  of  counsel  for  the  prisoner  had  made  as 
to  the  credibility  of  the  witness.    Disregarding,  however,  these 
things,  we  have  no  option  but  to  make  this  case  the  occasion  of 
establishing  a  rule  upon  this  subject.    In  doing  this,  I  am  sure 
that  it  is  scarcely  necessary  to  say  that  we  disclaim  any  pur- 
pose of  inflicting  a  personal  censure  upon  the  able  and  upright 
judge  who  presided  in  the  cause,  or  upon  the  counsel  and  the 
prosecuting  officer.    If  no  other  reason  existed  for  this  dis- 
claimer (and  there  are  many),  sufficient  reason  would  be 
found  in  the  usage  of  our  courts,  which  has  gone  very  far  to 
sanction  the  habit  referred  to.    Its  practical  tendency  is  bad 
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upon  the  court,  the  bar,  ami  the  jury.  If  this  were  all,  per^ 
haps  our  duty  would  stop  with  the  expression  of  such  an  opin- 
ion; but  this  is  not  all,  for,  in  our  judgment,  it  is  violative  of 
the  rights  of  the  citizen  litigant  in  the  courts  of  justice;  and  if 
BO,  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  stop  short  of  making  it  cause  for  a 
new  trial."  See  also,  upon  the  same  line,  TwkerY.  Henniker^ 
41  N.  H.  317;  State  v.  Upharrhj  38  Me.  261;  Hennies  v.  Vogel, 
87  111.  242;  Fox  v.  People,  95  111.  71;  Rochester  v.  Shaw,  100 
Ind.  268;  Forsyth  v.  Cothran,  61  Ga.  278;  Johnson  v.  Slappey^ 
85  Ga.  576;  Augusta  etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  Randall,  85  Ga.  298;  Comr 
monwealth  v.  Scott,  123  Mass.  239;  25  Am.  Rep.  87;  McDonald 
V.  People,  126  111.  150;  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  547,  and  note. 

The  proper  practice,  according  to  the  majority  of  the  cases 
above  cited,  would  have  been  for  the  prisoner's  counsel  to 
have  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  law  contrary  to  that  as 
asserted  by  the  solicitor-general  in  his  address  to  the  jury. 
The  record  shows,  however,  that  he  did  object  to  the  remarks 
of  the  solicitor-general,  and  requested  the  court  to  stop  him, 
but  that  the  court  refused  to  do  so,  holding  that  the  remarks 
were  proper,  and  thereby  giving  the  jury  to  understand  that  the 
rule  of  law  laid  down  by  the  solicitor-general  was  the  correct 
one,  and  that  they  might  make  the  inferences  claimed  by  the 
prosecuting  officer.  Under  this  state  of  facts,  it  was  scarcely 
necessary  for  the  prisoner's  counsel  to  request  the  court  to 
charge  a  contrary  view  of  the  law.  This  being  a  very  close 
case  on  the  facts,  and  the  language  of  the  state's  counsel  being 
calculated  to  prejudice  the  jury  against  the  defendant,  we  re- 
verse the  judgment  of  the  court  below  in  refusing  to  grant  a 
new  trial  upon  this  ground. 

Judgment  reversed.  

Criminal  Law  —  Chabactsr  of  Aoouskd  —  PRBSiTMPnoir.  «  While  the 
law  presumes  every  one  innocent,  it  does  not  presume  any  one  to  have  a  good 
oharacter:  Darner  y.  State,  64  Ala.  127;  25  Am.  Bep.  662. 

Criminal  Law  —  Rkasonarlr  Doubt.  —  The  guilt  of  an  aconeed  mnst  be 
established  beyond  a  reasonable  doabt:  Linion  ▼.  State,  S8  Ala.  216;  Lowe  ▼• 
State,  88  Ala.  8;  People  ▼.  Ferry,  84  CaL  31;  SheeJuin  ▼.  People,  131  HI.  22; 
State  ▼.  Bush,  122  Ind.  43;  State  v.  Bainebarger,  79  Iowa,  746;  People  r.  Cox, 
70  Mich.  247;  State  r.  Whalen,  98  Mo.  222;  State  v.  Howell,  100  Mo.  628; 
State  ▼.  BUhtt,  98  Mo.  151;  whether  his  character  is  good  or  bad:  Hueeqf  v. 
State,  87  Ala.  122;  People  v.  Bowman,  81  CaL  566. 

Criminal  Law  —  Argument  or  Counsel.  —  As  to  the  effect  of  oommente 
made  by  the  state's  attorney  with  respect  to  a  failure  of  the  acoiued  to  tes- 
tify or  produce  evidence  on  his  own  behalf,  see  note  to  State  y.  White,  27 
Am.  Rep.  142-144;  Hunt  v.  State,  28  Tex.  App.  149;  19  Am.  St  Rep.  815» 
and  note;  note  to  McDonald  ▼•  People,  9  Am.  St  Rep.  567* 
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Shlpfiho  —  CoMTBAor  ov  Hiring— Bkoovxrt  won  Bbxago.  —  Wli«ra  tlw 
matter  of  a  veasel  engages  a  person  to  take  charge  of  it^  extingniah  a 
fire  on  board,  and  protect  the  oargo^  thia  constitutes  a  contract  of  hir* 
in|^  and  not  an  agency.  The  person  so  employed  is  entitled  to  oompleta 
his  part  of  the  contract,  and  if  previonsly  discharged  by  the  owner  of 
the  ressel  without  cause,  may  recover  against  him  for  the  breach  of  the 
oontraot. 

Sbzppino  —  Custom  of  Pobt»  whbn  Part  ot  Gontsaot.  ^  Where  the 
master  of  a  vessel  in  distress  employs  a  person  to  extinguish  a  fire  on 
board  and  protect  the  cargo^  with  knowledge  of  and  contracting  in  ref* 
erence  to  a  reasonable  custom  of  port  to  charge  custody,  commissioOi, 
and  attendance  fees,  the  owner  of  the  vessel  is  bound  by  such  custouL 

Sbippino — Custom  of  Port,  Validitt  of.  —  A  custom  of  port  that  ooa 
employed  to  take  charge  of  a  vessel  in  distress,  for  the  purpose  of  saving 
it  and  its  cargo^  is  entitled  to  charge  a  custody  commission  and  reason* 
able  attendance  fee  is  not  invalid  because  it  does  not  ^x  the  attendance 
fee  in  every  case. 

BBiFPiHa — C0MMI88IOH  on  DiBBURSRMRNTii.  — One  who  is  employed  by  tho 
master  of  a  vessel  in  distress  to  save  it  and  its  cargo  is  not  entitled  to 
commissions  on  disbursements,  when  such  disbursements  are  made  by 
somebody  else,  and  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  the  existence  of  a  custom 
to  that  ^ect  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  master,  and  that  the  person 
employed  had  the  money  for  that  particular  purpose,  or  had  made  ar^ 
rangements  to  procnre  it  for  such  purpose,  and  had  thereby  inoorred 
expense. 

OusTOX,  ErracT  of  Local  and  Gbnsral.  —When  a  custom  Is  general; 
every  person  who  makes  a  contract  is  presumed  to  know  the  custom,  and 
it  enters  into  the  contract^md  binds  him.  When,  however,  a  bustom  is 
local,  a  person  who  resides  in  a  foreign  land,  and  has  never  been  to  the 
particular  locality  before,  is  not  bound,  unless  he  has  knowledge  of  the 
custom. 

Custom,  Proof  of.  — The  existence  of  a  custom  cannot  be  proved  by  the 
opinions  of  witnesses  that  it  ought  to  exist.  Its  existence  most  be 
proved  as  a  fact. 

Oeorge  A.  Mercer^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Oarrard  and  Meldrimj  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

SiifMONS,  J.  Strachan  &  Co.  sued  James  Horan,  the  owner 
of  the  British  steamship  Resolute,  on  an  account  upon  a  bill 
of  particulars  attached  to  the  declaration,  the  said  account 
being  made  up  of  the  charge  of  two  and  one  half  per  cent  com- 
mission, commonly  known  as  ''  custody  commission,"  upon  the 
yalue  of  the  cargo  discharged,  covering  services  rendered  and 
work  and  labor  done  in  and  about  the  steamship  Resolute,  ia 
the  port  of  Savannah,  and  also  an  attendance  fee  of  $500,  and 
also  a  commisaioD  on  disbursements  of  the  ship  of  two  and  a 
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half  per  oent  thereon,  the  whole  amounting  to  $4^975.    There 
were  other  counts  in  the  declaration  for  work  and  labor  done, 
and  also  a  quantum  meruit.    The  defendant  appeared  and 
pleaded  the  general  issue.    It  appears  from  the  record  in  this 
case  that  about  five  o'clock  in  the  morning,  October  1,  1887i 
the  steamship  Resolute,  then  loaded  with  6,003  bales  of  cotton, 
had  cleared  for  sea,  and  while  she  was  taking  on  coal  prepara- 
tory  for  leaving  the  harbor,  a  fire  broke  out  aboard  ship.    The 
plaintifis,  who  were  then  doing  business  in  the  city  of  Sayan- 
nah  as  shipping  merchants,  were  sent  for  by  the  master  of  the 
vessel,  and  Strachan,  the  senior  member  of  the  firm,  responded, 
went  aboard  the  vessel  and  reported  to  the  master,  and  then  and 
there  the  vessel  and  her  cargo  were  put  in  charge  of  said  firm, 
just  as  vessels  in  distress  are  usually  put  in  charge  of  mer« 
chants  in  that  port.    The  testimony  shows  that  after  Strachan 
had  superintended  the  discharge  of  the  cargo  from  the  ship  for 
some  two  hours,  they  adjourned  to  the  cabin  to  talk  over  the 
condition  of  affairs.     The  captain  swore:  ''  I  asked  Strachan 
if  there  would  be  any  extra  fees  charged  in  connection  with 
this  matter.    He  replied,  a  custody  commission  had  always 
been  paid  in  similar  cases.    I  said  I  considered  I  required  an 
agent,  and  if  such  was  the  charge  I  considered  he  deserved  the 
preference,  being  my  outward  agent.    He  and  I  at  the  time 
never  anticipated  that  the  whole  of  the  cargo  would  be  dis- 
charged, but  were  in  hope  of  extinguishing  the  fire  in  a  very 
short  time.    I  then  found  I  required  a  wharf  to  land  the  cargo 
that  was  discharged,  and  requested  Strachan  to  secure  one  on 
the  most  reasonable  terms.     Strachan  &  Go.  continued  to  act 
as  my  agents  until  Monday  afternoon,  October  3, 1887,  when 
I  received  a  telegram  from  Chubb,  my  owner's  special  agent, 
to  the  effect  to  withdraw  the  agency  from  Strachan  &  Co.,  un- 
less they  would  waive  their  custody  commission  fee,  etc." 
Strachan  swore  that  he  was  employed  by  the  master  of  the 
vessel  early  in  the  morning  on  the  1st  of  October,  the  ship 
being  then  flooded  with  water  in  attempting  to  extinguish  the 
fire  in  the  cargo,  and  that  he  immediately  went  to  work  to 
assist  the  captain  in  every  way  possible,  and  that  when  he 
went  to  the  cabin  and  got  breakfast  he  explained  to  the  cap- 
tain that  by  appointing  him  agent  there  were  certain  customary 
charges,  such  as  custody  commission  of  two  and  one  half  per 
cent  and  attendance  fee  for  managing  this  business,  to  accme; 
and  the  captain  said:  **  Very  well,  if  it  was  the  custom  of  the  port 
he  could  not  help  it^  and  as  Strachan  was  the  agent  of  the  ship 
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before,  it  would  be  better  for  bim  to  attend  to  tbe  business  than 
any  one  else."  A  great  deal  of  other  testimony  was  put  in  by 
the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant  under  the  qiLantum  meruit 
count;  also  testimony  going  to  show  the  custom  of  the  port  of 
Savannah  as  to  the  custody  commission,  attendance  fee,  and 
commiBsion  on  disbursements.  The  testimony  upon  the  last 
item  will  be  given  more  fully  hereafter  in  this  opinion.  The 
jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant 
made  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon  many  grounds,  which  was 
overruled  by  the  court,  and  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  main  and  controlling  questions  argued  before  us  were,^ 
1.  Did  the  captain  of  the  vessel,  under  the  instructions  from 
Chubb  the  underwriter,  approved  by  Horan  the  owner,  have 
a  legal  right  to  discharge  Strachan  &  Co.  from  his  employ- 
ment without  sufficient  cause?  and  2.  Was  Horan,  the  owner, 
bound  by  the  custom  of  the  port  of  Savannah  in  regard  to 
custody  commission,  attendance  fee,  and  commission  on  dis- 
bursements? 

1.  As  to  the  first  question,  it  was  contended  by  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  in  error  that  Strachan  &  Co.,  being  simply  agents 
of  the  owner  of  the  vessel,  might  be  discharged  at  any  time,  at 
the  option  of  the  principal  or  owner;  in  other  words,  that  their 
agency  could  be  revoked  by  the  principal  whenever  he  saw 
proper  to  do  so,  such  agency  not  being  coupled  with  an  inter- 
est While  we  admit  this  to  be  the  general  law  as  applied  to 
agents  who  represent  the  principal  in  and  about  his  business, 
we  do  not  think  it  applies  under  the  facts  of  this  case.  The 
employment  of  Strachan  &  Co.,  under  these  facts,  was  some- 
thing more  than  the  appointment  of  an  agent.  It  was  more 
in  the  nature  of  an  employment  or  hiring  than  an  appoint- 
ment to  an  agency.  It  was  in  the  nature  of  a  contract  be- 
tween the  captain  of  the  vessel,  as  the  owner's  agent,  and 
Strachan  &  Co.,  whereby  the  latter  agreed  to  extinguish  the 
fire,  and  if  necessary  unload  the  vessel  of  its  cargo,  and  do 
any  and  every  thing  else  for  the  protection  of  the  vessel  and 
cargo.  They  were  employed  to  do  a  particular  thing,  and 
were  contractors,  instead  of  agents,  in  the  general  understand- 
ing of  agency.  Strachan  A  Co.,  therefore,  being  contractors, 
servants,  or  hirelings  of  Horan  to  do  this  particular  job,  Horan, 
in  our  opinion,  could  not  rightfully  discharge  them  without 
sufficient  cause.  If  a  man's  house  is  on  fire,  and  he  employs 
another  to  extinguish  the  fire  and  save  the  house,  he  cannot 
vigbtfolly  discharge  the  person  employed  for  this  purpose. 
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iinleM  there  is  sufficient  cause.  Or  if  he  employs  one  to  build 
him  a  house,  or  cut  a  ditch,  or  make  him  a  road,  he  cannot 
discharge  him  without  sufficient  cause.  If  he  should  do  bo> 
it  would  be  a  breach  of  the  contract  Yet,  according  to  the 
contention  of  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  under  the  par- 
ticular facts  of  this  case,  all  those  persons  would  simply  be 
the  agents  of  the  employer,  and  he  could  discbarge  them  with* 
out  a  breach  of  his  contract,  and  they  would  only  be  entitled 
to  compensation  for  the  services  performed  up  to  the  time  of 
the  discharge.  We  cannot  agree  with  counsel  in  this  view 
of  the  law.  When  the  steamship  was  found  to  be  on  fire,  and 
the  captain  sent, for  Strachan  &  Co.,  and  requested  them  to 
take  charge  of  the  ship,  and  extinguish  the  fire  and  protect 
the  cargo,  and  Strachan  &  Co.  agreed  to  do  so,  and  accordingly 
proceeded  to  do  so,  in  our  opinion,  it  was  a  contract  between 
them,  and  Strachan  &  Go.  were  entitled  to  continue  in  the  per- 
formance of  their  part  of  the  contract  until  its  completion;  and 
if  they^ere  discharged  without  cause,  it  was  a  breach  of  the 
contract,  and  they  would  be  entitled  to  recover;  and  the  trial 
judge  having  taken  this  view  of  the  case  in  his  charge  to  the 
jury,  there  was  no  error  in  the  charges  given  upon  this  sub- 
ject, nor  in  his  refusal  to  charge  as  requested  by  the  defend- 
ant. 

2.  This  brings  us  to  the  question.  What  were  they  entitled 
to  recover?  Strachan  &  Co.  insist  that  under  the  custom  of 
the  port  of  Savannah  they  were  entitled  to  recover  a  custody 
commission  of  two  and  one  half  per  cent  on  the  value  of  the 
cargo  discharged,  a  reasonable  attendance  fee  on  surveys  and 
general  supervision,  and  a  commission  of  two  and  one  half 
per  cent  on  disbursements  connected  with  the  business  of  the 
ship  in  distress.    The  plaintiff  in  error,   Horan,  insists, — 

1.  That  there  was  no  such  custom  in  the  port  of  Savannah; 

2.  That  if  there  is.  such  a  custom,  it  is  an  unreasonable  cus- 
tom; and  3.  That  the  captain  of  the  vessel,  the  agent  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  did  not  know  of  the  custom. 

As  to  the  custody  commission  and  attendance  fee,  and  the 
knowledge  of  the  captain  in  regard  thereto,  the  evidence 
clearly  shows  that  there  was  such  a  custom  in  Savannah,  and 
that  the  captain  knew  it,  and  contracted  with  reference  to  it« 
It  will  be  remembered,  from  the  recital  of  facts  above  given, 
that  when  Strachan  had  been  in  charge  of  the  vessel  about 
two  hours,  he  went  down  to  the  cabin  to  breakfast  with  the 
captain,  and  then  informed  him   that  ''by  appointing  him 
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[Sirachan]  agent,  there  were  certain  castomary  charges,  such 
as  castody  commissions  of  two  and  one  half  per  cent,  and  at- 
tendance fee  for  managing  this  business,  to  accrue  ";  and  the 
captain  said,  "  Very  well,  if  it  was  the  custom  of  the  port,  he 
coald  not  help  if;  and  that  as  Strachan  had  been  agent  of 
the  ship  before,  it  would  be  better  for  him  to  attend  to  the 
business  than  any  one  else.  The  captain  does  not  deny  this 
statement  of  Strachan,  but  what  he  says  goes  to  confirm  it. 
It  ia  therefore  clear  to  our  minds  that  the  captain  fully  under- 
stood  that  there  was  a  custom  in  Savannah,  and  the  amount 
of  the  custody  commission,  and  assented  to  the  custom.  As 
said  before,  we  think  the  evidence  clearly  establishes  that 
there  was  such  a  custom  as  to  custody  commission  and  at* 
teadance  fee;  and  taking  into  consideration  the  skill  and 
experience  required,  and  the  responsibility  incurred  in  such 
employment,  as  shown  by  the  evidence,  we  cannot  say  that 
the  custom  is  an  unreasonable  one.  It  must  require  great 
skill  to  manage  a  vessel  loaded  with  cotton  when  on  fire.  If 
by  negligence  or  a  mistake  which  a  skillful  person  would  not 
make,  injury  is  sustained  by  the  vessel  or  cargo,  the  person 
employed  would  be  liable  therefor;  and  in  case  of  serious  loss 
or  injury,  the  damages  would  be  heavy.  And  we  suppose  that 
the  custom  fixed  these  fees  in  view  of  the  risk  and  responsi- 
bility assumed  by  the  person  employed. 

It  was  argued,  however,  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
as  to  the  attendance  fee,  that  it  was  unreasonable  because  the 
custom  did  not  fix  it  in  every  case.  There  was  no  custom  as 
to  any  certain  amount,  but  it  was  left  to  the  discretion  of  the 
person  employed,  and  counsel  claims  that  according  to  this 
custom,  when  the  person  employed  fixes  the  amount,  it  is 
final.  We  think  the  evidence  shows  that  although  the  custom 
did  not  fix  the  fee,  it  must  be  a  reasonable  fee.  In  our  opin- 
ion, a  custom  is  not  invalid  because  it  does  not  fix  the  amount 
of  the  fee  for  every  case.  If  the  custom  is  certain  that  it 
must  be  a  reasonable  attendance  fee,  that  is  sufficient.  If  cus* 
torn  had  undertaken  to  fix  the  same  fee  for  every  case,  it  would 
not  have  been  a  good  custom.  The  jury  found  three  hundred 
dollars  to  be  a  reasonable  attendance  fee  upon  the  steamship 
Besolute,  loaded  with  5,003  bales  of  cotton.  That  would  have 
been  an  unreasonable  fee  in  the  case  of  a  small  schooner 
loaded  with  fish  or  oysters,  or  with  ballast.  If  the  custom  is 
that  it  shall  be  a  reasonable  fee,  that  is  sufficient  to  render  it 
a  reasonable  custom.    Nor  is  the  owner  of  the  vessel  abso* 
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lutely  bound  by  the  fee  fixed  by  the  person  employed.  If  it 
is  unreasonable,  he  can  resist  it,  as  the  defendant  did  in  this 
case,  and  the  jury  may  reduce  the  amount  to  what  the  proof 
shows  to  be  reasonable,  as  was  done  in  this  case. 

8.  It  will  be  observed  that  in  our  discussion  thus  far  we 
have  omitted  the  third  item  of  the  charges,  to  wit,  two  and  one 
half  per  cent  commission  on  disbursements.     On  this  subject 
the  evidence  discloses  the  fact  that  Strachan  &  Co.  were  dis- 
charged  on  the  4th  of  October,  and  that  they  did  not  make 
any  disbursements  for  the  vessel,  and  that  all  the  disburfle- 
ments  were  made  by  other  parties.    The  evidence  further  dis- 
closes that  in  the  conversation  between  Strachan  and   the 
captain  of  the  vessel,  when  the  latter  asked  as  to  the  fees, 
Strachan  did  not  mention  this  item,  but  only  called  attention 
to  the  custody  commission  and  the  attendance  fee.    There  is 
no  evidence  going  to  show  that  the  captain's  attention  was 
called  to  this  item  of  expense,  or  that  he  knew  that  the  cus- 
tom in  Savannah  required  him  to  pay  it.    The  court  there- 
fore, we  think,  erred  in  charging  the  jury  that  "  if  they  should 
find  that,  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract  of  agency  with 
plaintifiEs,  the  custom  of  the  port  of  Savannah  claimed  to  ex- 
ist was  not  known  to  the  captain  of  the  vessel,  and  that  after 
that  time  he  was  notified  of  it  and  informed  of  it,  and  did  not 
rescind  at  once,  but  allowed  and  ratified  and  confirmed  the  con- 
tract, then  the  jury  would  find  necessarily  that  he  knew  it;  but 
he  would  have  had  the  right  then  to  have  said,  ^  I  do  not  con- 
firm the  contract,  except  provisionally;  I  will  ascertain  whether 
it  will  go ';  and  under  the  circumstances  he  would  have  had 
the  right  to  have  said,  '  I  claim  I  know  nothing  of  this;  I  will 
have  to  consult  with  my  owners,  and  we  will  let  it  stand  in 
abeyance  until  we  find  out,  and  then  we  will  let  it  go  on.' 
That  would  be  right,  and  that  would  be  proper.''  This  charge, 
tinder  the  facts  of  this  case,  may  have  been  correct  as  to  the 
custody  commission  and  attendance  fee,  for,  as  we  have  seen, 
they  were  mentioned  to  the  captain  of  the  vessel;  but  it  could 
not  be  correct  as  to  the  item  under  consideration,  for  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  the  captain  was  not  informed  of  it,  and 
therefore  did  not  contract  with  reference  to  it.    If  the  law  is, 
as  seems  to  have  been  intimated  by  the  court  in  this  charge, 
that  it  was  necessary,  as  to  a  purely  local  custom,  for  a  stranger 
to  the  locality  to  have  knowledge  of  it  before  he  would  be 
bound  thereby,  then  it  is  quite  certain  that,  under  the  evidence, 
the  captain  had  no  such  knowledge.  We  are  inclined  to  think 
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that  the  trial  judge  took  the  correct  view  of  the  law  on  this 
subject  Where  a  custom  is  universal  or  general,  every  per* 
son  who  makes  a  contract  is  presumed  to  know  the  custom^ 
and  it  enters  into  the  contract  and  binds  him;  but  we  are  in- 
clined to  think  that  where  it  is  a  purely  local  custom,  like 
this,  a  person  who  resides  in  Europe,  and  who,  so  far  as  the 
evidence  discloses,  has  never  been  to  the  particular  locality 
before,  is  not  bound,  unless  he  has  knowledge  of  the  custom: 
Carter  on  Carriage  by  Sea,  184;  Oabay  v.  LLoyd^  8  Barn.  &  C. 
793;  Hathering  v.  Laing^  L.  R.  17  Eq.  92.  See  1  Smith's  Lead. 
Cas.,  pt.  2,  p.  962,  American  note  to  Wigglesworth  v.  Dallisany 
and  cases  cited. 

Moreover,  this  part  of  the  custom  was  not  as  well  proved 
as  was  the  custom  in  regard  to  the  other  items.  None  of  the 
witnesses  cite  any  instance  where  commissions  on  disburse- 
ments were  charged  and  allowed  to  one  who  did  not  furnish 
the  money.  It  is  true  that  most  of  the  witnesses  gave  it  as 
their  opinion  that  the  person  in  charge  of  the  ship  would  be 
entitled  to  the  commission,  whether  he  furnished  the  money 
and  made  the  disbursements  or  not;  but  custom  is  not  a 
question  of  opinion,  but  of  fact,  and  cannot  be  proved  by  the 
opinion  of  witnesses  that  it  ought  to  be  so  and  so;  it  must  be 
proved  that  the  custom  exists,  —  that  it  is  a  fact.  The  court 
and  jury  cannot  act  upon  the  opinion  of  the  witnesses;  they 
must  be  guided  by  that  which  has  been  the  practice,  and  no 
witness  testified  to  any  instance  where  the  agent  had  received 
these  commissions  when  he  had  not  furnished  the  money  and 
the  money  was  furnished  by  the  owner:  Read  v.  Ranrty  10 
Bam.  &  C.  439;  21  Eng.  Com.  L.  189;  American  notes  to  Wig- 
glesworth  v.  Dailison^  1  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.,  pt.  2,  p.  962,  and 
Authorities  there  cited. 

Besides,  we  think  if  the  custom  had  been  proved,  it  would 
not  have  been  a  good  custom,  and  could  not  have  been  en* 
forced  by  law,  unless  the  plaintiff  went  further,  and  proved 
that  he  had  the  money  and  kept  it  for  that  particular  purpose, 
or  had  made  arrangements  to  procure  the  money  for  that  pur<^ 
pose,  and  thereby  incurred  expense.  It  seems  to  us  it  would 
be  absurd  to  hold  that  a  person  is  entitled  to  two  and  one  half 
per  cent  commission  on  disbursements  which  he  never  made, 
and  did  not  have  the  money  to  make,  and  had  made  no  ar^ 
rangements  to  procure  the  money  to  make,  and  which  dis- 
bursements were  made  by  the  owner  of  the  vessel,  or  some  one 
else  for  him.  We  think,  therefore,  that  the  court  erred  in  giv 
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ing  the  charge  above  set  forth,  as  to  this  particular  item,  and 
that  the  jury  found  contrary  to  law  and  the  eridence  in  find- 
ing a  verdict  for  this  commission,  on  money  which  the  plaintiffs 
had  not  disbursed,  and  which  they  had  made  no  arrangements 
to  disburse. 

4.  The  court  did  not  err  in  overruling  the  objections  to  the 
admissibility  of  the  letters  of  Horan  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
surveys  made  in  pursuance  of  the  call  of  the  British  vice-consul 
at  Savannah,  upon  the  grounds  taken  therein  and  stated  in 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  to  wit,  that  the  testimony  was  ir- 
relevant because  the  letters  were  written  and  the  surveys  made 
after  the  revocation  of  the  agency.  The  surveys,  if  otherwise 
unobjectionable  (as  to  which  we  express  no  opinion),  were  not 
inadmissible  on  the  ground  taken  in  the  objection. 

The  court  having  erred  in  its  charge  as  to  the  commission 
on  disbursements,  and  the  jury  having  found  $687.60  as  com- 
mission on  disbursements  of  $27,600  at  two  and  one  half  i)er 
cent,  we  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  in  refusing  a 
new  trial  upon  this  ground;  but  if  the  defendants  in  error 
will,  within  thirty  days  after  this  judgment  is  made  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below,  write  off  said  sum  of  $687.60|  then 
the  judgment  will  stand  affirmed. 

Judgment  reversed,  with  direction. 


liism  AKB  SsRVANT.  —  As  to  wheQ  the  reUtion  of  niMter  «ad  ■orvaal 
eziitf  between  two  penona,  see  Brown  v.  SmUht  86  0*.  5274^  ante,  p.  466^  and 
note  459-463;  CooU  ▼.  OUy  (/  DetroU,  76  Mich.  628;  Bogen  v.  Railroad,  91 
8.  G.  378;  Hanm  v.  Railway  Co.,  88  Tenn.  810;  Schrvhbe  ▼.  C<miiell,  69  Wis. 
476. 

Custom,  WBXif  Fobms  a  Part  or  Contraot.  —A  nsage,  if  known  to  the 
parties  to  a  oontraot  to  whioh  it  relates,  is  obligatory,  and  unless  ezolnded 
bj  the  terms  of  the  contraot^  enters  into  and  forms  a  part  thereof  as  mveh 
as  though  it  had  been  written  therein:  Finl  Nat.  Batik  ▼•  Fitke,  133  Pa.  St. 
241;  19  Am.  St  Bep.  635,  and  note;  Orons  L.  Oo.  v.  Lumber  Co.,  79  Mich. 
808;  8amMd9  v.  OUver,  130  Dl.  73;  Clark  v.  HaU  etc  L.  Co.,  41  Minn.  105| 
Pattereom  v.  Orowther.  70  Md.  125;  Ambler  v.  PhOlipe,  182  Pa.  St  1S7. 
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Haedt  V.  Williamson. 

[85  GlOBOIA,  ftSLJ 
liDBL. — NbWSPAPXR  PlTBLIOATIOIf  CHABOnrO  A  COLLUSIOV  AITO  COMBXITA^ 

TiON  between  a  briok  company  and  ito  suboontraetort  and  the  enbordi- 
nate  engineers  of  a  constmction  oompany,  or  some  of  them,  to  oheafe, 
•windle,  and  defraud  the  construction  company,  is  libelous,  and  one  of 
snch  subordinate  engineers  may  maintain  an  action  thereon,  upon  proof 
that  the  publication  referred  especially  to  and  was  specially  defamatory 
of  him. 

lilBXL.  — NSWSPAPKB  PUBUOATION  CHASOINa  MOAAL  TuBPIT(7DB  Is  libelous 

and  actionable,  although  no  specific  crime  is  charged.  Charges  made  of 
one  in  reference  to  his  trade,  office,  or  profession,  calculated  to  injure 
him  therein,  are  actionable,  and  no  special  damages  are  necessary  to 
support  the  action. 

liDHLOUS  NbWSPAPBB  PUBLIOATIOll  AOADniT  "  SOBBBaiNKBBa,   OB  SOKB  OV 

Thbm,"  will  support  an  action  by  one  of  them,  notwithstanding  the  dis* 
junctive  form  in  which  the  words  are  used,  as  it  may  be  shown  at  the 
trial  that  the  expression  "  some  of  them  "  was  used  because  the  writer 
did  not  mean  that  all  were  guilty,  but  that  the  plaintiff  alone,  or  with 
others,  was  guilty. 

Henry  Walker^  for  the  appellant. 
Dabney  and  FoucM^  for  the  respondent 

Simmons,  J.  We  think  the  court  below  erred  in  sustaining 
a  demurrer  to  the  declaration  on  the  ground  "  that  the  decla- 
ration did  not  present  such  a  statement  of  facts  or  causes  of 
action  as  entitled  the  petitioner  to  maintain  the  suit,  and  that 
the  facts  as  stated  in  the  declaration  did  not  make  a  cause 
of  action  sufficient,  in  law,  to  authorize  any  recovery  against 
the  defendant''  The  plaintiff  asserts  in  his  declaration,  in 
Bubstance,  that  the  defendant  was  president  of  a  construction 
company  which  had  contracted  to  build  a  certain  railroad; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  and  ten  others  were  employed  as  sub- 
ordinate engineers  by  the  defendant  to  survey,  lay  out,  and 
Buperintend  the  work  on  the  railroad  and  the  several  resi- 
dencies thereof,  and  to  estimate  and  classify  the  work  as  it 
was  done  from  time  to  time,  in  order  that  the  construction 
company  might  settle  with  and  pay  off  its  subcontractors; 
that  the  construction  company  subsequently  sublet  the  build- 
ing of  the  railroad  to  the  Chattahoochee  Brick  Company,  and 
that  the  latter  company  constructed  the  road;  that  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  other  subordinate  engineers,  as  officers  and  em- 
ployees, were  placed  in  charge  of  the  work,  and  it  was  their 
duty  to  survey,  lay  out,  and  superintend  the  building  of  the 
railroad  for  the  construction  company,  and  they  were  em- 
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ployed  and  paid  by  the  construction  company  for  this  service; 
that  the  plaintiff  was  placed  in  chaige  of  the  *' sixth  resideacj** 
on  the  railroad,  which  extended  a  distance  of  eleven  miles, 
and  embraced  sections  52  to  62,  inclusive;   that  be  made 
monthly  estimates  of  the  quantity  of  earth  and  material 
moved  and  work  done  by  the  brick  company,  as  a  basis  for 
monthly  settlements  by  the  construction  company  with  the 
brick  company;  that  he  and  the  other  engineers  mentioned 
performed  their  duties  skillfully  and  honestly,  and  complied 
fully  with  their  contract  in  relation  thereto;  and  that  there- 
after the  construction  company  pretended  to  dispute  the  classi- 
fication and  estimate  made  of  the  work  by  t^e  plaintiff  and 
the  other  officers  and  engineers,  and  denied  its  indebtedness 
to  the  brick  company  for  the  unpaid  balance  due  that  com- 
pany, and  the  brick  company  thereafter  began  suit  against 
the  construction  company  to  recover  the  same,  but  that  pend- 
ing an  accounting  between  the  parties  before  an  auditor,  the 
construction  company  admitted  its  liability,  settled  it  in  full, 
and  paid  the  brick  company  the  balance  due  it  by  the  con- 
struction company;  that  when  the  controversy  first  began, 
the  defendant  falsely  and  maliciously  published  the  following 
false  and  defamatory  libel  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  manner  in  which  he  had  performed  his  work,  and  of  his 
honesty  and  integrity  as  a  man,  and  his  fitness  and  capacity 
as  a  civil  engineer,  to  wit:  — 

'*  Either  by  erroneous  classification,  or  classification  ob- 
tained by  the  brick  company  and  their  subcontractors  by 
collusion  with  the  subordinate  engineers. of  the  construction 
company,  or  some  of  them,  the  work  of  the  Chattahoochee 
Brick  Company  has  been  overestimated  to  the  extent  of  at 
least  one  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  probably  one  hun- 
dred and  fifty  thousand  dollars." 

The  declaration  alleges  that  the  defendant  caused  all  the 
sections  of  the  railroad  embraced  in  residency  Na  6,  of 
which  the  plaintiff  had  charge,  and  had  surveyed  and  ex- 
amined, and  the  work  on  which  he  had  estimated  for  the  con- 
struction company,  to  be  re-examined  and  resurveyed,  and 
the  work  done  thereon  re-estimated;  and  that  the  words  above 
set  out  and  published,  and  herein  complained  of,  were  written 
and  published  by  the  defendant  whilst  the  work  of  re-exam- 
ining, resurveying,  re-estimating,  and  reclassifying  this  resi- 
dency and  the  several  sections  thereof  was  going  on,  and 
before  the  same  was  completed,  and  were  understood  by  the 
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public  at  large  to  apply  to  the  plaintiff,  and  were  so  receivedi 
and  considered  by  them,  and  were  so  used,  intended,  and 
designed  by  the  defendant  By  all  of  which  it  was  designed 
and  intended  by  the  defendant  to  charge  and  accuse  the 
plaintiff  with  fklsely  and  fraudulently  colluding  with  the 
brick  company  and  said  subcontractors  to  cheat,  defraud,  and 
swindle  the  construction  company;  and  it  was  the  deliberate 
intent  and  purpose  of  this  publication  to  convey  this  impres- 
sion and  belief  to  the  public  (and  it  was  so  received  and  un- 
derstood by  those  who  read  the  publication)  that  the  plaintiff 
had  colluded  and  combined  witb  the  brick  company  and  its 
subcontractors,  and  the  subordinate  engineers  of  the  construc- 
tion company,  to  cheat,  swindle,  and  defraud  the  construction 
company,  and  thereby  injure  the  plaintiff's  reputation  and 
bring  his  name  and  character  into  disrepute,  making  his  repu- 
tation odious,  and  exposing  him  to  the  hatred,  contempt,  and 
ridicule  of  tbe  public  at  large. 

Taking  all  these  allegations  together,  we  think  they  are 
sufficient  to  authorise  the  plaintiff  to  submit  the  question  to 
a  jury.  It  is  claimed,  however,  by  the  able  counsel  for  the 
defendant  in  error  that  if  the  publication  was  libelous,  it  had 
reference  to  a  particular  class  of  people,  and  therefore  gave  no 
right  of  action  to  an  individual  of  that  class.  Odgers,  iiThis 
work  on  Ubel  and  slander,  page  *127,  says:  **The  defamatory 
words  must  refer  to  some  ascertained  or  ascertainable  person, 
and  that  person  must  be  the  plaintiff.  If  the  words  used 
really  contain  no  reflection  on  any  particular  individual,  no 

averment  or  innuendo  can  make  them  defamatory 

Though  the  words  used  may  at  first  sight  appear  only  to  apply 
to  a  class  of  individuals,  and  not  to  be  specially  defamatory 
of  any  particular  member  of  that  class,  still,  an  action  may 
be  maintained  by  any  one  individual  of  that  class  who  can 
satisfy  the  jury  that  the  words  referred  e8i)ecially  to  himself^ 
The  words  must  be  capable  of  bearing  such  special  applica^ 
tion,  or  the  judge  should  stop  the  case.  And  there  must  be  an 
averment  in  the  statement  of  claim  that  the  words  were  spoken 
of  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  may  also  aver  extraneous  facts, 
if  any,  showing  that  be  was  the  person  expressly  referred  to." 
While  at  first  sight  the  words  contended  to  be  libelous  in  this 
case  may  appear  to  apply  only  to  the  subordinate  engineers 
as  a  class,  and  not  to  be  specially  defamatory  of  any  particu- 
lar one  of  them,  still,  if  this  plaintiff  can  satisfy  the  jury  that 
the  words  referred  especially  to  him,  under  this  rule  he  would 

▲m.  8r.  Bsp..  Vol  xxn. — n 
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be  authorized  to  maintain  the  action.  He  avers  in  the  declap 
ration  that  they  were  spoken  of  and  concerning  him,  and  he 
avers  extraneous  facts  to  show  that  they  referred  to  him;  he 
Alleges  that  during  the  controversy  with  the  brick  company, 
the  defendant  ordered  that  section  of  the  railroad  which  the 
plaintiff  had  surveyed  and  classified  to  be  resurveyed  and  re- 
classified, and  that  whilst  this  was  being  done  the  words  com- 
plained of  were  written  and  published,  and  that  this  caused 
gpeople  who  read  the  publication  to  believe  it  was  intended  for 
ihim.  The  author  above  quoted  from  also  says,  page  *130:  *^  If 
the  application  to  a  particOlar  individual  can  be  generally 
|>erceived,  the  publication  is  a  libel  on  him,  however  general 
its  language  may  be."  In  the  case  of  Wakley  v.  Healey^  7 
Com.  B.  591,  the  words  complained  of  were:  "We  would  ex- 
hort the  medical  officers  to  avoid  the  traps  set  for  them  by 
desperate  adventurers  (innuendo,  thereby  meaning  the  plain- 
tiff, among  others)  who,  participating  in  their  efforts,  would 
inevitably  cover  them  with  ridicule  and  disrepute."  The  jury 
found  that  the  words  were  intended  to  apply  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  he  had  judgment.  In  the  case  of  LeFanu  v.  Malcomson^ 
I  H.  L.  Gas.  637,  the  words  complained  of  were  contained  in 
a  newspaper  article  which  imputed  that  "  in  some  of  the 
Irish  factories  "  cruelties  were  practiced  upon  the  work-people 
(innuendo,  "In  the  factory  of  the  plaintiffs,"  who  were  manu- 
facturers). The  jury  were  satisfied  that  the  newspaper  was 
referring  especially  to  the  plaintiffs'  factory,  and  found  a  ver^ 
diet  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  house  of  lords  held  the  decla- 
ration good.  Where  the  words  complained  of  were,  "  There  is 
etrong  reason  for  believing  that  a  considerable  sura  of  money 
was  transferred  by  power  of  attorney  obtained  by  undue  in- 
fluence," an  innuendo,  "  Meaning  as  a  fact  that  the  plaintiflT 
had  by  undue  influence  procured  the  money  to  be  transferred," 
was  held  not  too  wide;  for  such  would  be  the  meaning  con- 
veyed to  readers  by  the  defendant's  insinuations:  Turner  v. 
Meryweatherj  7  Com.  B.  251.  See  also  13  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
of  Law,  391;  Newell  on  Slander  and  Libel,  257  et  seq.;  and 
note  to  Townshend  on  Slander  and  Libel,  115.  Moreover,  the 
words  used  in  this  case  apply,  not  to  a  class,  but  to  a  particu- 
tar  group  of  that  class;  the  difference  being  as  in  saying  of  a 
class,  "  AH  lawyers  are  thieves,"  and  of  a  group,  all  lawyers 
engaged  in  a  particular  case,  or  some  of  them,  are  thieves. 

It  was  claimed  by  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error  that, 
the  action  would  not  lie  because  there  was  no  charge  of  any 
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epecifio  crime,  act  of  dishonesty,  or  improper  conduct  made 
against  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  language  used  was  not 
libelous  of  the  plaintiff;  that  it  was  general,  indefinite,  and 
disjunctive,  and  made  no  positive  charge  against  him.  But 
in  actions  of  this  kind  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  specific  crime 
should  be  charged,  in  order  for  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  his 
action.  The  plaintiff  claims  that  it  was  a  charge  concerning 
his  business  and  profession,  tending  to  his  injury;  and  our 
code  says,  speaking  of  oral,  defamation,  that  '^ charges  made 
on  another  in  reference  to  his  trade,  ofiice,  or  profession,  cal- 
culated  to  injure  him  therein,''  are  actionable,  and  that  no 
special  damage  is  essential  to  support  the  action:  Code,  sec. 
2977.  If  this  be  true  as  to  mere  slander,  much  more  is  it 
true  as  to  written  defamation:  Code,  sec.  2974.  We  think,  if 
the  words  were  written  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  they 
did  accuse  him  of  an  offense  amounting  at  least  to  moral 
turpitude;  that  he  colluded  with  the  brick  company  against 
his  employer,  and  charged  the  latter  one  hundred  thousand 
dollars  or  one  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars  more  than 
was  due. 

Nor  does  it  make  any  difference  that  the  words  were  put  in 
the  disjunctive,  to  wit,  '^  the  subengineers,  or  some  of  them.'' 
It  may  turn  out  on  the  trial  that  the  expression  '^  or  some  of 
them  "  was  used  because  the  writer  did  not  mean  that  all  were 
guilty,  but  that  the  plaintiff,  alone  or  with  others,  was  guilty. 
The  plaintiff  would  be  equally  aggrieved  if  charged  alone,  or 
as  one  of  a  number  of  engineers,  and  equally  entitled  to  main* 
tain  his  action. 

For  these  reasons,  we  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below.  

LinsL— What  Nbwspapbb  Publtoationb  abb  Libsloui.  — >The  qneBium 
9i  newipaper  libel  ii  faUy  disoossed  in  a  note  to  MeAUitter  t.  DebroU  P.  P. 
Qk,  15  Am.  8t  Rep.  833-369. 

LiBXL — Spboial  Damaobs. — In  aotions  for  libel  or  ilander,  where  the 
words  are  aetionable  per  te^  the  plaintiff  need  not  allege  epeeial  damagee: 
Mmxum  t.  Brochu,  ISl  Man.  667;  21  Am.  St  Bep.  474,  and  nola. 
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HOLLOWAY   V.   HOLLOWAT. 

[86  OlOBOll.,  670.] 

HomnuTC— Widow  and  Stbp-mothsb  as  Hkad  ov  Familt. — WImba 
tMtator*!  widow,  who  it  the  itep-mother  of  his  minor  ohildrai,  under- 
takes,  after  his  death,  to  keep  together,  care  for,  and  support  them,  she 
has  a  right»  as  the  head  of  a  family,  to  take  a  homestead  in  his  real  estate. 

HoMnmAD,  WHSH  TnuoKATVS.  —  Whether  widow's  homestead  in  her  de- 
oeased  husband's  estate  lasts  during  her  lifetime,  as  against  the  duldren, 
who  hare  all  arriyed  at  af(e,  or  whether  they  are  then  mtitled  to  a  diTia- 
ion  of  the  estate  as  proTlded  in  their  father's  will,  qwBre, 

HoMESTBAD,  WKBN  BxpiRB.  -—  As  against  creditors,  a  homestead  hold  by  a 
widow  in  her  deceased  hosband's  estate  does  not  expire  nntil  her  death. 

B.  F.  Tiringsff  and  Hall  and  Hammond^  for  tbe  plaintiff  in 
error. 

/.  A,  CoUen  and  A.  Jf.  Speer^  for  tbe  defendant  in  error. 

Simmons,  J.  It  appears  from  the  record  in  this  case  that 
R.  S.  HoUoway  died  testate,  in  1869,  leaving  an  estate  con- 
sisting of  land  and  personalty,  a  widow  and  nine  children^ 
five  of  whom  were  minors.  The  will  provided  that  the  prop- 
erty of  the  testator  should  be  kept  together  until  his  youngest 
child  should  come  of  age,  when  there  should  be  a  division  in 
kind,  or  a  sale  for  division,  share  and  share  alike,  to  his  wife 
and  children.  The  widow  was  his  second  wife,  and  not  the 
mother  of  the  children.  In  1874  the  widow  applied  for,  as  the 
head  of  a  family,  and  had  set  apart,  a  homestead  in  a  portion 
of  the  realty  for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  the  five  minor  chil- 
dren. The  minor  children  having  all  arrived  at  age,  the  ex- 
ecutor,  J.  J.  HoUoway,  in  1886,  filed  his  petition  in  equity, 
alleging  therein  tbe  death  of  the  testator,  the  setting  apart  of 
the  homestead;  charging  that  the  homestead  was  void,  on  the 
ground  that  Mrs.  HoUoway,  not  being  the  mother  of  the  minor 
children,  was  not  the  head  of  a  family,  and  therefore  had  no 
right  to  have  the  homestead  set  apart  for  herself  and  the 
minor  children;  and  praying  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
to  take  charge  of  the  land  and  the  rents  thereof,  and  hold  it 
for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  etc. 

The  widow  testified  that  the  estate  was  being  wasted,  there 
were  debts  against  it,  and  she  took  a  homestead  to  secure  a 
home  for  herself  and  the  minor  children,  of  whom  she  had  the 
care  and  custody,  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  until  the 
homestead  was  set  apart;  she  cared  for  and  raised  them,  and 
did  the  best  she  could  for  them;  the  two  minor  boys  left  her 
before  they  were  of  age;  she  sent  one  of  them  to  school  as 
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much  as  he  would  go,  and  gave  the  two  younger  girls  a  good 
education.  It  appears  that  none  of  the  children  are  now  liv- 
ing with  her  upon  the  homestead  estate. 

1.  In  this  state  of  facts,  the  court  charged  the  jury  that  if 
the  defendant  was  the  widow  of  the  testator,  and  had  the 
homestead  set  apart  after  his  death,  and  was  not  the  mother 
of  the  children  named  in  the  petition  for  homestead,  the 
homestead  was  void,  and  she  had  no  right,  as  the  head  of 
such  a  family,  to  take  a  homestead.    This  charge  was  ex- 
cepted to,  and  made  the  third  ground  of  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  which  was  made  by  the  defendant  and  overruled  by  the 
court.     Under  the  facts  of  this  case,  we  think  the  court  erred 
in  this  charge  to  the  jury.    While  there  was  no  legal  obliga- 
tion on  the  part  of  this  widow  to  support  the  minor  children 
of  her  husband,  yet  we  think  that  inasmuch  as  she  under- 
took to  keep  them  together^  and  to  care  for  and  support 
them,  as  the  evidence  shows  she  did,  they  all  remained 
members  of  the  testator's  family,  and  she  thereby  became  the 
head  of  that  family,  and,  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  was 
entitled  to  a  homestead  as  the  head  of  a  family.    See  Capsk  v. 
Kropikj  129  111.  509,  where  it  was  held  that  on  the  death  of 
his  wife,  a  widower,  together  with  his  minor  step-children,  was 
entitled  to  a  homestead  in  an  entire  lot  of  land  which  he  had 
held  in  common  with  his  wife.    Moreover,  when  Mrs.  Hollo- 
way  took  the  minor  children  under  her  care  and  custody,  she 
stood  in  the  relation  of  a  parent  to  them,  and  took  upon  her- 
self that  obligation.    She  then  was  under  a  moral  obligation 
to  support  and  maintain  these  children,  and  the  authorities 
hold  that  such  a  moral  obligation  is  sufficient  to  entitle  her  to 
have  a  homestead  set  apart  for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  the 
minor  children:  Wade  v.  Jones^  20  Mo.  75;  61  Am.  Dec.  684; 
Connaughton  Y.  Sands^  82  Wis.  887;  Oreenwood  v.  Maddox^  27 
Ark.  648;  Arnold  v.  WaUz,  63  Iowa,  706;  86  Am.  Rep.  248; 
TFtbon  V.  Cochran,  81  Tex.  677;  98  Am.  Dec.  653;  McMurray 
V.  Shuek^  6  Bush,  111;  99  Am.  Dec.  662;  Brooks  v.  CoUins,  11 
Bush,  622;  BM  v.  Keach,  80  Ey.  42;  Riley  v.  Smith,  Sup.  Ct 
Ky.,  Dea  8, 1887;  Moyer  v.  Drummond,  82  8.  C.  165;  Cham- 
berlain V.  Brofon,  Sup.  Ct.  8.  C,  April,  1890;  7  Am.  A  Eng. 
Ency.  of  Law,  804;  Thompson  on  Homesteads,  sec.  46.    AniJi 
see  Marsh  v.  Lazenby,  41  Oa.  153;  BlaekweU  v.  BroughUm,  66 
Ga.  890.    To  the  effect  that  a  step-father  or  step-mother  may 
assume  the  relation  of  parent  towards  the  step-children,  see  2 
Eent^s  Com.  192;  Sanderlin  v.  Sanderlin,  1  Swan,  441;  WU- 
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liam$  y.  Hutchinson^  3  N.  Y.  812;   53  Am.  Dec.  301;  Murdock 
Y.  Murdock,  7  Cal.  511;  Capek  v.  Kropik,  129  111.  509. 

Counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  relied  upon  the  case  ot  LcUhrop 
▼.  Soldiers*  L.  &  B.  Ass%  45  Ga.  483,  which  he  claims  to 
hold  that ''  a  widow  is  not  the  head  of  a  family  of  minor 
children  of  a  former  husband  by  a  former  marriage.''  It  is 
singular  that  both  of  the  learned  counsel  for  defendant  in 
error,  as  well  as  the  editor  of  the  American  and  English  En« 
cyclopfiedia  of  Law,  vol.  7,  p.  804,  fell  into  the  same  mistake. 
There  was  really  no  widow  involved  in  that  case.  A  glance  at 
the  facts  of  the  case  will  show  that  Mrs.  Lathrop  was  the  wife 
of  J.  J.  Lathrop,  and  that  both  husband  and  wife  joined  in 
the  application  for  homestead  out  of  the  wife's  estate.  She 
had  mortgaged  her  individual  property  to  the  loan  associa- 
tion, and  made  an  affidavit  on  the  back  of  the  mortgage  that 
it  was  executed  by  her  free  will  and  consent,  and  that  (he 
mortgage  money  was  to  be  used  in  payment  of  the  price 
for  the  property.  The  money  was  loaned  to  her  on  the  faith 
of  this  sworn  statement,  and  this  court  held  that  she  was 
estopped  from  controverting  the  facts  stated  in  her  affidavit, 
and  that  to  allow  her  to  claim  a  homestead  exemption  '^  would 
be,  to  speak  in  the  mildest  terms,  a  legal  fraud."  The  court 
also  held  that  as  it  was  her  separate  property,  and  she  had 
no  children  of  her  own,  she  was  under  no  legal  or  moral  obli- 
gation to  support  the  children  of  her  husband  by  a  former 
marriage,  nor  was  she  the  head  of  a  family  of  these  minor 
children  while  he  was  in  life.  And  this  is  all  that  the  case 
rules.  If  her  husband  had  been  dead,  and  she  had  taken  the 
control  and  custody  of  his  children,  it  would  have  preseated 
a  very  different  case  from  the  one  decided  by  the  court 

2.  Counsel  in  the  case  argued  that  as  all  the  children  had 
come  of  age,  the  homestead  estate  had  expired,  and  the  chil- 
dren were  entitled  to  a  division  of  the  property  in  accordance 
with  the  will  of  their  father.  Whether  this  can  be  done  or 
not  we  do  not  now  decide,  because  the  question  is  not  properly 
made  in  the  record  before  us.  This  court  has  held  in  several 
cases,  where  creditors  were  seeking  to  sell  the  homestead  after 
the  minors  arrived  at  age,  that  it  could  not  be  done,  because 
the  homestead  did  not  expire  till  the  death  of  the  widow: 
Haslam  v.  Camp6eK,  60  Ga.  650;  Qroover  v.  Brown^  69  Ga.  60. 
But  so  far  as  we  can  ascertain,  this  court  has  never  decided 
that  the  homestead  lasted  during  the  life  of  the  widow  as 
against  the  children  on  their  arrival  at  age,  and  when  they 
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sued  for  a  division  of  the  property.  This  question  we  will 
leave  for  future  consideration,  in  case  it  arises  hereafter  in  this 
suit  or  in  another  action,  if  the  children,  or  any  of  (hem, 
should  institute  one. 

Judgment  reversed.  

HouffnADS,  Who  Entitled  to.  —As  to  what  !•  necessary  to  oonstitate 
one  the  "head  of  a  family,"  such  as  will  entitle  him  or  her  to  take  a  home* 
■iaad,  aee  Mo^  t.  Drrnnmand,  32  S.  0.  IdS;  17  Am.  St  Rep.  860,  and  par* 
ticiilarly  note;  Lom  ▼.  Philip$,  G9  Tex.  240;  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  41,  and  note. 

HoMnrKAD,  WHEN  Teeminates.  —  The  death  of  a  hnshand  or  wife^ 
tiiare  being  no  children,  whether  puts  an  end  to  the  family  relation  and  ter- 
minates the  homestead:  Note  to  Revalk  v,  Kraemer^  68  Am.  Deo.  309.  Bnl 
eompare  Toffkr  t.  Bouhoare,  17  Tex.  74;  67  Am.  Deo.  642^  and  note;  iCewt»- 
▼•  WUmm^  03  Ark.  400;  ante,  p.  220,  and  note. 
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186  OXOBOIA,  686.] 
HUEBAND    AND    WiTl  —  ANTENUPTIAL    CONTRACT,   WHEN    NOT    TBSTAXBir* 

TABT.  —  An  antenuptial  contract  by  which  the  intended  husband  binds 
himself  and  executors  that  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  marriage  to 
be  solemniied,  his  executors  upon  his  death  shall  pay  to  hit  prospective 
wife  a  certain  sum,  to  be  her  full  and  distributiTe  share  in  his  estate,  and 
she  binds  herself  to  abide  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  is  an  absoluto 
and  irroTocable  contract,  equally  binding  upon  both  husband  and  wife, 
barring  her  claim  for  dower,  and  enforceable  by  her  against  her  husband's 
executor. 

OoHTRAOT,  WHEN  NOT  Testamentaet  IN  Charaoteb.  —A  oontrsot  does 
not  take  on  a  testamentary  character  because  its  performance  is  post- 
poned until  after  the  death  of  the  maker  and  devolvee  upon  his  represent^ 
atives. 

OaNTBAcr  to  Make  a  Will  mat  be  Em  forged^  and  if  not  performed,  s 
reooyery  may  be  had  for  its  ▼iolation. 

F.  Jf.  Longley  and  N,  J,  Hammond,  for  the  appellant 

T.  E.  WhUakefj  P.  H.  Brewater^  and  R.  A.  8.  Fr&eman^  for 
the  respondeDt 

Blbcklst,  C.  J.  The  superior  court  claBBified  the  stipula- 
tions of  the  instrument  declared  upon  as  testamentary  in  their 
nature.  This  was  a  total  misconception.  The  instrument  is 
not  a  conveyance,  but  a  covenant  to  pay  money.  There  was 
no  attempt  to  establish  between  the  parties  the  relation  of 
donor  and  donee,  or  of  testator  and  legatee,  but  the  relation  es* 
tablished  by  the  covenant  was  that  of  debtor  and  creditor.    In 
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contemplation  of  marriage,  the  prospective  husband,  on  behalf 
of  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  covenanted 
cinder  his  hand  and  seal,  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  mar- 
riage to  be  had  and  solemnized,  that  his  executors  upon  his 
death  should  pay  over  to  his  prospective  wife  the  sum  of  four 
thousand  dollars,  this  sum  to  be  her  full  and  complete  dis- 
tributive share  in  his  estate.    On  her  part  she  covenanted, 
under  her  hand  and  seal,  that  she  would  abide  by  the  terms 
of  the  instrument,  and  consequently  that  she  would  not  parti- 
cipate further  in  his  estate,  unless  he  should  see  proper  to  give 
her  any  money  or  property  before  his  death.   These  are  the  sub- 
stantial provisions  of  the  instrument  as  an  antenuptial  con- 
tract, and  the  suit  is  brought  to  recover  the  four  thousand 
dollars,  the  plaintiff  alleging  in  her  declaration  that  the  mar- 
riage took  place  as  contemplated,  that  her  husband  is  dead, 
and  that  the  defendant  is  his  qualified  executor,  having  assets 
with  which  to  make  payment.    The  contract  was  absolute  and 
irrevocable.    The  husband  had  no  more  power  to  abrogate  or 
revoke  it  than  the  wife  had.    It  bound  them  both  equally. 
It  was  a  bar  to  any  claim  of  dower  which  she  otherwise  would 
have  had:  Code,  sec.  1764;   Culberson  v.  Culberson^  37  Ga. 
296;  HamilUm  y.  Jdckson^  2  Jones  A  L.  295;  Andrews  v.  An* 
drewSf  8  Conn.  79;  Naill  v.  Maurer^  25  Md.  532.    Authority 
coincides  with  principle  in  rendering  such  an  undertaking  ob- 
ligatory upon  the  husband's  estate  and  legal  representatives: 
Smith  V.  Stafford,  Hob.  216;  Clark  v.  Thomson,  Cro.  Jac.  571; 
Ooodwin  v.  Goodwin,  Cro.  Jac.  570;  Cage  v.  Acton,  1  Ld.  Baym. 
515;  Acton  v.  Pierce,  2  Vern.  480;  Milboum  v.  Ewart,  5  Term 
Rep.  381;  Rivers  v.  Rivers,  8  Desaus.  Eq.  190;  4  Am.  Dec.  609. 
And  see  Carter  v.  King,  11  Rich.  125;  Oodbold  v.  Vance,  14 
8.  C.  458. 

A  contract  does  not  take  on  a  testamentary  character  because 
its  performance  is  postponed  till  after  the  death  of  the  maker 
and  devolves  upon  his  representatives.  Even  a  parol  prom* 
ise  to  be  performed  after  death  may  be  obligatory:  PoweU  ▼• 
Oraham,  7  Taunt.  580;  Riley  v.  Riley,  25  Conn.  154.  A  prom- 
issory note  may  be  made  payable  after  the  maker's  death: 
Boffey  y.  Greenwood,  10  Ad.  A  E.  222;  Bristol  y.  Warner,  19 
Conn.  9;  or  after  the  death  of  a  third  person;  Cooke  y.  Cole* 
han,  2  Strange,  1217;  Willes,  893;  Washband  v.  Washband,  24 
Conn.  500. 

Were  the  covenant  in  question  considered  as  a  contract  to 
make  a  will,  it  would  be  none  the  less  obligatory;  for  such 
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ooDtracts  are  enforceable,  and  if  not  performed,  a  recovery 
m&y  be  had  for  their  violation:  Napier  v.  TVimmter,  56  6a. 
SOO;  Johnson  v.  Hubbell,  10  N.  J.  £q.  332;  66  Am.  Dec.  778, 
and  notes;  Manning  v.  Pippen^  86  Ala.  857;  11  Am.  St  Rep. 
46,  and  note. 

Of  ooarsoy  treating  the  covenant  as  having  this  latter  import 
would  involve  some  change  in  the  pleading  as  well  as  in  the 
evidence.  We  think  the  pleader  in  this  case  adopted  the 
right  construction,  and  that  the  action  was  well  brought 
upon  the  instrument  as  an  absolute  undertaking,  not  to  make 
a  will  leaving  the  plaintiflf  four  thousand  dollars,  but  to  pay 
that  Bum  oat  of  his  estate  as  a  debt  chargeable  upon  the  same. 
The  conrt  erred  in  excluding  the  instrument  when  offered  in 
evidence  to  support  the  action. 

Judgment  reversed. 

CoHTRAOTS  TO  HiMM  A  WiLL.  —  Ono  may  ezeento  a  valid  and  anforoaable 
•groeiasnt  to  makt  a  disponiioii  of  hia  proporty  by  wiU:  Oarmkhaei  v.  Omt* 
iRidbad;  72  Mioh.  76;  16  Am.  St  R^  628,  and  aotei  JKm  v.  Horlmais  S4  Va. 
251;  Bird  ▼.  Pope^  73  Mioh.  483.  A  parol  agreement  to  ezeoate  a  will  la 
within  the  atatate  of  fraads,  and  not  oapaUe  of  being  apeoifioaUy  performed: 
SiAoommer  w.  Vaekon,  121  Ind.  3;  Mk  v.  Cory,  74  Wis.  176;  17  Am.  St  Rep. 
126.  and  note. 

WaiTiMO,  WHKN  A  WzLL  AHD  WHIN  NOT:  See  Sharp  V.  ffaU,  86  Ala.  110; 
11  Am.  8t  Rep.  28,  and  note  32,  83.  The  intention  of  the  maker  of  an  in- 
atmmont  detemdnea  wliether  it  is  a  will  or  not  Where  an  inatrument  con- 
veys a  preaent  title  to  the  grantee,  it  ii  a  deed,  even  thon^b  the  grantor 
reaenaa  oat  of  the  estate  oonvejed  tbe  right  to  the  oae  of  the  premiaeo  dar- 
ing his  life:  BeAe  v.  MeKemie,  19  Or.  296;  Btmeh  v.  Nicks,  50  Ark.  367.  An 
instrament  may  operate  partly  as  a  deed  and  partly  as  a  will:  KfU  v.  P«r> 
line,  87  Ala.  424;  Seed  t.  HcuUkm,  87  Kan.  321.  An  instrament  ezeoated 
with  the  fomalitiea  required  by  statate,  to  operate  only  after  the  death  of 
the  maker,  iaa  will:  LautemMager  v.  LautenMagert  80  Mich.  286.  Atea- 
tamentaiy  iastnuMnt  does  not  seass  te  operate  as  a  will  beoanss  it  is  ao> 
kaowUdgsd  and  isoofdsd  as  a  dead:  Baw9§  v.  mOohSt  72  Tax.  481. 
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[86  QlOBOiA,  64L] 

OoMMON  Carbibbs — RiOHTS  Of  pASSSjrosB.  —  A  pMsenger  who  has  pud 
for  and  fupplidd  hiouelf  with  a  ticket  in  all  reipecti  valid  and  ragnlar, 
boarded  the  proper  train*  oondacted  hiinself  in  a  proper  manner,  and 
■nrrendered  hia  ticket  to  the  company  at  its  reqaesi;  cannot  be  required 
either  to  prodace  the  ticket  when  again  called  apon  f<Nr  it;  or  to  pay  fare 
ai  a  condition  of  remaining  npon  the  train  and  being  carried  to  hia  tar* 
miniu  ai  indicated  upon  hia  ticket;  nor  does  he  lose  any  of  his  righti  by 
any  mistake  made  by  the  conductor  in  reading  the  ticket,  construing  i^ 
mingling  it  with  other  tickets,  or  otherwise  disposing  of  it. 

Oomcoif  Oarrurs  —  ExpulrIon  of  Passb^tokr.  —  While  a  passenger  cannol 
avail  himself  of  a  formal  order  of  the  conductor  to  quit  the  train,  nol 
meant  to  be  absolute  and  final,  aa  a  pretext  for  leaving  the  train  and 
grounding  an  action  against  the  company  for  expulsion,  yet,  where  the 
circumstances  fairly  warrant  him  in  believing  that  the  conductor  means 
what  he  says,  and  he  really  believes  it*  he  need  not  wait  for  the  employe 
ment  of  actual  force  against  him,  but  may  submit  to  the  moral  ooereion 
of  the  conductor's  authority*  and  abandon  the  train  as  an  expelled  pas- 
senger. 

OoMMOir  Oarrixbs  ^  ExFULSioK  ow  Passbkgsr.  —  A  passenger,  whether 
right  or  wrong  in  any  contention  or  misunderstanding  with  a  oondno* 
tor,  is  under  no  doty,  either  legal  or  moral,  to  remain  on  the  train  until 
the  oonductor  appeals  to  force  for  the  execution  of  hia  oommanda  in  ex- 
pelling him.  If  the  passenger  obeys  the  command  to  leave  the  train* 
and  thereby  does  an  act  to  which  his  own  will  doea  not  oonaent^  he  it 
coerced. 

OoMicoM  Carribbs  —Expulsion  of  PASVBifaBB  —  Evidbncb  of  Imtbnt.  — 
In  an  action  by  a  paaaenger  to  recover  for  expulsion  from  a  train*  avi- 
dence  as  to  whether  or  not  it  was  the  intent  of  the  oonductor  to  expel 
him  is  admissible,  as  aflfecting  the  question  of  punitive  damagea^  and 
the  oonductor  may  testify  as  to  his  intent. 

Oomcov  Oarribrs  —  Ezpuuiok  of  Passbnobb  —  Evidbnob  of  Imtsmt.  — 
In  an  action  by  a  passenger  to  recover  for  expulsion  from  a  train*  evi« 
deuce  that  the  oonductor  remained  silent  after  the  passenger  remarked 
in  his  hearing,  upon  alighting  from  the  train*  "  that  it  was  hard  to  be 
put  ofif  and  be  compelled  to  pay  one*a  fare,"  is  admissible*  and  should 
be  considered  by  the  jury  in  arriving  at  a  determination  aa  to  whether 
or  not  it  waa  the  intent  of  the  conductor  to  eject  the  paaaenger. 

CkncxoN  Carribbs  —  Expulsion  of  Passbnobr— Exobssitb  Damaob.— 
In  an  action  by  a  paaaenger  to  recover  for  expulsion  from  a  train*  a  ver* 
diet  for  1750  would  aeem  to  be  exceasive,  in  the  abaenoe  of  proof  of  any 
willful  or  intentional  violation  of  the  passenger's  rights  on  the  part  of  the 
conductor,  although  the  latter  was  negligent  and  in  error. 

ObmcoN  Oarribrs  ~  Expulsion  of  Passbngbr  —  Mbasurb  of  Daxagbsl 
—  A  person  upon  whom  a  wrong  has  been  committed  is  bound  to 
lighten  the  damagea  aa  much  aa  he  can  by  the  uae  of  ordinary  care  and 
diligence,  and  aa  to  the  extent  in  which  hia  damagea  are  increased  by  hia 
failure  to  observe  such  care  and  dQigenoe,  they  are  the  result  of  his  own 
negligence.  This  rule  appliea  to  a  paaaenger  expelled  from  a  train*  in 
oonaidering  the  time  and  mode  of  traveling  from  the  plaoe  of  his  axpol* 
sion  to  the  atation  to  which  he  is  entitled  to  ride. 
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Coaurosr  Cabkzzb — Expulsion  of  PAassNGSB—  Measxtbb  ov  Damages. — 
Whether  or  not  a  common  carrier  shall  pay  more  or  less  damages  for  ez^ 
polling  a  passenger  and  failing  to  carry  him  to  a  certain  station  does  not 
depend  on  what  ooonrs  to  the  passenger  after  he  passes  snoh  station. 
The  carrier  need  only  make  him  whole  for  what  he  has  lost  by  delay  and 
otherwise  np  to  the  time  of  his  reaching  such  station. 

Common  Cabribrs — Expulsion  op  Passkngeb  —  Measure  op  Damages.  — 
In  an  action  by  a  passenger  to  recover  for  expulsion  from  a  train,  com- 
pensation for  his  inconvenience,  physical  hardship,  and  injury  to  health 
from  the  time  he  was  expelled  until  he  arrived  at  the  station  to  which 
he  was  entitled  to  ride,  or  incurred  thereafter^  should  be  denied  alto- 
gether, if  they  were  needlessly  incurred. 

OomioN  Cabbiers  —  Expulsion  of  Passbnobb.  —  Compensation  for 
Wounded  Fkblinos,  in  an  action  by  a  passenger  to  recover  for  ez- 
pnlsion  from  a  train,  must  be  determined  by  the  jury,  under  the  ciroum- 
stanoes  of  each  particular  case. 

CfoMKON  Cabbixb  —  Expulsion  of  Passbnoeb.  —  PuNrnvB  Damagbs  may 
be  awarded  for  the  unlawful  expulsion  of  a  passenger  from  a  train,  but 
they  should  be  graduated  with  reference  to  tiae  special  oireumstanoes  of 
each  case. 

/•  B.  Cumming  and  A.  C.  McCalla,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
J7.  T.  Lewis  and  0.  W.  Oleaton^  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Bleckley,  C.  J.  The  learned  counsel  for  the  railroad  com- 
pany argued  only  four  of  the  grounds  of  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial.    To  these  our  opinion  will  be  confined. 

1.  That  the  evidence,  construing  it,  as  we  are  bound  to  do, 
most  favorably  for  the  prevailing  party,  warranted  a  verdict 
for  some  amount  against  the  company,  we  have  no  doubt. 
The  tickets  surrendered  to  the  conductor  by  the  plaintiff  and 
his  brother  were  from  Atlanta  to  Social  Circle;  and  that  the 
conductor  could  and  would  have  known  this,  had  he  exercised 
due  care  in  the  transaction  of  his  business,  admits  of  no  ques* 
tion.  If  by  reason  of  his  own  negligent  mistake  he  expelled 
the  plaintiff  at  Conyers,  an  intermediate  station,  when  the 
plaintiff  was  rightfully  on  the  train  and  entitled  to  be  carried 
to  his  destination  at  Social  Circle,  the  expulsion  was  wrong- 
ful, and  a  breach  of  the  legal  duty  of  the  company  as  a  com- 
mon carrier.  A  passenger  who  has  paid  for  and  supplied 
himself  with  a  ticket  in  all  respects  valid  and  regular, 
boarded  the  proper  train,  conducted  himself  thereon  in  a 
proper  manner,  and  surrendered  the  ticket  to  the  company 
at  its  own  request,  cannot  be  required  either  to  produce  the 
ticket  when  again  called  upon  for  it,  or  to  pay  fare  as  a  con* 
dition  of  remaining  upon  the  train  and  being  carried  to  the 
point  indicated  upon  the  ticket  as  the  terminus  of  his  route. 
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He  has  no  further  concern  with  the  ticket,  and  can  lose  none 
of  bis  rights  by  any  mistake  made  by  the  conductor  in  read- 
ing it,  construing  it,  mingling  it  with  other  tickets,  or  dispos- 
ing of  it  otherwise. 

(a.)  Although  the  conductor  neither  used  physical  force  to 
expel  the  plaintiff  from  the  train  nor  was  immediately  present 
when  the  plaintiff  left  the  train  at  Conyers,  yet  it  was  in  fact 
an  expulsion  if  the  plaintiff  alighted  against  his  own  will, 
and  as  an  act  of  obedience  to  the  conductor's  previous  com- 
mand. Nor  does  it  matter  whether  the  command  was  given 
shortly  before  the  train  arrived  at  Conyers  or  after  its  arrival, 
provided  it  was  or  seemed  to  be  peremptory,  and  the  plain- 
tiff so  understood  and  treated  it.  There  was  evidence  from 
which  the  jury  could  infer  that  the  command  appeared  per- 
emptory, and  that  the  plaintiff  yielded  to  it  in  good  faith. 
Whilst  a  passenger  cannot  avail  himself  of  a  formal  order  of 
the  conductor,  not  meant  to  be  absolute  and  final,  as  a  pre- 
text for  leaving  the  train  and  grounding  an  action  against 
the  company  for  expulsion,  yet,  where  the  circumstances 
fairly  warrant  him  in  believing  that  the  conductor  means 
what  he  says,  and  he  really  does  believe  it^  he  need  not  wait 
for  the  employment  of  actual  force  against  him,  but  may 
submit  to  the  moral  coercion  of  the  conductor's  authority, 
and  may  abandon  the  train  as  an  expelled  passenger.  If 
conductors  do  not  mean  that  passengers  shall  withdraw  them- 
selves from  trains,  they  should  not  issue  their  commands  pre- 
maturely. All  passenger  conductors  are  by  statute  invested 
with  the  powers  of  police-ofScers  while  on  duty  upon  their 
trains:  Code,  sec.  4586  a.  A  passenger,  whether  right  or 
wrong  in  any  contention  or  misunderstanding  with  a  con- 
ductor, is  under  no  duty,  legal  or  moral,  to  stand  out  until 
the  conductor  appeals  to  force  for  the  execution  of  his  com- 
mands. If  the  passenger  obeys,  and  thereby  does  an  act  to 
which  his  own  will  does  not  consent,  he  is  coerced:  Georgia 
Railroad  v.  Homer,  73  Ga.  251.  So  far  from  being  under  a 
duty  to  resist,  he  would,  generally,  put  himself  in  the  wrong 
by  offering  resistance.  For  the  sake  of  peace  and  good  orders 
he  ought  to  submit. 

2.  Section  3066  of  the  code  reads  thus:  ^^In  every  tort 
there  may  be  aggravating  circumstances,  either  in  the  act  or 
the  intention;  and  in  that  event,  the  jury  may  give  additional 
damages,  either  to  deter  the  wrong-doer  from  repeating  the 
trespass,  or  as  compensation  for  the  wounded  feelings  of  the 
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plaintiff.''  This  section  was  applicable  to  the  case  as  made 
by  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  below,  and  was  properly  given 
in  charge  to  the  jury:  Georgia  Railroad  v.  Horner^  73  Ga.  252; 
Georgia  Railroad  v.  (Xdt,  77  Ga.  674.  For  this  reason,  the 
intention  of  the  conductor  was  for  investigation  and  determi« 
nation  by  the  jury  as  an  element  affecting  punitive  damages: 
Georgia  Railroad  v.  Horner^  73  Ga.  251.  If  the  purpose  of  the 
conductor  was  misunderstood,  and  he  really  had  no  intention 
of  expelling  the  plaintiff  from  the  train,  although  he  had 
used  language  calculated  to  produce  that  impression,  there 
was  no  aggravating  circumstances  taking  its  character  from 
intention,  and  therefore  no  aggravating  circumstance  at  all, 
unless  found  in  the  act  itself,  considered  apart  from*  intention 
and  viewed  in  the  light  of  the  time,  place,  and  manner  of  its 
commission.  From  the  general  tenor  of  the  conductor's  evi« 
dence,  it  is  highly  probable  he  would  have  testified,  had  he 
been  allowed  to  do  so,  that  he  had  no  intention  to  expel  the 
plaintiff  at  Conyers.  -We  think  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to 
allow  counsel  for  the  company  to  ask  the  conductor  '^  whether 
or  not  it  was  his  purpose  to  eject  plaintiff  from  the  train." 
As  bearing  upon  the  question  of  punitive  damages,  this  was  a 
legitimate  inquiry;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  con- 
ductor was  a  competent  witness  to  prove  what  his  intention 
really  was.  There  were  divers  circumstances  in  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  he  intended  expulsion.  His  answer  on 
oath  that  he  did  not  would  have  been  direct  evidence  to  the 
contrary  of  what  the  circumstances,  as  indirect  evidence, 
tended  to  establish.  In  deciding  upon  the  question  of  inten- 
tion, the  jury  should  have  had  before  them  both  the  direct 
evidence  excluded  and  the  indirect  which  was  admitted. 
The  company  could  not  escape  being  affected  by  the  con- 
ductor's intention,  and  this  being  so,  it  should  have  been 
allowed  to  show  what  that  intention  was.  If  the  plaintiff 
had  afterwards  waived  any  claim  for  punitive  damages,  this 
error  of  the  court  would  have  been  immaterial;  but  as  there 
was  no  such  waiver,  and  as  the  amount  of  damages  awarded 
by  the  jury  was  very  large  for  such  a  case,  we  think  the  com- 
pany is  entitled  to  a  new  trial  on  this  ground. 

8.  There  was  no  error  in  charging  the  jury,  as  set  out  in  the 
thirteenth  ground  of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  that  in  deter- 
mining whether  the  conductor  intended  to  eject  the  plaintiff, 
the  jury  could  take  into  consideration  the  remark  made  by 
the  plaintiff  after  he  alighted  from  the  train,  but  in  the  pres- 
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ence  and  hearing  of  the  conductor,  *'  that  it  was  hard  to  be 
put  off,  and  be  compelled  to  pay  one's  fare,"  and  the  failare 
of  the  conductor  to  make  any  reply  to  it.  The  conductor  ad- 
mitted in  his  evidence  that  he  heard  the  observation  and 
made  no  reply.  He  does  not  explain  why  he  made  none.  If 
he  had  been  misunderstood,  he  could  easily  have  said  so  to 
the  plaintiff  in  answer  to  the  remark  above  quoted,  and  the 
jury  might  think  it  a  legitimate  inference  from  his  silence 
that  he  was  not  misunderstood.  True,  the  whole  scene  bears 
a  different  construction,  but  what  it  really  meant  was  for  the  * 
jury;  and  the  court  merely  submitted  it  for  their  considera- 
tion. This  was  correct  But  that  it  was  correct  makes  it 
more  clear  that  the  court  erred,  as  we  have  ruled  under  the 
preceding  head,  in  not  allowing  the  conductor  to  testify  with 
reference  to  his  intention;  for  if  his  silence  at  the  time  of  the 
transaction  would  throw  light  upon  it,  why  would  not  his 
direct  statement  under  oath  at  the  trial  be  receivable  to  show 
what  it  really  was?  The  charge,  it  will  be  noticed,  relates  to 
actual  intention,  the  kind  of  intention  which  might  aggravate 
the  tort,  and  serve  as  a  basis  for  punitive  damages.  To  allow 
compensatory  damages,  it  would  not  be  necessary  for  the  jury 
to  find  actual  intention;  it  would  be  enough  for  them  to  find 
apparent  intention;  that  is,  such  manifestation  of  intention  by 
the  conductor  as  would  justify  the  plaintiff  in  believing  that 
he  had  made  up  his  mind  to  expel  the  plaintiff,  although  he 
had  no  such  purpose,  and  was  in  fact  misunderstood. 

4.  As  a  new  trial  is  to  be  had,  it  is  not  absolutely  necessary 
for  us  to  decide  whether  the  damages,  assessed  at  $750,  were 
excessive  or  not  We  are  strongly  inclined  to  the  opinion 
that  the  amount  is  out  of  reasonable  and  conscientious  pro- 
portion  with  the  magnitude  of  the  injury.  *  Numerous  in- 
stances tending  to  illustrate  the  question  of  excessive  damages 
by  actual  cases  are  collated  in  5  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  55 
et  seq.,  but  at  last  each  case  must  be  ruled  chiefly  on  its  own 
facts  and  special  circumstances.  In  the  present  case,  there  is 
no  indication  in  the  evidence,  taking  it  altogether,  that  there  was 
any  willful  or  intentional  violation  of  the  plaintiff's  rights  on  the 
part  of  the  conductor.  No  doubt  he  was  in  error,  and  that  he  fell 
into  error  on  account  of  his  own  negligence.  It  was  his  duty  to 
know  that  the  tickets  which  he  took  up  from  the  plaintiff  and 
his  brother  were  for  Social  Circle,  and  his  failure  to  know  it, 
and  have  the  means  of  verification  afterwards,  is  without  any 
reasonable  excuse  that  we  can  discover  in  the  record.  Between 
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the  oondactor  and  these  two  passengers  there  were  probably 
three  misunderstandings.  He  thought  either  that  they  got  on 
the  train  at  Stone  Mountain,  or  with  tickets  for  that  point  and 
no  farther;  they  knew  that  they  got  on  at  Atlanta  with  tickets 
for  Social  Circle.  He  thought  they  claimed  to  have  had  and 
surrendered  tickets  for  Greenesboro;  they  were  sure  they  did 
not  tell  him  they  had  tickets  for  that  station.  He  thought 
he  had  not  ordered  them,  in  a  final  and  peremptory  way,  to 
leave  the  train  at  Conyers;  they  construed  his  language  as 
requiring  them  to  do  so.  Without  imputing  perjury  to  any 
witness,  the  fact  that  two,  if  not  all  three,  of  these  misunder- 
standings existed  can  be  arrived  at  with  a  fair  degree  of  cer- 
tainty. Throwing  all  the  blame  on  the  conductor,  and  allowing 
the  jury  the  fullest  scope  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion 
which  the  law  recognizes,  what  are  the  elements  of  damage? 
They  are, — 1.  Compensation  for  pecuniary  loss,  for  necessary 
inconvenience  and  physical  hardship,  and  for  proximate 
injury  to  health;  2.  Compensation  for  wounded  feelings;  8. 
Punitive  damages. 

5.  The  direct  pecuniary  loss  was  the  cost  of  going  to  Social 
Circle  from  Conyers  by  the  first  available  and  appropriate  con- 
veyance, together  with  the  expense  and  loss  of  time  incident 
to  waiting  for  and  procuring  such  conveyance.  A  person 
upon  whom  a  wrong  has  been  committed  is  under  obliga- 
tion to  lighten  the  damages  as  much  as  he  can  by  the  use  of 
ordinary  care  and  diligence.  To  the  extent  in  which  his 
damages  are  increased  by  his  failure  to  observe  such  care  and 
diligence,  they  are  the  result  of  his  own  negligence:  Field  on 
Damages,  sees.  126  et  seq.;  1  Sedgwick  on  Measure  of  Dam- 
ages, 164  et  seq.;  Weeks  on  Damnun  Absque  Injuria,  sec. 
121;  1  Sutherland  on  Damages,  148.  In  such  a  case  as  this, 
where  the  only  fault  or  mistake  involved  in  the  cause  of  ex- 
pulsion was  on  the  part  of  the  conductor,  it  was  not  the  duty 
of  the  passenger  to  pay  fare  to  prevent  expulsion.  He  was 
under  no  obligation,  legal  or  moral,  to  purchase  exemption 
from  a  threatened  or  impending  tort,  but  could  stand  upon  his 
legal  rights,  or  waive  them,  according  to  his  election.'  He 
could  not  be  made  a  trespasser  where  he  had  a  legal  right  to 
be  and  remain,  unless  he  waived  that  right,  and  he  could  not 
be  forced  by  the  conductor,  or  any  other  human  power,  to 
waive  it  He  had  purchased  it  with  his  money,  it  was  a 
vested  right,  and  not  even  the  legislative  power  of  the  state 
could  deprive  him  of  it,  or  force  him  to  yield  it  against  his 
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will.  And  to  expel  him  from  the  train  when  he  was  not  a 
trespasser,  nor  otherwise  at  fault,  was  to  commit  upon  him  a 
tortious  injury.  To  eject  as  a  trespasser  one  who  is  not  an 
intruder  is  not  to  make  him  a  trespasser,  but  to  become  one 
yourself:  Bishop  on  Non-contract  Law,  1096. 

But  as  soon  as  the  act  of  expulsion  was  complete,  the  plain- 
tiff became  subject  to  the  rule  of  diligence  to  which  we  have 
just  referred.     The  expulsion  was  not  at  night,  but  in  the 
afternoon.  It  affirmatively  appears  that  he  had  money  enough 
to  procure  transportation  by  the  same  train  from  Conyers  to 
Social  Circle,  the  distance  being  twenty-one  miles.    Perhaps 
he  might  be  excused  for  not  taking  passage  on  that  train;  but 
after  spending  the  night  at  Covington,  he  still  had  money 
enough,  and  more  than  enough,  to  pay  his  way  and  that  of 
his  brother  to  the  point  to  which  the  company  ought  to  have 
carried  them  in  the  first  instance,  it  being  only  eleven  miles. 
It  thus  appears  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  obliged  to  walk  in 
order  to  reach  Social  Circle,  and  if  he  did  so  at  a  greater  cost 
of  money  and  time  than  he  need  to  have  expended  in  waiting 
for  a  train  and  going  by  railway,  he  was  not  without  fault. 
His  recovery  on  this  item  should  be  limited  to  what  it  would 
have  cost  him  in  money  and  time  to  reach  Social  Circle  from 
Conyers  by  the  cheapest  appropriate  means  which  he  could 
have  used  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  diligence,  unless  he 
suffered  further  direct  damage  from  detention  or  delay.     For 
his  time  and  expenses  in  continuing  his  journey  beyond  Social 
Circle,  no  recovery  can  be  had,  for  the  reason  that  they  are  too 
remote.    After  reaching  the  destination  to  which  the  company 
was  bound  to  convey  him,  his  cause  of  action  against  the 
company,  both  as  to  time  and  money,  was  complete,  and 
his  recovery  now  should  be  the  same  as  if  the  action  had  been 
commenced  at  that  moment    If  his  damages  were  still  acoru* 
ing  as  he  traveled  on  down  the  railroad  upon  foot  one  mile  be- 
yond Social  Circle,  and  continued  to  accrue  through  the  day's 
journey  until  he  arrived  at  Madison,  and  still  continued  after 
he  left  the  railroad  at  Madison  and  went  through  the  country 
to  where  he  lodged  for  the  night,  and  then  ran  on  till  he 
reached  his  mother's  house  next  day,  we  see  not  what  would 
have  stopped  them  had  his  final  destination  been  New  York  or 
Boston,  and  he  had  gone  there  on  foot  before  ceasing  to  run 
up  the  damages.    Whether  a  common-carrier  shall  pay  more 
or  less  damages  &r  failing  to  carry  a  passenger  to  a  way- 
station  on  its  line  cannot  depend,  as  a  general  rulSi  on  what 
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oocon  to  the  passenger  after  be  passes  that  station.  If  tba 
oompany  makes  him  whole  for  what  he  has  lost  by  delay  and 
otherwise  up  to  the  time  of  reaching  there,  this  is  enoagh. 
Babsequent  losses  are  amongst  the  contingencies  of  life,  which 
each  man  must  bear  for  himselfl 

6.  As  to  inconvenience  and  physical  hardship,  compensation 
for  these  should  be  denied  altogether  if  they  were  needlessly 
incurred;  and  they  were  needlessly  incurred,  in  part  at  least, 
if  the  plaintiff  and  his  brother  could  have  reached  Social 
Circle  by  waiting  at  Conyers  or  CoviDgton  for  the  next  train, 
or  if,  with  the  means  at  their  command,  they  could  have  pro- 
cured conveyance  and  spared  themselves  the  fatigue  and  ex- 
posure of  proceeding  on  foot  to  Social  Circle:  Morse  v.  Duncan^ 
14  Fed.  Rep.  896;  8  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  374;  Chicago,  R.  /., 
&  P.  Ry  Co.  V.  BrUhane,  24  111.  App.  467.  By  walking  vol- 
untarily they  could  not  entitle  themselves  to  recover  of  the 
company  more  than  it  would  have  cost  them  to  ride.  And 
the  same  may  be  said  as  to  the  alleged  injury  to  the  plain* 
tiff's  health.  If  his  health  would  not  have  suffered  bad  he 
not  walked,  and  if  he  was  not  obliged  to  walk  in  order  to 
Teach  Social  Circle,  but  chose  to  do  so  rather  than  spend  his 
money,  he  can  recover  nothing  for  injury  to  his  health:  Indianr 
apolii  etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  Bimey,  71  111.  391;  Francie  v.  Si,  Louis 
T.  Co.f  5  Mo.  App.  7;  Chicago^  R.  J.,  &  P.  Ry  Co.  v.  Brisbane^ 
24  111.  App.  467;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Fleming,  14  Lea,  154.  The 
line  of  distinction  between  these  cases  and  such  as  Inter* 
naiuynal  Q.  N.  Ry  Co.  v.  Terry,  62  Tex.  880,  50  Am. 
Rep.  529,  and  Spicer  v.  Lynn  etc.  Ry  Co.,  149  Mass.  207,  is 
Yety  broad.  With  inconvenience,  hardship,  or  hurt  to  his 
health,  originating  after  the  plaintiff  left  Social  Circle,  no 
matter  what  method  of  travel  he  adopted,  the  company  would 
have  no  concern.  Such  remote  incidents  of  his  expulsion  from 
the  train  at  Conyers,  in  violation  of  a  duty  to  convey  him  to 
Social  Circle,  but  no  farther,  would  be  too  contingent  to  enter 
into  the  computation  of  his  damages:  Code,  sees.  3071-3073. 

7.  Compensation  for  wounded  feelings,  and  to  redress  any 
indignity  .offered  the  plaintiff  whilst  upon  the  train  as  a 
passenger,  is  for  estimation  by  the  jury;  but  not  only  the  lit- 
eral facts  in  evidence,  but  their  actual  effect  on  the  emotions, 
should  be  regarded.  What  degree  of  mortification  or  humil- 
iation was  consciously  experienced  by  the  plaintiff?  Was  he 
east  down  and  made  ashamed?  Wbat  is  the  explanation  of 
his  not  being  silent  on  the  subject  after  leaving  the  train, 
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instead  of  calling  attention  to  his  grievance  by  a  random 
muA  in  the  hearing  of  the  conductor  and  others  who  might 
ehance  to  be  within  the  soand  of  his  voice  f  These  are  qne»- 
tions  to  be  considered. 

8.  Punitive  damages  may  be  awarded  in  such  a  case  if  the 
jury  think  proper  to  allow  them,  but  should  be  graduated  with 
reference  to  the  special  circumstances.  Amongst  these  circum- 
stances is  the  singular  fact  that,  before  leaving  the  train,  the 
plaintiff  did  not  protest  or  remonstrate  with  the  conductor 
against  being  denied  his  rights  as  a  passenger.  He  made  no 
distinct  objection  to  leaving  the  train.  Indeed,  he  must  have 
seemed  to  the  conductor  to  leave  it  hurriedly  and  almost  will- 
ingly;  and  the  remark  that  it  was  hard  to  be  put  off  and  be 
compeUed  to  pay  one's  fare  could  well  have  been  nnderstood 
as  a  speech  to  cover  retreat  with  a  thin  drapery  of  plaintive 
words  after  an  unsuccessful  attempt  to  beat  the  railroad  out 
of  a  ride  on  imaginary  tickets.  This  construction  would  have 
been  unjust,  but  might  have  been  adopted  by  the  conductor 
without  any  intention  to  do  injustice.  We  have  studied  the 
evidence  carefully,  and  it  suggests  as  a  probable  theory  that, 
after  the  misunderstanding  arose  between  the  passenger  and 
the  conductor,  the  passenger  was  not  as  helpful  as  he  might 
have  been  in  freeing  the  conductor  from  his  mistake,  and  that 
he  was  less  intent  upon  reaching  Social  Circle  by  that  train 
than  upon  having  a  good  case  against  the  company.  If  this 
is  a  true  theory,  it  ought  to  bar  punitive  damages  altogether. 
It  may  or  may  not  be  true. 

A  new  trial,  however,  is  ordered,  upon  the  one  ground  only, 
—  that  of  the  excluded  evidence. 

Judgment  reversed.  

CoHMOK  Carbisb — EXPULSION  or  A  PAnENOSB.  —  If  a  oondaotor  of  a 
railroad  train  ejects  therefrom  the  holder  of  a  valid  ticketi  the  oompaay  will 
be  liable  for  damages;  and  in  assessing  snch  damages,  the  annoyance,  Texa- 
tion,  and  indignity  suffered  in  connection  with  snch  expulsion  should  be  con* 
sidered:  OarHen  ▼.  Northern  etc  R.  B,  Oo.^  44  Minn.  464;  20  Am.  St.  Rep^ 
SS9,  and  note;  OWn  ▼.  Minneapolii  ete.  iTy  Ok,  3S  Minn.  297;  Shqpardr.  CSW- 
cago  etc  Jty  Co.^  77  Iowa»  Mb 
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Gbobqia   Bailboad  akd    Bankinq  Company  fh 

Dougherty. 

[M  Oboeoxa,  744.] 

OomioH  Casxikba  —  ExrirLsioir  ov  PAasnrosK — Salb  ov  Wbono  Ticsir 
— Damaobs.  —Where  a  railroad  ticket-agent  sells  the  wrong  ticket  to  a 
pefBom  who  has  asked  for  and  believes  that  he  has  received  the  right 
tioket»  and  who^  having  no  money  to  pay  an  additional  fare,  is  afterwards 
ejected  from  the  train  by  the  oondnotor,  nnder  protest*  after  explaining 
to  him  the  circumstances  of  the  ease  and  of  the  purchase  of  the  ticket, 
he  is  entitled  to  recover  vindictive  as  well  as  compensatory  damages  of 
the  railroad  company.  The  amount  of  such  recovery  must  be  governed 
by  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case. 

OoiacoH  Oabrtkim — Duty  ^  to  Pithohasb  ov  Tiokxt.  —A person  pur- 
chasing a  railway  ticket  has  a  right  to  rely  upon  the  agent  of  the  company 
to  give  him  a  proper  ticket,  when  called  and  paid  for;  and  no  peculiar 
eircumstances  intervening,  there  is  no  duty  upon  the  purchaser  to  exam* 
ine  the  ticket,  and  any  mistake  which  may  occur  is  chargeable  to  the 
railroad  company,  and  not  to  the  purchaser  or  receiver  of  the  ticket. 
The  oompany  may  be  eompelled  to  respond  in  damages  for  its  mistake. 

J,  B,  Ctvmming  and  Bryan  Cummingj  for  the  plainti£f  in 
«rror. 

If.  P.  Foster^  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Blandfobd,  J.  The  defendant  in  error  brought  her  action 
against  the  plaintifif  in  error,  in  which  she  alleged  that  she 
bought  from  the  agent  of  the  railroad  company  a  ticket  to  go 
fix>m  Aiken,  South  Carolina,  to  Atlanta,  Georgia,  over  the  road 
of  said  company;  that  she  purchased  this  ticket  at  night, 
paid  her  money  for  the  fare,  received  the  ticket  from  the 
agent,  and  when  she  was  between  Augusta  and  Atlanta,  being 
called  on  by  the  conductor  for  a  ticket,  she  presented  the 
ticket  she  had  purchased,  when  it  appeared  that  the  same 
was  to  Asheville,  North  Carolina,  instead  of  to  Atlanta.  The 
conductor  objected  to  the  ticket,  and  said  she  could  not  ride 
upon  the  same.  Thereupon  she  stated  to  the  conductor  that 
her  trunk  had  been  checked  to  Atlanta  upon  that  ticket,  which 
fact  he  denied,  but  upon  subsequent  investigation  found  to  be 
true.  Plaintiff  having  no  money  with  which  to  pay  her  fare, 
the  conductor  ejected  her  from  the  train,  putting  her  ojQT  at  a 
small  station  on  the  road.  She  brought  her  suit  against  the 
company  for  thus  being  ejected  from  the  train.  The  jury  found 
a  verdict  in  her  favor,  and  the  railroad  company  moved  for  a 
new  trial,  which  the  court  overruled,  and  it  excepted,  alleging 
as  error  the  several  grounds  taken  in  the  motion.  This  is  the 
case  which  is  presented  to  us  for  decision. 
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The  first  four  grounds  of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  are 
the  usual  ones,  that  the  verdict  is  contrary  to  law  and  the 
eyidence,  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence  and  without 
evidence  to  support  it,  contrary  to  the  principles  of  equity  and 
'justice,  and  excessive.  We  do  not  think  the  verdict  is  con- 
trary  to  law  or  the  evidence,  or  strongly  and  decidedly  against 
the  weight  of  the  evidence,  as  will  be  seen  hereafter.  Neither 
do  we  think  the  verdict  is  excessive. 

The  first  special  assignment  of  error  is  because  the  court 
charged  the  jury  as  follows:  "  When  a  railroad  company  un- 
dertakes to  sell  tickets  and  has  an  agency  for  that  purpose, 
and  they  sell  a  wrong  ticket  and  injury  ensues,  the  company 
is  liable.  The  law  does  not  require  a  person  dealing  with  a 
ticket-agent  to  examine  his  ticket  and  see  what  it  purports  to 
be,  but  places  upon  the  railroad  company,  through  its  agent, 
the  responsibility  of  giving  the  ticket  applied  for.  If  you  are 
satisfied  from  the  evidence  submitted  that  she  applied  for  a 
ticket  from  Aiken,  South  Carolina,  to  Atlanta,  (^eorgia,  that  she 
paid  her  fare,  or  the  charges  for  such  a  ticket,  then  she  had 
the  right  to  presume  that  she  had  been  given  a  ticket  which 
would  give  her  the  passage  sought."  This  charge  of  the  court 
is  assigned  as  error  as  being  contrary  to  law.  See  the  case  of 
Georgia  R.  R.  v.  0W«,  77  Ga.  673,  in  which  we  think  this 
point  is  substantially  ruled  in  favor  of  the  charge  of  the  court. 
See  also  case  of  Hufford  v.  Grand  Rapids  etc.  R  R  Co.^  64 
Mich.  631,  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  859,  in  which  it  was  held  that 
"  where  a  passenger  who  has  purchased  a  ticket  of  the  author^ 
ized  agent  of  a  railroad  company,  believing  in  good  faith  that 
it  is  genuine  and  issued  by  the  company,  and  such  as  the 
agent  had  a  right  to  sell,  states  such  facts  to  the  conductor  of 
the  train,  such  conductor  is  bound  to  take  such  facts  as  true 
until  the  contrary  is  proven,  without  regard  to  any  words, 
figures,  or  other  marks  on  the  ticket;  and  where,  upon  such 
passenger's  refusing  to  pay  fare,  the  conductor  lays  hands 
upon  him  with  the  purpose  of  removing  him  from  the  train, 
the  conductor  is  guilty  of  assault  and  battery,  for  which 
the  company  is  liable  in  damages."  In  the  present  case  it 
appears  that  the  passenger  stated  to  the  conductor  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  she  purchased  the  ticket,  and  fur> 
thermore  stated  that  her  trunk  had  been  checked  to  Atlanta,, 
her  destination,  upon  such  ticket  (which  the  conductor  subse- 
quently ascertained  was  the  fact),  and  that  she  had  no  money 
with  which  to  pay  her  fare  to  Atlanta,  notwithstanding  all  of 
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which  the  conductor  ejected  her  from  the  train.  We  think, 
nnder  these  circumstances,  she  had  a  right  to  recover  dam* 
agea  from  the  railroad  company.  The  conductor  put  her  ofif 
at  a  way-station  at  night,  in  which  place  there  were  no  ac- 
commodations, and  she  had  to  walk  some  two  and  a  half 
miles  in  order  to  secure  a  place  to  stay  at  We  think  she  had 
a  right  to  rely  upon  the  ticket  she  had  purchased  from  the 
agent  of  the  railroad  compauy  as  being  a  proper  one,  without 
an  examination  of  the  same;  and  nothing  else  appearing, 
there  being  no  intervening  circumstances  which  required 
her  to  look  at  the  ticket,  if  she  could  have  read  the  same 
such  conduct  upon  the  part  of  the  railway  company  and  its 
agents  authorized  her  to  recover  damages.  Nor  are  we  pre- 
pared to  say  that  the  damages  recovered  in  this  case  are  ex- 
cessive. The  plaintiff  was  a  colored  woman,  old  and  infirm, 
and  in  bad  health,  and  was  returning  to  Atlanta  on  account 
of  her  husband's  death.  We  think,  therefore,  that  the  case 
we  have  referred  to  fully  sustains  this  view. 

It  is  further  alleged  as  error  that  the  court  charged  the  jury, 
as  follows:  "  If  she  asked  for  the  ticket  and  there  was  no  mis- 
take on  her  part  in  calling  for  it,  and  the  wrong  ticket  was 
given  her,  then  it  was  the  fault  of  the  railroad  company."  It 
is  alleged  that  this  charge  is  contrary  to  law.    We  think  not. 

Exception  is  also  taken  to  the  following  charge  of  the  court: 
^  In  every  tort  there  may  be  aggravating  circumstances,  either 
in  the  act  or  the  intention,  and  in  that  event  the  jury  may 
give  additional  damages,  either  to  deter  the  wrong-doer  from 
repeating  the  trespass,  or  as  compensation  for  the  wounded 
feelings  of  the  plaintiff.  In  some  torts  the  entire  injury  is  to 
the  peace,  happiness,  or  feelings  of  the  plaintiff;  in  such  cases 
no  measure  of  damages  can  be  prescribed,  except  the  enlight- 
ened consciences  of  impartial  jurors.  The  worldly  circum- 
stances of  the  parties,  the  amount  of  bad  faith  in  the  transaction, 
and  all  the  attendant  facts  should  be  weighed If,  re- 
viewing the  testimony,  you  feel  that  the  circumstances  proven 
are  such  as  to  require  damages  to  deter  the  wrong  being  re- 
peated, you  should  consider  all  these  circumstances."  Counsel 
for  the  plaintiff  in  error  contend  that  although  the  principle 
of  law  as  given  in  charge  is  correct,  there  were  no  facts  devel- 
oped by  the  evidence  in  the  case  that  authorized  or  called  for 
euch  a  charge:  The  charge  in  this  case  is  consonant  and  in 
conformity  with  the  code  of  this  state  (sec.  3066),  and  we 
think  the  evidence  developed  sufScient  facts  to  authorize  the 
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same.  It  was  shown  b j  the  plaintiff  in  the  court  below  that 
she  had  no  money  with  which  to  pay  her  fare;  and  it  was 
shown  that  the  defendant,  who  is  the  plaintiff  in  error  here, 
was  a  corporation  and  was  operating  a  railroad.  Thus  we 
think  the  worldly  circumstances  of  the  parties  were  in  some 
measure  before  the  jury  to  be  considered  by  them,  if  the  charge 
was  otherwise  correct. 

It  is  further  alleged  that  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  giye 
the  following  written  requests  to  charge,  made  by  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  in  error:  '*  No  person  shall  recover  from  a  railroad 
oompany  for  injury  to  himself  or  his  property  where  the  same 
is  done  by  his  consent,  or  is  caused  by  his  own  negligence.'' 
"  If  the  plaintiff,  by  ordinary  care,  could  have  avoided  the 
consequences  to  herself  caused  by  the  defendant's  negligence, 
she  is  not  entitled  to  recover."  '*  If  the  plaintiff  was  on  the 
train  of  the  Georgia  railroad  without  a  ticket  which  entitled 
her  to  be  there,  but  on  the  contrary,  with  a  ticket  which  plainly, 
on  its  face,  showed  that  she  did  not  have  that  right,  and  she, 
as  well  as  the  agent  who  sold  the  ticket,  was  chargeable  with 
the  mistake  by  which  she  had  the  wrong  ticket,  she  should 
have  paid  her  fare  and  called  upon  the  railroad  company  to 
rectify  the  mutual  mistake.  And  when,  under  the  circum- 
stances, she  was  required  to  leave  the  train,  she  had  no  cause 
of  action  against  the  company  for  such  expulsion."  If  what 
we  have  already  said  be  correct,  and  we  think  it  is,  the  court 
was  right  in  refusing  to  give  these  requests  to  charge. 

Again,  it  is  insisted  that  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  give 
the  following  written  request  to  charge:  *'  If  the  jury  believe 
that  the  ticket-agent  who  sold  the  wrong  ticket  to  plaintiff  in- 
tended in  fact  to  sell  her  the  right  ticket;  that  his  failure  to 
do  so  and  his  selling  her  the  wrong  ticket  resulted  from  a  neg- 
ligent mistake  only,  unmixed  with  bad  faith  or  malice;  and  if 
the  mistake  was  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  ticket,  and  the 
plaintiff  could  have  discovered  it  by  merely  looking  At  her 
ticket,  then  she  was  as  much  chargeable  with  the  mistake  as 
the  agent  was.  It  was  her  mistake  as  well  as  his,  and  she  can- 
not recover  damages  on  account  of  anything  which  flowed  nat- 
urally from  her  own  mistake."  We  think  the  court  was  right 
in  refusing  to  give  this  charge  to  the  jury.  If  the  law  is  as  we 
think  it  is,  a  party  purchasing  a  railway  ticket  has  a  right  to 
rely  upon  the  agent  of  the  company  to  give  him  a  proper 
ticket  when  called  and  paid  for;  and  no  peculiar  circum- 
stances intervening,  there  is  no  duty  upon  the  person  purchas- 
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iDg  to  examine  the  same;  and  any  mistake  which  may  ocoar 
IB  ehargeable  to  the  railway  company,  and  not  to  the  person 
leoeiving  or  pnrchasing  the  ticket    We  therefore  think  there 
was  no  error  in  refusing  to  charge  as  requested. 
Judgment  affirmed* 

Oomov  Oabbub— XzpoisiOH  or'PissiiwBa^CUui  cv  XMnuma 
Tbour— DAKAonL  —  A  nXtwmj  company  oannot  iiTgs  tiM  error  of  in  ag«nt 
in  MUing  » tiobil  as  aa  ttout  for  cUtregMding  i%  and  m  a  relisf ,  from  dam- 
agoa  for  ejecting  a  paaMnger  from  iti  trainx  Head  t«  Oiorgia  c(a  ITy  €fo^  79 
Oa.  868;  11  Am.  St.  Repw  434|  Pmmt^iwaiia  Ox  r.  Bra^.  ISS  lad.  S89L 
Ooiyaio  Oigtyis  Jfc  it  eta  Op^  ▼,  BAgm^  88  Qa.  641,  ort^  ^  iSdk 
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Baibd  v.  Shipman. 

[122  ILUNOU,  UL] 

Aami^s  PiBaoirAi  Lxabilitt  to  Third  Psbsoits  toa  Keolioihoi.— Am 
agent  of  the  owner  of  property  who  has  the  complete  control  and  man* 
agement  of  the  premiBes,  and  who  is  bound  to  keep  them  in  repairt  ia 
liable  to  a  third  person  for  injuries  resulting  to  the  latter  while  using 
the  premises  in  an  ordinary  and  appropriate  manner,  through  the  neglect 
of  snch  agent  to  keep  the  premises  in  proper  repair.  And  the  agent 
cannot  excuse  himself  on  the  plea  that  his  principal  is  liable.  It  ia  not 
his  contract  with  his  principal  that  expoees  him  to  liability  to  third  per> 
■ons,  but  his  common-law  obligation  to  so  use  that  which  he  controla  at 
not  to  injure  another. 

DUT7  OV  AOKMT  TO  USE  RSASONABLB  GaRS  IN  EXXCUTINO  WOBK  UnDKR- 

TAKEN  BT  Hdl  —  Where  an  agent  once  actually  undertakes  and  entesa 
upon  the  execution  of  a  particular  work,  it  is  his  duty  to  use  reasonable 
care  in  the  manner  of  executing  it»  so  as  not  to  cause  to  third  persons 
any  injury  which  may  be  the  natural  consequence  of  his  acts,  and  he 
cannot  by  abandoning  its  execution  midway,  and  leaving  things  in  a 
dangerous  condition,  exempt  himself  from  liability  to  any  person  who 
•offers  injury  by  reason  of  his  having  so  left  them  without  proper  lafe- 
goards. 

Action  to  recover  damages.  The  facts  are  stated  in  the 
following  opinion  of  the  appellate  coart,  which  was  delivered 
by  Garnett,  P.  J,:  — 

Gabnbtt,  p.  J.  "  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  for 
damages  founded  on  the  alleged  negligence  of  appellants,  by 
which  the  death  of  Joseph  Garnett,  appellee's  intestate,  is  said 
to  have  been  caused.  The  place  where  the  injury  happened 
was  in  a  barn  situated  on  premises  on  Michigan  Avenue,  in 
Chicago,  belonging  to  Aaron  C.  Goodman,  who  was  then,  and 
for  several  years  before,  a  resident  of  Hartford,  Connecticut 
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Appellants  were  bis  agents  for  renting  the  premises  during 
the  years  1884  and  1885/and  during  both  years  were  carry* 
ing  on  the  real  estate  business  in  Chicago.  On  the  trial, 
evidence  was  given  tending  to  show  that  they  had  in  fact 
complete  control  of  the  premises,  with  the  residence  and  bam 
thereon,  repairing  the  same  in  their  discretion,  and  there  was 
no  proof  that  in  such  matters  they  received  any  directions 
from  the  owner.  The  property  was  rented  by  appellants  to 
Emma  R.  Wheeler  and  A.  B.  Tillman  from  April  1,  1884,  to 
April  30,  1885,  and  to  Emma  B.  Wheeler  from  May  1, 1885, 
to  April  80,  1886.  Both  leases  were  in  writing,  and  by  the 
terms  of  each  lease  the  tenants  covenanted  to  keep  the  prem- 
ises in  good  repair.  The  tenant  in  the  last  lease  rented  the 
premises  to  Nellie  E.  Pierce,  who  occupied  the  same  from 
April  28  to  September,  1885.  The  evidence  tends  to  prove 
that  when  the  lease  was  made  to  Emma  R  Wheeler,  the  large 
carriage-door  to  the  barn  was  in  a  very  insecure  condition, 
and  that  appellants,  through  one  Warner,  the  manager  of  their 
renting  department,  verbally  agreed  with  Mrs.  Wheeler  to 
put  the  premises  in  thorough  repair.  Nothing  was  done  to 
improve  the  condition  of  the  door,  and  on  June  12, 1885,  while 
the  deceased,  an  expressman  by  occupation,  was  engaged  in 
delivering  a  load  of  kindling  in  the  barn  for  one  of  the  parties 
living  in  the  house,  the  door,  weighing  about  four  hundred 
pounds,  fell  from  its  fastenings,  and  injured  him  to  such  an 
extent  that  he  died  the  next  day. 

^'Appellants  make  two  points:  1.  That  the  verdict  is  clearly 
against  the  weight  of  the  evidence;  2.  That  they  were  the 
agents  of  the  owner,  Goodman,  and  liable  to  him  only  for  any 
negligence  attributable  to  them. 

"  There  is  nothing  more  than  the  ordinary  conflict  of  evi* 
dence  found  in  such  cases,  presenting  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury,  and  the  finding  must  be  respected  by  this  court  in 
deference  to  the  well-settled  rule. 

**  The  other  point  is  not  so  easily  disposed  of.  An  agent  is 
liable  to  his  principal  only  for  mere  breach  of  his  contract 
with  his  principal.  He  must  have  due  regard  to  the  rights 
and  safety  of  third  persons.  He  cannot,  in  all  cases,  find 
shelter  behind  his  principal.  If,  in  the  course  of  his  agency, 
he  18  intrusted  with  the  operation  of  a  dangerous  machine,  to 
guard  himself  from  personal  liability  he  must  use  proper  care 
in  its  management  and  supervision,  so  that  others  in  the  use 
of  ordinary  care  will  not  suffer  in  life,  limb,  or  property: 
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Suydam  y.  Moore,  8  Barb.  858;  Phdp9  y.  Waii,  80  N.  Y.  78. 
It  is  not  his  contract  with  the  principal  which  exposes  him  to 
or  protects  him  from  liability  to  third  persons,  but  his  com- 
mon-law obligation  to  so  use  that  which  he  eontrols  as  not 
to  injure  another.  That  obligation  is  neither  increased  nor 
diminished  by  his  entrance  upon  the  duties  of  agency,  nor 
can  its  breach  be  excused  by  the  plea  that  his  principal  iA 
chargeable:  Ddaney  v.  Roehereau^  84  La.  Ann.  1123;  44  Am. 
Rep.  456. 

^'  If  the  agent  once  actually  undertakes  and  enters  upon  the 
execution  of  a  particular  work,  it  is  his  duty  to  use  reasonable 
care  in  the  manner  of  executing  it,  so  as  not  to  cause  any  in- 
jury to  third  persons  which  may  be  the  natural  consequence 
of  his  acts;  and  he  cannot  by  abandoning  its  execution  mid- 
way,  and  leaving  things  in  a  dangerous  condition,  exempt 
himself  from  liability  to  any  person  who  suffers  injnry  by 
reason  of  his  having  so  left  them  without  proper  safeguards: 
Osborne  v.  Morgan,  130  Mass.  102;  39  Am.  Bep.  437. 

"A  number  of  authorities  charge  the  agent,  in  such  cases, 
on  the  ground  of  misfeasance,  as  distinguished  from  non-fea- 
sance.    Mechem,  in  his  work  on  agency  (sec.  572),  says: 
'  Some  confusion  has  crept  into  certain  cases  from  failure  to 
observe  clearly  the  distinction  between  non-feasance  and  mis- 
feasance.   As  has  been  seen,  the  agent  is  not  liable  to  strangers 
for  injuries  sustained  by  them  because  he  did  not  undertake  ^ 
the  performance  of  some  duty  which  he  owed  to  his  principal 
and  imposed  upon  him  by  his  relation,  which  is  non-feasance. 
Misfeasance  may  involve  also,  to  some  extent,  the  idea  of  not 
doing;  as  where  the  agent,  while  engaged  in  the  performance 
of  his  undertaking,  does  not  do  something  which  it  was  his 
duty  to  do  under  the  circumstances,  —  does  not  take  that  pre- 
caution, does  not  exercise  that  care,  which  a  due  regard  for 
the  rights  of  others  requires.    All  this  is  not  doing,  but  it  is 
not  the  not  doing  of  that  which  is  imposed  upon  the  agent 
merely  by  virtue  of  his  relation,  but  of  that  which  is  imposed 
upon  him  by  law  as  a  responsible  individual,  in  common  with 
all  other  members  of  society.    It  is  the  same  not  doing  which 
constitutes  actionable  negligence  in  any  relation.'    To  the 
same  effect  are  Lottman  v.  Bamett,  62  Mo.  159;  Martin  v. 
Benoietj  20  Mo.  App.  263;  Harriman  v.  Stowe,  57  Mo.  93;  and 
BeU  V.  Josselyn,  3  Gray,  309;  63  Am.  Dec.  741. 

"  A  case  parallel  to  that  now  in  hand  is  Campbell  v.  Portland 
Sugar  Co.,  62  Me.  552,  16  Am.  Rep.  503,  where  agents  of  the 
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Portland  Sugar  Company  had  the  charge  and  management  of 
a  wharf  belonging  to  the  company,  and  rented  the  eame  to 
tenants,  agreeing  to  keep  it  in  repair*  They  allowed  the  cov- 
ering to  become  old,  worn,  and  insecure,  by  means  of  which 
the  plaintiff  was  injured.  The  court  held  the  agents  were 
equally  responsible  to  the  injured  person  with  their  princi* 
pals. 

*^  Wharton,  in  his  work  on  negligence  (sec.  535),  insists  thai 
the  distinction  in  this  class  of  cases,  between  non-feasance 
and  misfeasance,  can  no  longer  be  sustained;  that  the  true 
doctrine  is,  that  when  an  agent  is  employed  to  work  on  a  par- 
ticular thing,  and  has  surrendered  the  thing  in  question  into 
the  principal's  hands,  then  the  agent  ceases  to  be  liable  to 
third  persons  for  hurt  received  by  them  from  such  thing, 
though  the  hurt  is  remotely  due  to  the  agent*s  negligence,  the 
reason  being  that  the  causal  relation  between  the  agent  and 
the  person  hurt  is  broken  by  the  interposition  of  the  principal 
as  a  distinct  center  of  legal  responsibilities  and  duties,  but 
that  wherever  there  is  no  such  interruption  of  causal  connec- 
tion, and  the  agent's  negligence  directly  injures  a  stranger, 
the  agent  having  liberty  of  action  in  respect  to  the  injury, 
then  such  stranger  can  recover  from  the  agent  damages  for 
the  injury.  The  rule,  whether  as  stated  by  Mechem  or  Whar- 
ton, is  sufficient  to  charge  appellants  with  damages,  under  the 
circumstances  disclosed  in  this  record.  They  had  the  same 
control  of  the  premises  in  question  as  the  owner  would  have 
had  if  he  had  resided  in  Chicago  and  attended  to  his  own 
leasing  and  repairing;.  In  that  respect,  appellants  remained 
in  control  of  the  premises  until  the  door  fell  upon  the  deceased. 
There  was  no  interruption  of  the  causal  relation  between  them 
and  the  injured  man.  They  were  in  fact,  for  the  time  being, 
substituted  in  the  place  of  the  owner,  so  far  as  the  control  and 
Sianagement  of  the  property  was  concerned.  The  principle 
that  makes  an  independent  contractor,  to  whose  control  prem- 
ises upon  which  he  is  working  are  surrendered,  liable  for  dam- 
ages to  strangers,  caused  by  his  negligence,  although  he  is  at 
the  time  doing  the  work  under  contract  with  the  owner  (Whar- 
ton on  Negligence,  sec.  440),  would  seem  to  be  sufficient  to 
hold  appellants.  The  owner  of  cattle  who  places  them  in  the 
hands  of  an  agister  is  not  liable  for  damages  committed  by 
them  while  they  are  under  the  control  of  the  agister.  It  is 
the  possession  and  control  of  the  cattle  which  fix  the  liability^ 
and  the  law  imposes  upon  the  agister  the  duty  to  protect 


508  Baibd  v.  Shipman*  [niinoiB,. 

strangers  from  injury  by  them:  Ward  v.  Brown^  64  111.  307; 
16  Am.  Rep.  561;  Ozbum  ▼.  AdamSy  70  111.  291. 

**  When  appellants  rented  the  premises  to  Mrs.  Wheeler,  ia 
the  dangerous  condition  shown  by  the  evidence,  they  volun* 
tarily  set  in  motion  an  agency  "which,  in  the  ordinary  and 
natural  course  of  events,  would  expose  persons  entering  the 
barn  to  personal  injury.  Use  of  the  barn  for  the  purpose  for 
which  It  was  used  when  the  deceased  came  to  his  death  was 
one  of  its  ordinary  and  appropriate  uses,  and  might,  by  ordi- 
nary foresight,  have  been  anticipated.  If  the  insecure  con- 
dition of  the  door  fastenings  had  arisen  after  the  letting  to 
Mrs.  Wheeler,  a  different  question  would  be  presented;  but  as 
it  existed  before  and  at  the  time  of  tho^letting,  the  owner  or 
persons  in  control  are  chargeable  with  the  consequences:  GrHd" 
ley  y.  Bloomington,  68  111.  47;  TomU  v.  Hamptm^  129  I11.S79. 

*' Neither  error  is  well  assigned,  and  the  judgment  is  af- 
firmed.*' 

L,  H.  Boutelly  for  the  appellants, 

Camenm  and  HugheSj  for  the  appellee. 

Per  Curiam.  We  fully  concur  in  the  legal  proposition  as- 
serted in  the  foregoing  opinion,  and  deem  it  unnecessary  to 
add  to  what  is  therein  said  in  support  of  that  proposition* 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Personal  Liabilitt  or  Agent  to  Third  Pbbsons.  —  In  disciusing  the 
question  of  the  liability  of  agents  to  third  persona,  it  will  be  convenient  to 
consider  such  liability,  —  1.  In  contract;  and  2.  In  tort. 

1.  In  Contract.  — The  primary  object  in  view  in  the  creation  of  an 
agency  is  to  authorize  the  agent  to  act  for  and  in  behalf  of  his  principaL  It 
is  therefore  the  duty  of  the  agent  to  so  act  as  to  bind  his  principal,  and  not 
himself,  to  third  persons,  and  to  bind  third  persons  to  the  principal,  and  not 
to  himself:  Mechem  on  Agency,  sec.  408. 

Where  Agent  Contracts  Personally,  or  Conceals  his  Agency.  — 
Although  an  agent  is  presumed  to  intend  to  bind  his  principal,  it  ia  undoubt* 
ediy  competent  for  him  to  make  himself  personally  responsible  if  he  desires 
to  do  so,  even  when  he  has  authority  to  bind  his  principal.  And  if  he  con- 
ceals the  fact  of  his  agency,  and  contracts  as  the  ostensible  principal,  he  will 
be  held  liable  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  though  he  were 
the  real  principal:  Mechem  on  Agency,  sees.  554,  558;  Story  on  Agency, 
■ec  269;  Ewell's  Evans  on  Agency,  409;  Brent  v.  Miller,  81  Ala.  309;  Holly. 
CrandaU,  29  Cal.  667;  89  Am.  Dea  64;  Murphy  v.  HelmiHch,  66  Cal.  69;  ffetcei 
▼.  Andrews,  12  Col.  161;  Madcey  v.  Br%gg«,  Sup.  Ct.  Col.,  Feb.,  1891; 
JohiMon  v.  Smith,  21  Conn.  627;  Pierce  v.  Johnson,  34  Conn.  274;  Oarratxt  v. 
Moody,  48  Ga.  96;  Wheeler  v.  Beed,  36  111.  82;  Bickford  v.  First  NaL  Bank, 
42  lU.  238;  89  Am.  Dec.  436;  Merrill  v.  Wilsouy  6  Ind.  426;  Nixon  v. 
Downey,  49  Iowa,  166;  York  County  Bank  v.  Stein,  24  Md.  447;  Ouerneey  ▼• 
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Cook,  117  Mas.  648;  Wddk  v.  Goodwin,  123  Mas.  71;  25  Am.  Rep.  24; 
BarOeti  ▼.  JZo^omi,  139  Mas.  276;  McCUllan  ▼.  Poiier,  27  Mo.  162; 
Bridifeo  ▼.  i»e2toeU;  20  NoU.  186;  i{MeAe&f«r  ▼.  Libbe^,  Sap.  Ok  N.  H.,  Maroh. 
1800;  McComb  ▼.  ITr^A^,  4  Johna.  Ch.  669;  ifs/(f  t.  HmU,  20  Wend.  431; 
BaUKH  ▼.  .a^kofay,  63  N.  7.  467;  CbM  ▼.  JTnapp,  71  N.  T.  348;  27  Am. 
Rep.  51;  Argeninger  t.  Maemmghttm,  114  N.  T.  535;  11  Am.  St  Rep.  687; 
Amey  t.  Shipp,  4  Jonei,  627;  Befpfmer  v.  BotuaU,  79  Pa.  St  298;  Daveiiporf 
▼.  O'Bear,  2  McCord,  198;  Cimyert  ▼.  Magraih,  4  McCord,  392;  Bo^ce  ▼.  il/- 
fan,  28  Vt  234;  Baldwin  ▼.  Leonard,  39  Vt  260;  94  Am.  Dea  324;  ^ifMm  t. 
Whuhw,  63  Vt  430;  PooU  ▼.  Jfice,  9  W.  Va.  73;  Te  Seng  Co.  ▼.  CorbiU,  9 
Fed.  Rep.  423;  Magee  r.  Atiinaon,  2  Meea.  ds  W.  440;  Higghu  ▼.  Senior,  8 
Meet,  ft  W.  834.  And  where  an  agent  haa  thus  made  himaelf  liable  aa  a 
principal,  the  fact  that  be  haa  added  to  hia  aignatare  the  word  "agent* 
will  not  reUeve  him  from  personal  liability.  Sach  word  will  be  treated  aa 
merely  a  de$criptio  penanee:  Bidford  v.  Fhrsi  Nat  Bank,  42  IlL  238;  89 
Am.  l>eo.  436;  Brymm  ▼.  Lueag,  84  N.  C.  680;  37  Am.  Rep.  634;  Mechem 
on  Agency,  aec  558.  The  daty  ia  upon  an  agent  who  would  avoid  personal 
liability  to  disclose  his  agency,  and  not  upon  others  to  discoTer  it;  and  if  he 
fails  to  do  80^  and  deals  with  persons  unaware  of  his  agency,  he  must  answer 
personally  for  the  debts  he  contracts:  Baldwin  t.  Leonard,  39  Vt  260;  94 
Am.  Deo.  324;  Mechem  on  Agency,  sec.  554.  In  deliFering  the  opinion  of 
the  conrt  in  CM  ▼.  Knapp,  71  N.  7.  348,  Church,  C.  J.,  said:  *'It  is  not 
■nfficient  that  the  seller  may  have  the  means  of  ascertaining  the  name  of  the 
principaL  If  so,  the  neglect  to  inquire  might  be  deemed  sufficient  He 
must  have  actual  knowledge.  There  ia  no  hardship  in  the  rule  of  liability 
against  agenta.  They  always  have  it  in  their  power  to  relieve  themselves^ 
and  when  they  do  not»  it  must  be  presumed  that  they  intend  to  be  liable.** 

When  Aosnt,  Bslikviico  Hihsslf  to  bs  Avthobizbd,  Acts  undbb  In- 
vocsHT  MuTAUL  —  Where  an  agent  believing  in  good  faith  that  he  haa  an- 
thority  to  act  in  the  given  matter  for  hia  principal,  expressly  represents  to 
the  person  with  whom  he  deals  that  he  has  such  authority,  he  will  be  per- 
aonally  responsible  to  such  person  for  any  damages  which  the  latter  may 
anatain  because  of  such  want  of  authority.  And  he  is  not  relieved  from  such 
liability  by  the  fact  that  he  acted  in  good  faith.  However  innocent  hia  in* 
tention  may  have  been,  he  haa  done  a  wrong  to  another  from  which  injury 
haa  resulted,  and  it  is  but  just  that  he  should  be  personally  responaible  for 
the  consequences  of  his  act,  rather  than  that  the  injury  8houl4  be  borne  by 
the  other  party,  who  has  been  misled  by  his  assertion  of  authority:  Mechem 
on  Agency,  sec.  542;  Story  on  Agency,  sec  264;  Snund  v.  Ilbery,  10  Mees.  ft 
W.  1;  Chdwin  v.  F^nci»,  L.  R.  4  Com.  P.  295;  Je/U  v.  York,  10  Cush.  392; 
BartieU  v.  Tudcer,  104  Mass.  336;  6  Am.  Rep.  240;  Kroeger  v.  PUetum,  101 
Pa  St  311;  47  Am.  Rep.  718;  Bank  qf  Hamburg  v.  fVrav,  4  Strob.  87;  61 
Am.  Deo.  659.  And  the  same  rule  is  applied  although  the  agent  makes  no 
express  representation  as  to  his  authority;  for  by  undertaking  to  act  as  agent 
for  another,  he  impliedly  represents  himself  to  be  authoriaed  to  so  act  and 
is  personally  liable  to  persons  who  may  suffer  injury  from  his  assuming  aa 
true  what  he  did  not  know  to  be  true:  Mechem  on  Agency,  sec  545. 

Whxrb  Aobnt  Makes  Fauub  Rkfrxsbmtation  of  Authoritt  with  Ih* 
TINT  TO  DxoBivi.  «-  If  an  agent  knowing  that  he  has  no  authority  to  act  for 
a  principal,  falsely  represents  that  he  haa  such  authority,  with  intent  to  de- 
ceive and  mislead  the  person  with  whom  he  deals,  and  such  person  is  thereby 
deceived  and  misled  to  his  injury,  the  agent  will  be  personally  liable  for  such 
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injaiy:  Meeliem  en  Agenoy,  wo.  643;  i9motrt  ▼.  nberf,  10  Meet,  ft  W.  1; 
Godwin  ▼.  Franei$t  L.  R  4  Com.  P.  295;  Kroeger  ▼.  Pitcaim,  101  Pa.  Si  311; 
47  Am.  Rep.  718;  Bank  <^  Hamburg  ▼.  fTniy,  4  Strob.  87;  51  Am.  Dee.  659. 

Aaiirr  DnoLOsnro  All  Facts  hot  Liabli.  -^  An  agent  who,  at  the  tine 
ef  the  transaetioii,  fully  diacloset  to  the  party  with  whom  he  ie  dealing  all 
the  feots  and  cireumetanceB  relating  to  the  authority  ander  which  he  aesamea 
to  aot  for  hia  principal,  to  that  euoh  party  has  full  knowledge  of  the  facte, 
will  not  be  personally  liable:  Ware  ▼.  Morgan^  07  Ala.  461;  Ogden  v,  Raf^ 
mend,  22  Conn.  879;  58  Am.  Dec.  429;  Ntroman  v.  Sylvesier,  42  Ind.  112; 
Murray  v.  Oarothert,  1  Met.  (Ky.)  71;  Humphrey  ▼.  /one«,  71  Mo.  62;  Mkhad 
▼.  Jcmu,  84  Mo.  578;  Western  Cemeni  Ce.  ▼.  Jones,  8  Ma  App.  373;  HaU  ▼. 
Lauderdate,  46  N.  Y,  70;  Chase  ▼.  PaUberg,  12  Daly,  171;  McCurdy  v.  Rogers, 
21  Wie.  197;  91  Am.  Dec.  468.  Where  all  the  facts  are  known  to  both  par- 
ties, and  the  mistake  is  one  of  law  as  to  the  liability  of  the  principal,  the  fact 
that  the  principal  cannot  be  held  is  no  ground  for  charging  the  agent  with 
liability:  Mkhad  ▼.  J<me$,  84  Mo.  578. 

Public  Agent  Disclosing  his  AuTHORrnr  not  Personally  Liablb.  — 
An  agent  contracting  on  behalf  of  government  is  not  liable  to  third  persone, 
even  though  he  would  have  been  liable  under  the  terms  of  his  contract  had 
he  been  acting  as  agent  of  a  private  person.  The  presumption  is,  that  he  ie 
acting  officially,  not  personally.  A  person  dealing  with  a  public  agent, 
knowing  him  to  be  snch,  is  presumed  to  know  the  nature  and  extent  of  his 
authority.  A  public  agent  is  not  personally  liable  on  a  contract  made  by  him 
for  the  public,  unless  his  intention  to  bind  himself  is  clearly  apparent.  A  very 
•trong  case  is  required  to  hold  such  an  agent  personally  liable:  Mechem  on 
Agency,  sec  547;  Story  on  Agency,  sec.  302;  New  York  etc  Co.  v.  Harbison, 
16  Fed.  Rep.  688;  Ogden  v.  Raymond,  22  Conn.  379;  58  Am.  Dec  429;  Mur^ 
ray  v.  Carothers,  1  Met  (Ky.)  71;  SUnc^fitld  ▼.  lAMe,  1  Greenl.  231;  10  Am. 
Dee.  65;  ShnondeY,  Heard,  23  Pick.  120;  34  Am.  Deo.  41;  Sanborn  v.  Keal, 
4  Minn.  126;  77  Am.  Deo.  602;  Woodbridge  ▼.  HaU,  47  N.  J.  L.  388;  Waiter 
T.  Swartwoui,  12  Johns.  444;  7  Am.  Dec  334;  Belknap  v.  Reinhari,  2  Wend. 
375;  20  km.  Dec  621;  MiOer  v.  Ford,  4  Rich.  376;  65  Am.  Dec  687;  Mt- 
Ourdyr,  Rogert,  21  Wis.  197;  91  Am.  Dec.  468.  But  if  such  an  agent  denies 
to  the  government  that  he  has  made  a  contract  on  its  behalf,  and  thereby 
deprives  the  party  with  whom  he  contracted  of  his  remedy  against  the  go^* 
emment,  he  will  be  held  personally  liable,  for  he  has  disavowed  his  oharaet«r 
«f  public  agent:  Freeman  v.  Otis,  9  Mass.  272;  6  Am.  Dec  66u 

Whether  Agent  Failing  to  Bind  his  Principal  Binds  Hjusklw,  — . 
In  some  early  New  York  cases  the  rule  was  laid  down  that  if  an  agent  does 
not  bind  his  principal  he  binds  himself  personally;  and  this  rule  has  been 
followed  in  a  few  instances  in  other  states:  Dusenbury  v.  Ellis,  3  Johns.  Can. 
70;  2  Am.  Dec  144;  White  v.  Skinner,  13  Johns.  307;  7  Am.  Dec  381;  MoU 
▼.  Hicks,  1  Cow.  513;  13  Am.  Dec  550;  Stone  v.  Wood,  7  Cow.  453;  17  Am. 
Dec  529;  Roasiter  v.  Rossiter,  8  Wend.  494;  24  Am.  Dec  62;  Peniz  v.  Stan- 
ton,  10  Wend.  271;  25  Am.  Dec  558;  ColUns  v.  Allen,  12  Wend.  356;  27  Am. 
Dec.  130;  Oillaspie  ▼.  Wesson,  7  Port.  454;  31  Am.  Dec  715;  Dale  v.  Donald* 
son  L.  Co.,  48  Ark.  188;  3  Am.  St  Rep.  224;  UcClentkks  r,  Bryant,  1  Mo. 
598;  14  Am.  Dec  310;  (TnderhiU  v.  Gibson,  2  N.  H.  352;  9. Am.  Dec  88. 
But  these  early  oases  in  New  York  have  been  very  much  modified,  if  not  «i« 
tirely  overruled,  by  the  later  decisions  of  the  court  of  appeals:  Dung  v.  Par* 
her,  52  N.  T.  494;  BaU»in  v.  Nicolay,  53  N.  Y.  467.  Mechem  says,  on  this 
sabject:  *'The  rule,  sometimes  asserted,  that  wherever  the  agent  fails  to  oreats 
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a  rigHt  of  wtuM  agftSntt  hit  priiicii»al  vpon  the  eontraet,  h«  maket  himself 
liable  tiiereoii,  eumofc  therefore  be  mstuned  u  a  general  rale  ":  Meohem  oo 
Agency,  see.  850.  And  Ellsworth,  J.,  deUvering  the  opinion  of  the  ooart  in 
Ogdem  ▼.  Rapmmd^  22  Conn.  379,  58  Am.  Dec  429,  referring  to  this  rale, 
Mid:  *'  This  rale  needs  qualification,  and  cannot  be  said  to  be  universally 
tne  or  corrsct»  as  the  oases  already  cited  abundantly  show.  If  the  form  of 
the  contract  is  snch  that  the  agent  personally  covenants,  and  then  adds  his 
fepreeentatiTe  character,  which  he  does  not  in  truth  sustain,  his  covenant 
remains  personal  and  in  force,  and  binds  him  as  an  individual;  but  if  the 
form  of  the  contract  is  otherwise,  and  the  language,  when  fairly  interpreted, 
does  not  contain  a  personal  undertaking  or  promise,  he  is  not  personally 
liable;  for  it  is  not  his  contract,  and  the  law  will  not  force  it  upon  him.  He 
may  be  liable,  it  is  true,  for  tortious  conduct  if  he  has  knowingly  or  care- 
leaily  assumed  to  bind  another  without  authority,  or  when  making  the  con- 
tract has  concealed  the  true  state  of  his  authority,  and  falsely  led  others  to 
repose  in  his  authority;  but  as  we  have  said,  he  is  not,  of  course,  liable  on  the 
contract  itself,  nor  in  any  form  of  action  whatever."  In  Maine,  the  rule  Has 
been  modified  by  statute  so  as  to  make  the  intention  of  the  parties  as  ascer- 
tained from  the  contract  the  rule  of  oonstraction:  Andrew$  v.  Ektes,  11  Me. 
267;  26  Am.  Dec.  521.  And  it  seems  to  be  now  well  settled  that  an  agent  is 
only  liable  on  the  contract  when  he  has  used  apt  words  to  charge  himself 
personally,  or  has  expressly  made  himself  responsible,  or  where  the  credit 
was  given  to  him  personally:  Hall  v.  CrandaU,  29  Cal.  567;  89  Am.  Dec 
64;  Lander  v.  Castro,  43  Cat  497;  Waliace  v.  BenUey,  77  Cal.  19;  11  Am. 
St.  Rep.  231;  Ogden  v.  Raymond,  22  Conn^  379;  58  Am.  Dec  429;  DuncanY, 
NOeB,  32  DI.  532;  83  Am.  Dec  293;  Newman  v.  SylveMer,  42  Ind.  106;  SUUoti 
▼.  PatUn,  2  Greenl.  358;  11  Am.  Dec  111;  Sheffield  v.  Lmlue,  16  Minn.  388; 
10  Am.  Rep.  145;  McCurdy  v.  Rogers,  21  Wis.  197;  91  Am.  Dec.  468;  Mechem 
on  Agency,  sec  550.  An  agent  is,  of  course,  liable  personally  on  a  contract 
which  shows  an  intention  on  his  part  to  bind  himself  personally:  Pitman  v. 
Kintner^  5  Blackf.  250;  33  Am.  Dec  469;  Smonds  v.  Beard,  23  Pick.  120;  34 
Am.  Dec  41. 

iLQMsn  fOR  FoBKiGV  Fbincipal,  whbthxr   Fersonallt  Liabul  —  It 
was  formerly  held  that  where  the  principal  was  a  resident  of  a  foreign  state 
or  country,  credit  was  presumed  to  be  given  to  the  agent  personally,  even 
where  he  disclosed  his  agency:  McKemU  v.  Neviua,  22  Me.  138;  38  Am.  Dec 
291;  New  Cattle  Mfg,  Co,  v.  Red  River  R.  R.  Co.,  I  Rob.  (La.)  145;  86  Am. 
Dec  686.    In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  McKenxU  v.  Neviui,  22 
Mc  138,  38  Am.  Dec  291,  Tenney,  J.,  said:  *'By  the  usage  of  trade,  a  rale 
may  be  considered  as  established  that  agents  or  factors  acting  for  mer« 
ohants  resident  in  a  foreign  country  are  held  personally  liable  for  ooa« 
tracts  made  by  them  for  their  employers,  notwithstanding  they  fully  disdose 
at  the  time  the  character  in  which  they  act.    This  arises  from  the  considera- 
tion that  the  merohant  abroad,  and  his  ability  to  discharge  his  obliga- 
tions, may  be  unknown  to  those  who  assume  pecuniary  responsibility,  or 
make  advances,  or  perform  serrioes  on  his  account;  the  presumption  is, 
that  the  credit  is  given  exclusively  to  the  foreigner's  agent,  unless  rebutted 
by  an  agreement,  express  or  implied,  and  that  the  party  dealing  with  the 
agent  intends  to  trust  one  who  is  known  to  him  and  resides  in  the  same 
country,  and  subject  to  the  same  laws  as  himself,  rather  than  trast  to  one 
who,  if  known,  cannot,  from  his  residence  in  a  foreign  country,  be  amenable 
to  those  laws,  and  whose  ability  may  be  affected  by  local  institutions  and 
local  exemptions,  which  may  put  at  hazard  both  his  rights  and  his  reme- 
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dies."  Thif  dootrine  wu  formnUied  by  Judge  Story  id  bis  work  on  agenoy^ 
iection  268;  bat  in  later  edition!,  a  material  modifioation  of  tbe  eeetJon  was 
added,  in  theie  words:  *'  Probably  the  better  role  ia,  that  the  agent  of  a 
foreign  principal  is  not,  as  a  qaestion  of  law,  personally  liable  on  every  oon* 
tract  made  for  his  principaL  It  is  rather  a  qaestion  of  fact  in  each  case,  — 
a  qaestion  of  intention,  to  be  ascertained  by  the  terms  of  the  particalar  ocm- 
tract  and  the  snrrounding  circumstances."  And  Mechem  says  the  old  rale 
"no  longer  prevails  in  this  country,  and  the  oon tracts  of  agents  in  behalf  of 
foreign  principals  stand  upon  the  same  ground  as  those  made  for  domestio 
employers  ":  Mechem  on  Agency,  sea  5«56.  The  following  authorities  sap- 
port  the  modem  rule:  Oebickt  v.  Ford,  23  How.  49;  Maury  v.  Ranger,  3S 
La.  Ann.  485;  58  Am.  Rep.  197;  Rogen  v.  March,  33  Me.  106;  Bragw.  Ket- 
tell,  1  Allen,  80;  OoldUmUh  ▼.  Manheim,  109  Mass.  187. 

AosNT  Fating  ovxb  Monst  to  his  Principal,  whbthbb  PsBaoHAiXT 
LiABLB.  — If  money  has  been  voluntarily  and  by  mistake  paid  to  an  ageat^ 
and  before  he  receives  notice  of  the  mistake  he  has  paid  it  over  to  his  principal, 
h€  will  not  be  personally  liable  therefor.  But  if,  after  being  apprised  of  the 
mistake  and  notified  not  to  pay  it,  he  pays  it  over  to  the  principal,  he  will 
be  personally  liable:  Mechem  on  Agency,  see.  Ml;  BlUoU  v.  SwariwotU,  10 
Pet  137;  Shepard  v.  Sherin,  43  Minn.  882;  J^  r.  York,  12  Cosh.  106;  La 
Forge  v.  Kneeland,  7  Cow.  456. 

2.  In  Tobt.  —  In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Berghoff  v.  Jlo- 
Doncdd,  87  Ind.  549,  558,  Franklin,  C,  said:  "In  torts,  the  relation  of 
principal  and  agent  does  not  exist;  they  are  all  wrong-doers,  and  may  be 
sued  jointly  or  separately;  and  the  liability  of  each  and  all  does  not  cease 
until  payment  has  been  made,  or  satisfaction  rendered,  or  something  equiva- 
lent thereta"  And  Sanford,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in 
Bennett  v.  Ives,  30 Conn.  329,  334,  said:  "The  actual  perpetrator  of  a  posi- 
tive and  obvious  wrong  can  never  exonerate  himself  from  personal  liability 
by  showing  that  he  was  acting  as  the  agent  or  servant  of  another."  A 
principal  cannot  confer  upon  an  agent  authority  to  commit  a  tort  upon  the 
rights  or  property  of  another.  And  in  an  action  of  tort  against  an  agent,  it 
is  no  defense  that  the  defendant -acted  as  the  agent  of  another.  If  the  prin- 
cipal is  a  wrong-doer,  the  agent  is  a  wrong-doer  also:  Khnhall  v.  BUlings,  55 
Me.  147;  92  Am.  Dec.  581;  McPheters  v.  Pa^  83Me.  234;  Mahnev.  Moricm^ 
84  Mo.  436;  Crane  v.  Onderdonk,  67  Barb.  47;  Phelp$  v.  Wait,  30  N.  Y.  78. 

HON-FBASANOV   AND   MI8VBASANOB  OV    AOBNT,    PXRSONAL  LlABIUTT  TOB. 

—  It  seems  to  have  been  a  rule  of  the  common  law  that  an  agent  is  liable 
personally  to  third  persons  for  acts  of  misfeasance,  but  that  for  non-feasance 
he  is  liable  only  to  his  principal:  Story  on  Agency,  sec.  308;  Mechem  on 
Agency,  sec.  569;  Carey  v.  Rochereau,  16  Fed.  Rep.  87;  Delaneg  v.  Rorhereau, 
84  La.  Ann.  1123;  44  Am.  Rep.  456;  Feltus  v.  Stoati,  62  Miss.  415;  Bieeell  v. 
Roden,  34  Mo.  63;  84  Am.  Dec.  71;  Labadie  v.  Hawley,  61  Tex.  177;  48  Am. 
Rep.  278.  In  the  case  of  Bell  v.  Josselyn,  3  Gray,  309,  63  Am.  Dec.  741 ,  Met- 
calf,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  thus  defines  non-feasance  and 
misfeasance:  "Non-feasance  is  the  omission  of  an  act  which  a  person  ought 
to  do;  misfeasance  is  the  improper  doing  of  an  act  which  a  person  might  law- 
fully do."  Story  says  that  the  distinction  between  misfeasance  and  non-fea- 
sance "  may  seem  nice  and  artificial,  and  partakes,  perhaps,  not  a  little  of  the 
subtlety  and  over-refinement  of  the  old  doctrines  of  the  common  law  ": 
Story  on  Agenc}*,  sec.  309.  Mechem  says  that  "some  confusion  has  crept 
into  certain  cases  from  a  failure  to  observe  clearly  the  distinction   between 
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aon-faMuioe  and  nucfeannoe."  With  due  raspeot  for  the  leaned  Mtfaor^t 
Judgment^  we  reatare  the  aaaertion  that  the  oonfiudon  haa  ariaen  from  the 
inabQitj  of  the  ordinary  mind  to  comprehend  the  refined  diatinetion  to  which 
be  refera.  Bat  whaterer  the  fact  may  hare  ariaen  from,  it  ia  erident  that 
there  are  two  linea  of  deciaion  upon  the  anbject  under  diaenaaion,  which  it 
aeema  to  be  impoetible  to  reconcile.  In  Delaneif  y,  Boehertau,  34  La.  Ann. 
1123,  44  Am.  Rep.  456,  it  waa  decided  that  an  agent  baring  the  pcaaeaaion* 
control,  and  administration  of  the  real  eatate  of  a  non-reaident  owner  ia  not 
liable  for  an  injury  sostained  by  a  third  person  by  reason  of  the  agent*s 
neglect  to  keep  the  same  in  safe  repair.  The  deciaion  in  thia  case  was  expressly 
put  upon  the  ground  that  the  agent  was  not  liable  to  third  persons  for  non- 
feaaance.  See,  to  the  same  effect,  Care^  ▼.  Boehertau^  16  Fed.  Rep.  87»  in  decide 
ing  which  Pardee,  J.,  said:  "  It  ia  very  doubtful  if  an  agent,  per  m^  ia  liable  to 
third  persons  on  any  account  A  person  acting  aa  agent  for  another  ia  liable 
for  hia  own  misfeasance,  but  this  results,  not  from  the  agency,  but  in  spite  of 
it."  In  the  case  of  FeUus  w.  8wan^  62  Miss.  415,  it  waa  decided  that  an 
agent  who  had  charge  of  a  plantation  was  not  liable  to  the  owner  of  an  ad- 
Joining  plantation  for  injuries  caused  by  the  neglect  and  refusal  of  thtf  agent 
to  keep  open  a  drain  which  it  waa  his  duty  to  his  principal  to  keep  open. 
And  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  the  agent's  motiye  in  failing  and  refusing 
to  perform  his  duty  was  malicious,  and  that  he  intended  thereby  to  injure 
such  adjoining  owner,  was  immaterial.  Gampbell,  C.  J.,  who  delirered  the 
opinion  of  the  court  in  that  ease,  said:  "  Whatever  motive  operated  on  the 
agent,  the  charge  against  him  waa  only  that  he  failed  to  do^  and  not  that  he 
had  done  anything  maliciously;  aod  for  non-feasance  or  omisaion  to  act  at 
all,  the  agent  is  answerable  only  to  hia  employer.** 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  decided  in  the  case  of  Campbell  v.  Portland  Sugar 
Co.,  62  Me.  552,  16  Am.  Rep.  503,  that  agenta  who  had  charge  and  control 
of  a  wharf,  and  had  agreed  to  keep  it  in  repair,  were  liable  to  a  third  person 
for  an  injury  sustained  by  him  by  reason  of  the  defective  condition  of  the 
wharf.  Barrowa,  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  that  case,  saidt 
''It  is  the  actual  personal  negligence  of  the  agents  which  constitutes  the  con- 
atmetive  negligence  of  the  corporation.  The  corporation  aeta  through  and 
by  them,  and  they  act  for  the  corporation,  and  when  their  acta  or  neglects 
result  in  injury  to  third  parties,  they  are  eqeally  responsible  with  their  prin* 
eipala."  In  BUii  v.  McNaughUm,  76  Mich.  237, 15  Am.  St  Rep.  308,  it  was 
decided  that  an  agent  who  has  entire  control  of  premises  and  of  the  erection 
el  a  building  for  his  principal  is  liable  for  injuries  resulting  to  third  persons 
from  the  removal  of  a  walk  on  the  premises  by  one  of  his  employees,  con. 
trary  to  his  orders,  if,  after  such  removal,  he  knew  of  the  dangerous  condi* 
tion  of  the  premises  and  allowed  them  to  remain  in  that  condition.  In 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  this  case,  Morse^  J.,  said:  '*  Miafea- 
sance  may  involve,  to  some  extent,  the  idea  of  not  doing;  as  where  an  agent, 
while  engaged  in  the  performance  of  his  undertaking,  does  not  do  something 
which  it  was  his  duty  to  do,  under  the  circumstances.** 

We  have  no  hesitation  in  expressing  our  preference  for  the  decision  of  the 
supreme  court  of  Illinois  in  the  principal  case,  and  for  the  decisions  of  the 
Michigan  and  Maine  courts  in  the  above  coses,  over  those  of  the  Louisiana  and 
Mississippi  cases  referred  to  above,  but  it  seems  to  us  of  doubtful  utility  to 
elaim  that  non-feasance  is  in  any  case  misfeasance.  It  seems  to  us  that  a 
much  aounder  and  more  logical  basis  for  holding  the  agent  personally  liable 
in  auoh  cases  is  stated  in  the  following  extract:  "Every  one,  whether  he  is 
principal  or  agent,  is  responsible  directly  to  persons  injured  by  his  own  neg- 
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UgttBiOt  in  falflning  dbligations  resting  npon  bint  in  Us  IndlTidual  eharaeter. 
Thsss  obligations  are  tboee  wbicb  tbe  law  imposes  upon  aU  persons,  inde- 
pendent of  oontraet.  No  man  can  inorease  or  diminish  his  obligations  to 
strangers  by  becoming  an  agent;  bat  if  in  the  oonrse  of  his  agency  be  oomes 
in  oontaot  with  the  person  or  property  of  a  stranger,  he  is  liable  for  any  in- 
jniy  he  may  do  to  either  by  his  negligence  in  respect  to  duties  imposed  by 
law  npon  him  in  oommon  with  all  other  men  ":  Shearman  and  Redfield  on 
Negligence,  sec.  112.    See  also  Wharton  on  Negligence,  sec.  036. 

AoBivT  PsBflOKALLT  LiABLB  lOB  MxsFBASANon.  —  All  the  antboiities 
agree  that  an  agent  is  personally  liable  to  third  persons  for  injuries  result- 
ing from  his  misfeasance.  An  agent,  like  erery  other  person,  is  bound,  in 
the  performance  of  his  duty  to  his  principal,  to  recognize  and  respect  the 
rights  of  others;  and  if  {he  fails  to  do  this,  and  caases  injury  to  third  per- 
sons, he  will  be  liable  therefor,  whether  his  failure  was  negligent  or  inten- 
tional:  Meohem  on  Agency,  sec.  571;  Bennett  r.  fves,  30  Conn.  329;  Seed  t. 
Peterwn,  91  III.  288;  Berghcff  r.  McDonald,  87  Ind.  649;  PooU  t.  AdkiMson^ 
1  Dana,  110;  Campbell  r.  HUlman,  16  B.  Men.  608;  61  Am.  Dea  196;  Camp- 
bell  V.  Portland  Sugar  Co,,  62  Me.  662;  16  Am.  Rep.  603;  Bell  v.  /ostc/yn,  3 
Gray,  809;  63  Am.  Dec  741;  NaweU  t.  Wright,  3  Allen,  169;  80  Am.  Dea 
62|  OUmare  v.  DrUcoU,  122  Mass.  199;  23  Am.  Rep.  312;  Heddm  t.  Orifim, 
136  Mass.  229;  49  Am.  Rep.  26;  Osborne  t.  Morgan,  130  Mass.  102;  39  Am. 
Bep.  437;  Jouelyn  t.  MeAUitter,  22  Mich.  300;  Starkweather  v,  Benjamin^  32 
Mich.  806;  Weber  t.  Weber,  47  Mich.  669;  BOia  r.  McNaughton,  76  Mich. 
S37;  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  308;  Harriman  ▼.  Stoioe,  67  Mo.  93;  Lottman  v.  Bar- 
wett,  62  Ma  169;  Martin  r.  Benoiat,  20  Ma  App.  262;  Jenne  t.  ISutUm,  43 
N.  J.  L.  257;  39  Am.  Rep.  678;  Orane  v.  Onderdonk,  67  Barb.  47. 

And  in  J^riAfi  t.  Davenport,  9  Heisk.  44^  it  was  decided  that  where  sub- 
ordinate officers  of  goremment  are  guilty  of  direct  misfeasances  or  positiye 
wrongs  to  third  persons  in  the  discharge  of  their  official  functions,  they  in- 
ear  the  same  personal  responsibility,  and  to  the  same  extent,  as  prirate 
agents. 

Pbiwoipal's  KirowLBDOB  OB  DmiOTioN  DOBS  NOT  Rbuetb  Aobht  ntOM 
pBRSONiL  LiABiLiTT.  —  It  ts,  of  course,  no  defense  to  an  agent  that  he  com- 
mitted the  tort  with  the  knowledge  or  by  the  direction  of  his  prinoipaL  No 
person  can  authorize  another  to  commit  a  positive  wrong  against  a  third 
person:  Mechem  on  Agency,  sea  573;  Lee  v.  Mathewa,  10  Ala.  682;  44  Aok 
Dea  498;  Johnton  v.  Barber,  6  Gilm.  426;  60  Am.  Dec.  416;  Weber  r.  Weber^ 
47  Mich.  669|  Baier  r.  Wauon,  63  Tex.  167. 
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TtLAoncm — Monov  nr  Abkbt  of  Judombht  oahvov  bs  Madb  wimr. — 
A  party  cannot  more  in  amst  of  jadgmmit  in  the  trial  eonrt.  after  judg* 
BMttt  of  that  ooort  upon  a  demurrer  preeenting  the  eame  objection  to  the 
declaration.  Bat  nnder  the  Illinoia  Praetica  Aot»  if  any  connte  of  a  dee* 
laration  are  ao  defectiTe  as  not  to  rapport  tho  judgment,  the  conrt  may 
divegard  the  faulty  oonntt,  or  render  judgment  thereon  for  the  defendanii 

DirioT  nr  Plbadino  Citbso  bt  Vkbdiot  whut.  —  A  rerdict  will  aid  a 
defectiTe  etatement  of  titles  but  will  nerer  anist  a  statement  of  a  de- 
fectiTe title  or  oaaae  of  action.  Where  there  is  a  defect^  imperfection, 
or  ominion  in  a  pleading,  either  in  eubetanoe  or  in  form,  which  would 
haTO  been  a  fatal  objection  upon  demurrer,  yet  if  the  iatae  joined  be 
such  as  necessarily  required,  on  the  trial,  proof  of  the  facts  so  defectively 
or  imperfectly  stated  or  omitted,  and  without  which  it  is  not  to  be 
presumed  that  either  the  judge  would  direct  the  jury  to  giye,  or  the 
jury  would  hare  given,  the  Terdict,  such  defect^  imperfection,  or  omas- 
aion  is  cured  by  the  verdicts 

IVBITIDVAL  D  Chabobablb  WITH  Knowlsdob  OF  HIS  DuTT.  — In  tholaw 
of  personal  liability  for  the  consequences  of  action  or  non-action,  the  law 
eharges  the  individual  with  acknowledge  of  his  duty.  When,  therefore, 
a  declaration  alleges  that  it  was  the  duty  of  an  individual  or  corporation 
to  do  cnr  not  to  do  a  given  thing,  it  is  necessarily  implied  from  that  alle- 
gation that  the  individual  or  corporation  knew  that  it  was  his  or  its 
duty  to  do  or  not  to  do  the  given  thing. 

DaOLARATlON  KBBD  NOT  AlLKOB  THAT  COBFORATIOir  KnoWS  WhAT  It  HAS  OB 

HAS  NOT  DoNB.  —  Sinoc  all  accountable  persons  know  what  they  do  or  do 
not  do,  it  is  no  more  necessary  to  allege  in  a  declaration  that  a  corporation 
knows  what  it  has  done  or  has  not  done,  than  it  is  to  allege  the  same 
thing  with  regard  to  an  individual;  for  the  acts  or  non-acts  of  the  ser- 
▼ants  of  a  corporation,  within  the  sphere  of  their  duty,  are  its  acts  or 
non-acts.  And  therefore,  in  an  action  against  a  railway  company  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  received  by 
one  of  its  servants  from  its  failure  to  fill  in  the  spaces  between  the  ties 
of  ita  road  with  cinders  or  other  substance,  it  is  sufficient  for  the  decla- 
ration to  allege  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  company  to  have  filled  such 
spaces,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  defendant  knew  of 
such  defects  in  the  construction  of  its  track,  switches,  etc. 

Al^LBGATION  IN    DlCLARATION  OF    DOB    CaBB    NkOATIYBS    NbOLIOBNCB   ON 

PLAiNTiFr's  Pabt.  —  lu  au  action  against  a  master  to  recover  damages 
for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  a  servant  through 
the  negligence  of  the  master,  an  allegation  in  the  declaration  that  the 
servant  used  due  care  negatives  negligence  on  his  part,  aad,  by  impli- 
cation, that  he  had  knowledge  of  the  defects  by  reason  of  which  he  was 
injured;  and  the  jury,  by  finding  the  master  guilty  of  negligence,  im- 
pliedly find  that  the  servant  had  no  knowledge  of  such  defecte,  and  was 
not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence.  Besides,  it  is  a  matter  of  defense 
that  the  servant  knew  of  the  defects  which  caused  his  injury,  and  such 
knowledge  will  not  be  presumed. 
finroLB  Instbuction  nbbd  not  Contatn  Wholb  Law  of  Gasb.  —The  en. 
tiro  law  of  the  case  need  not  be  stated  in  a  single  instruction,  but  the 
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law  M  applicable  to  particular  questions  or  to  particular  parti  of  the 
oase  may  be  properly  stated  in  separate  instmctions;  and  if  there  ia  no 
oonfliot  in  the  law  as  stated  in  different  instnictiona,  and  all  the  inatnio> 
tioDii  considered  as  a  series,  present  the  law  applicable  to  the  oaae  fully 
and  accurately,  it  is  suffioient* 

SlBTAlTT  AUTHORIZBD    TO  RSLT    05  'MaSTBR's    TuBJXTSBXSQ    SaTB    APFLI* 

ANOES.  —The  burden  of  furnishing  safe  machinery,  appliances,  swronnd- 
ings,  etc.,  is  upon  the  master;  and  while  he  is  not  to  be  held  liable  for 
defects  and  dangers  of  which  the  servant  is  fully  informed,  yet  the  aer- 
Tant  is  authorized  to  rely  upon  the  acts  of  the  master  in  that  respeet^ 
and  is  under  no  primary  obligation  to  investigate  and  test  the  fitness  and 
safety  of  the  machinery,  surroundings^  etc.,  in  the  absence  of  notioe  that 
there  is  something  wrong  in  that  respect,  especially  where  the  aerrant'a 
duties  require  constant  attention  to  other  matters. 

Action  to  recover  damages  for  negligence  resulting  in  death. 
The  opinion  states  the  case. 

W.  H.  Lyfordy  for  the  appellant 

Bamum^  Evdns^  and  Bamum^  for  the  appellee. 

ScHOLFiELD,  J.  The  only  question  discussed  in  the  argu- 
ment prepared  by  appellant's  counsel  for  this  court  is,  whether 
appellee's  declaration  is  sufficient  to  sustain  the  judgmenti 
though  other  questions  were  discussed  in  the  argument  pre- 
pared by  him  for  the  appellate  court,  and  copies  of  that  argu- 
ment are  presented  to  us  with  the  argument  prepared  for  this 
court. 

The  action  is  for  negligence  resulting  in  the  death  of  ap- 
I)ellee'B  intestate,  who  was,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  negli- 
gence, in  appellant's  employ,  as  a  switchman  in  its  yards. 
Appellant  demurred  to  the  declaration,  and  upon  motion  of 
appellant's  counsel  the  demurrer  was  overruled.  Appellant 
then  pleaded  the  general  issue.  After  the  verdict  of  the  jury 
in  favor  of  appellee  was  returned  into  court,  appellant  moved 
in  arrest  of  judgment  because  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  dec- 
laration. The  court  overruled  the  motion,  and  that  ruling, 
among  others,  was  assigned  for  error  in  the  appellate  court 
It  was  also  assigned  for  error  in  that  court  that  the  trial  court 
erred  in  rendering  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  Both  of  these 
assignments  of  error  are  renewed  in  this  court. 

The  general  common-law  rule  is,  that  where  a  declaration 
is  so  defective  that  it  will  not  sustain  the  judgment,  the  ob- 
jection may  be  availed  of  on  motion  in  arrest  in  the  trial  courts 
or  on  error  in  the  appellate  court:  Wilson  v.  Myricky  26  111.  35; 
Sehofidd  V.  Settley,  31  111.  515;  Haynes  v.  Lucas^  50  111.  436; 
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Kipp  ▼.  Liehtemtein,  79  HI.  358;  Culver  v.  Third.  Nat  Bank, 
64  III.  532.  An  exception  to  bo  much  of  the  rule  as  relates  to 
the  trial  court  is,  a  party  cannot  move  in  arrest  of  judgment 
in  the  trial  court,  after  judgment  of  that  court,  upon  a  demur- 
rer  presenting  the  same  objection:  American  Exp,  Co.  v.  Fick^ 
ney,  29  111.  392;  Quincy  Coal  Co.  v.  Hood,  77  111.  68;  De  Wolf 
V.  MeOinnis,  106  111.  553;  Independent  Order  of  Mut.  Aid  v. 
Paine,  122  111.  625.  There  is  an  expression  in  Steams  v.  Cope, 
109  HI.  346,  not  in  harmony  with  these  cases;  but  the  case 
was  decided  correctly,  and  the  expression  was  unnecessary 
and  inadvertent.  Under  our  Practice  Act,  this  rule  is  more  a 
matter  of  form  than  of  substance,  since  we  have  held  that 
under  it,  if  any  counts  of  the  declaration  are  so  defective  as 
not  to  support  the  judgment,  the  court  may  disregard  the 
faulty  counts,  or  render  judgment  thereon  for  the  defendant: 
SmaUey  v.  Edey,  19  111.  211;  People  v.  Spring  Valley,  129  111. 
178. 

As  a  matter  of  technical  practice,  it  is  clear,  from  the  au- 
thorities cited  supra,  we  cannot  hold  that  the  circuit  court, 
after  having  overruled  a  demurrer  to  the  declaration,  erred  in 
not  sustaining  the  motion  in  arrest.  But  the  record  being 
before  us  upon  error,  we  may  inquire  whether  the  declaration 
is  0u£Bcient  to  sustain  the  judgment.  In  addition  to  cases 
cited  supra,  see  2  Tidd's  Practice,  4th  Am.  ed.,  1193.  The 
rule  is,  that  a  verdict  will  aid  a  defective  statement  of  title, 
but  will  never  assist  a  statement  of  a  defective  title  or  cause  of 
action:  1  Chitty's  Pleading,  7th  Am.  ed.,  722,  •723.  And  the 
same  author  also  says:  "Where  there  is  any  defect,  imperfec- 
tion, or  omission  in  any  pleading,  whether  in  substance  or  in 
form,  which  would  have  been  a  fatal  objection  upon  demur- 
rer, yet  if  the  issue  joined  be  such  as  necessarily  required,  on 
the  trial,  proof  of  the  facts  so  defectively  or  imperfectly  stated 
or  omitted,  and  without  which  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that 
either  the  judge  would  direct  the  jury  to  give,  or  the  jury 
would  have  given,  the  verdict,  such  defect,  imperfection,  or 
omission  is  cured  by  the  verdict":  1  Chitty's  Pleading,  712, 
•713.    See  also  Gould's  Pleading,  sec.  13. 

There  are  two  counts  in  this  declaration.  In  the  first,  the 
substantial  allegations,  omitting  the  commencement  and  con- 
clusion, are  as  follows:  *'  Then  and  there  it  became  and  was 
the  duty  of  the  said  defendant  to  said  John  Hines  to  keep 
and  maintain  «its  yard  in  a  safe  and  proper  condition,  so  as 
not  to  expose  the  said  John  Hines  to  any  unnecessary  expos- 
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ure  to  danger  or  liability  to  accident,  and  it  was  then  and 
there  defendant's  duty  to  have  filled  in  the  space  between  the 
ties  of  its  said  railroad  track  with  cinders  or  some  other  sab- 
stance,  so  that  in  walking  in  and  upon  the  said  track  one 
would  not  be  exposed  to  unnecessary  danger  or  liability  to 
stumble  upon  or  between  said  ties;  bat  the  said  defendant, 
not  regarding  its  duty  in  that  behalf,  then  and  there  ]>er- 
mitted  its  yard  to  be  and  remain  in  unsafe  repair  and  condi- 
tion, and  then  and  there  permitted  the  ties  of  its  said  railroad 
track  to  be  and  remain  above  the  surface  of  the  ground,  and 
the  space  between  the  said  ties  was  not  filled  in  with  cindem 
or  any  other  substance,  and  thereby,  then  and  there,  the  said 
John  Hines,  while  coupling  cars,  as  aforesaid,  in  pursuance  of 
said  employment  by  the  defendant,  was  then  and  there  ex- 
posed to  unnecessary  danger  and  liability  to  accident,  and 
then  and  there,  while  engaged  in  coupling  cars  on  the  side* 
track  of  the  defendant,  as  aforesaid,  and  while  using  all  duo 
care  and  diligence  on  his  part,  in  the  night-time,  caught  his 
foot  between  two  of  the  ties  of  which  the  side-track  was  con- 
structed, and  then  and  there,  necessarily  and  unavoidably^ 
tripped  and  fell  through  and  upon  the  side-track,  and  one  of 
the  cars  of  the  defendant,  which  the  said  Hines  was  then  and 
there  engaged  in  coupling,  then  and  there  passed  over  the  body 
of  said  Hines,  by  means  whereof  he  was  then  and  there  killed.*^ 
The  second  count  differs  from  the  first  in  alleging  the  duty  of 
the  defendant  to  "  not  leave  any  space  between  the  ties  of  its 
said  track  and  the  switch-bar  connecting  the  rails  of  its  side* 
track,"  and  that  the  defendant  "  permitted  a  wide  space  be- 
tween the  ties  of  said  track  and  the  switch-bar  connecting  the 
rails  of  said  track."  The  objections  urged  to  the  declaration 
are,  that  it  is  neither  averred  that  the  defendant  knew  of,  nor 
that  the  plaintiff  did  not  know  of,  the  defects  in  the  con- 
struction of  the  tracks,  switches,  etc.,  alleged. 

1.  But  it  is  fundamental  in  the  law  of  personal  liability  for 
the  consequences  of  action  or  non-action  that  the  law  charges 
the  individual  with  a  knowledge  of  his  duty:  Wharton  on 
Negligence,  Ist  ed.,  sees.  412  et  seq.  Hence,  when  it  is  alleged 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  an  individual  or  corporation  to  do  or  to 
not  do  a  given  thing,  it  is  necessarily  implied  from  that  allega- 
tion that  the  individual  or  corporation  knew  that  it  was  its  duty 
to  do  or  to  not  do  the  given  thing:  Bishop  on  Non-contract  Law, 
sec.  626,  and  cases  cited.  So,  also,  all  accootitable  persons 
know  what  they  do  or  do  not  do;  and  it  is  obviously  uo  more 
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necessary  to  allege  that  a  corporation  knows  what  it  has  done, 
or  has  not  done,  than  it  is  to  allege  the  same  thing  with  regard 
to  an  individual;  for  the  acts  or  non-acts  of  the  servants  of  the 
corporation,  within  the  sphere  of  their  duty,  are  its  acts  or  non- 
acts:  Pierce  on  Railroads,  277;  Bishop  on  Non-contract  Law, 
sec.  647;  Shearman  and  Redfield  on  Negligence,  2d  ed.,  68. 
*' Filling  in  the  spaces  between  the  ties"  of  defendant's  railroad 
tracks  with  ^'  cinders  or  some  other  substance  "  is  an  affirma- 
tive act.  Accepting,  as  we  must,  from  the  allegation,  that  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  do  this  affirmative  act,  its 
omission  was  palpably  a  failure  of  duty  in  construction,  for 
which  it  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff:  Village  of  Jeffer8<m  v.  Chajh 
man,  127  III.  438;  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  136.  So,  also,  the  allega- 
tion with  regard  to  permitting  the  space  to  exist  between  the 
ties  of  the  track  and  the  switch-bar  connecting  the  rails  im- 
plies knowledge  in  the  defendant;  for  permitting  denotes  an 
assent,  either  expressly  or  impliedly. 

2.  The  allegation  of  due  care  in  the  deceased  negatives 
negligence,  and,  by  implication,  that  he  had  knowledge  of  the 
defects  by  reason  of  which  he  was  injured.  And  so  the  jury 
must  have  found,  in  finding  the  defendant  guilty,  that  the  de- 
ceased was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence.  The  al- 
legation is  therefore  sufficient  on  error,  if,  indeed,  it  should  be 
admitted  that  it  would  not  be  so  on  demurrer:  Illinois  Central 
R.  R,  Co,  V.  Simmons,  38  111.  242.  But  it  is  matter  of  defense 
that  the  deceased  had  knowledge  of  the  defects  through  which 
his  injury  was  received.  Unless  it  shall  appear  from  the  evi- 
dence that  he  had  such  knowledge,  it  will  not  be  presumed, 
since  no  one  is  presumed  to  knowingly  incur  physical  pain 
and  death,  where  he  can  avoid  it  at  his  discretion:  See  Chi' 
eago  and  Northwestern  K'y  Co.  v.  Coss^  73  111.  394;  Wabash,  St. 
Louis,  and  Pacific  Ry  Co.  v.  Shacklet,  105  111.  364;  44  Am. 
Rep.  791.  There  was  therefore  no  error  in  the  ruling  of  the 
appellate  court  in  holding  the  declaration  sufficient  to  sustain 
the  judgment. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  ruling  of  the  trial  court  upon  any 
question  of  law,  and  we  concur  in  the  views  expressed  by  the 
appellate  court  in  regard  to  the  instructions:  Chicago  etc*  R*  R. 
Co.  V.  Bines,  33  111.  App. 

It  is  not  required  that  the  entire  law  of  the  case  shall  be 
stated  in  a  single  instruction,  and  it  is  therefore  not  im* 
proper  to  state  the  law  as  applicable  to  particular  questions, 
or  particular  parts  of  the  case,  in  separate  instructions;  and 
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if  there  is  no  conflict  in  the  law  as  stated  in  different  instruc* 
tions,  and  all  the  instructions,  considered  as  a  series,  present 
the  law  applicable  to  the  case  fully  and  accurately,  it  is  Buffi* 
oient. 

The  burden  of  furnishing  safe  machinery,  appliances,  8ur« 
roundings,  etc.,  is  upon  the  master,  and  while  the  master  is 
not  to  be  held  liable  for  defects  and  dangers  of  which  the 
servant  is  fully  informed,  yet  the  servant  is  authorized  to  rely 
upon  the  acts  of  the  master  in  that  respect,  and  is  under  no 
primary  obligation  to  investigate  and  test  the  fitness  and 
safety  of  the  machinery,  surroundings,  etc.,  in  the  absence  of 
notice  that  there  is  something  wrong  in  that  respect:  Shear* 
man  and  Redfield  on  Negligence,  2d  ed.,  sec.  95;  Bishop  on 
Non-contract  Law,  sec.  678;  Porter  v.  Hannibal  etc.  R.  R,  Co.^ 
60  Mo.  160.  And,  necessarily,  much  more  is  the  servant  en- 
titled to  assume  that  his  master  has  furnished  him  with  suit- 
able and  safe  materials,  machinery,  and  surroundings,  and 
relieved  him  of  investigation  and  inquiry  in  that  regard, 
where,  as  in  the  present  inistance,  the  performance  of  his 
duties  requires  constancy  of  attention  to  other  matters.  A 
man  whose  attention  is  constantly  directed  to  moving  cars, 
and  their  coupling  and  uncoupling,  cannot  possibly  give 
much  attention  to  the  ties,  switch-bars,  etc.,  over  which  he 
may,  from  time  to  time,  have  to  pass.  If  appellant  has  been 
wronged  by  the  rulings  below,  it  has  been  only  upon  the 
questions  of  fact,  for  which  there  can  be  no  relief  in  this 
court 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 


Plsadino,  Defbots  nr,  Cured  bt  Verdict:  See  Johnaon  y,  Mk$owri  P. 
2?V  OO'f  ^  ^o*  ^0;  9  Am.  St  Rep.  351,  and  note.  A  defectire  pleading  is 
not  cored  by  verdict  when  there  ia  an  entire  omission  of  a  material  allega- 
tion in  the  complaint:  Richards  v.  Travelera  Ins,  Co,,  80  Cal.  505. 

Master  and  Servant  —  Master's  Dott  as  to  Furnishino  Maohht* 
XRT.  — The  master  mast  fnrnish  his  senrants  with  safe  machinery  and  ap« 
plianoes;  and  they  may  presume  that  he  has  properly  performed  this  dnty: 
Biekmond  etc,  R,  R.  Co,  v,  WilOamt,  86  Va.  165;  19  Am.  St  Rep.  876,  and 
note;  Kraniz  r.  Long  Island  Ry  Co.^  123  N.  Y.  1;  20  Am.  St  Rep.  716,  and 
note. 

Master  and  Servant  —  Actions  bt  Servant  fOR  Injuries. — To 
maintain  an  action  against  his  master  for  injuries  caused  by  defects  in  ma* 
chinery  or  appliances,  the  servant  must  show  fault  or  knowledge  of  snoh 
defeote  on  the  part  of  his  master,  and  absence  of  fault  on  his  own  part: 
Note  to  Nadau  v.  WhUe  River  L,  Co.,  20  Am.  St  Rep.  41;  Chorgia  R.  R.  ttc 
Co.  V.  Ifebm,  83  Ga.  70;  20  Am.  St  Rep.  308,  and  note;  Pratfur  v.  Richmond 
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cfe.  J2.  A  Ox,  MGtt.  427;  Fniemaihmia  tte.  R,  n.Co,  t.  J7eifer,  72  Tex.  40; 
Taen  €ie.IffCa,T.  Omoder^  76  Tex.  601.  An  aUeg«tion  that  the  plaintiff 
ii  free  from  negligenoe  does  not,  however,  take  the  place  of  an  allegation 
■howing  that  the  risk  was  not  one  knowingly  assanied  as  an  ineident  of  his 
•vvioo:  Lamkmlk  de.  Jtp  Ok  r.Corj^  124  lud.  437. 
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[183  ILUVOIS,  197.] 

PlDAL  Statoti  b  Om  WmoR  Imposes  a  FosTxmru  os  Psitaltt  for 
tranagressing  its  proyisiona,  or  for  doing  a  thing  prohibited. 

Fbhaltt,  What  CowgriTUTM.  — A  penalty  is  in  the  nature  of  punishment 
for  the  non-performance  of  an  act  or  for  the  performance  of  an  unlawful 
aet»  Mkd  inToWes  the  idea  of  punishment,  whether  enforced  by  a  oiTil  or 
eriminal  procedure. 

ObBTORATB  LlDSBTXDMXaS  EXGXBDIHO  CAPITAL  StOOK,  LxABIUTT  OP  OfPI- 

ons  OoHTRAomro.  — In  the  absence  of  statutory  prohibition,  it  is  not 
nnlawfol  for  the  officers  of  a  corporation  to  contract  debts  in  excess  of 
its  capital  stock,  but  it  may,  like  indlTiduals,  contract  debts  to  the  full 
oxtoot  of  its  credit.  The  Illinois  statute  making  the  officers  of  eorpo* 
rations  individually  liable  for  contracting  debts  beyond  a  prescribed 
limit  does  not  prohibit  them  from  contracting  indebtedness  beyond 
the  amount  of  their  capital  stock,  nor  does  it  inflict  a  penalty  upon  the 
officers  for  so  doing.  It  simply  gives  to  the  creditors  of  corporations  a 
new  right  of  civil  action  against  such  officers. 

Bquitt  kkvxr  Enposcis  eithbr  a  Pxnaltt  or  a  FoRPxrruRR.  —  Where, 
therefore,  a  court  decides  that  a  certain  liability  created  by  statute  can 
be  enforced  only  in  a  court  of  equity,  it,  in  effect,  decides  that  the  suit 
brought  to  enforce  such  liability  is  not  for  the  recovery  of  a  penalty. 

Suit  to  Enporcr  Ikdiyidual  Liabilftt  op  Oppicirs  op  Ck>RFORATXON  hot 
SinT  POR  Riooyrrt  op  Pxnaltt.  — A  suit  brought  to  enforce  the  indi* 
Tidual  liability  of  the  officers  of  a  corporation,  imposed  by  section  16  of 
ehapter  32  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Illinois,  is  not  a  suit  for  the  re« 
oovery  oi  a  penalty,  within  the  meaning  of  section  14  of  the  Illinois 
statute  of  limitations. 

LfAHir.iTT  OP  Corforatb  Oppiokrs  por  Incurring  Dnrs  in  Exoxss  op 
Capital  Stock  Attaches  whkn.  —  The  creditors  of  a  corporation 
whose  officers  have  incurred  indebtedness  in  excess  of  its  capital  stock 
eannot  proceed  against  such  officers  until  such  creditors  have  first  ob« 
tained  judgment  against  the  corporation.  The  liability  of  such  officers 
Is,  like  that  of  a  surety,  $irieii  Juris,  and  does  not  attach  so  long  as  the 
debts  can  be  made  out  of  the  corporation,  and  no  action  can  be  main- 
tained against^them  until  the  corporation  is  in  default. 

CJtiDiTOR  op  Corporation  mat  Filb  Bill  against  Oppicxr3  por  Ikour- 

RINO    EZOBSSIPR    InDRBTXDNESS,    THOUGH  AlL    DebTS  NOT    DuS.  — It 

does  not  follow  that  because  a  creditor  of  a  corporation  who  files  his 
bill  against  the  officers  of  the  corporation  to  enforce  their  individual 
liability  for  a  debt  incurred  by  them  in  excess  of  its  capital  stock  must 
allege  and  prove  the  corporation  in  default  as  to  his  debt,  he  cannot 
naintain  the  bill  until  all  debts  against  the  corporation  are  due.    On  a 
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proper  bill  filed  by  a  single  creditor,  the  ooQrt  hu  power  toTiriiig  before 
it  the  corporation,  all  its  ofiioere  who  aeeented  to  the  exoeesiTO  indebt- 
•dneea,  as  well  as  all  its  creditors,  and  asoertain  the  exoeea  at  the  is- 
debtedness  oyer  the  capital  stock,  the  amount  of  this  to  which  eaeb 
officer  may  have  assented,  and  the  extent  to  which  the  funds  of  the  co^ 
poration  may  be  resorted  to  for  the  payment  of  the  debts,  and  also  the 
number  and  names  of  the  creditors,  the  amount  of  their  sereral  debts, 
to  determine  the  sum  to  be  reoorered  of  the  officers  and  apportioned 
among  the  creditors. 
Statute  or  LiicrrATioys  Biqins  to  Run  from  Matubitt  ov  thb  Dnr 
sought  to  be  recovered,  and  not  from  the  date  when  it  is  created. 

Bill  Id  equity.    The  opinion  states  the  case. 

Consider  H.  WUlettt  for  the  appellants. 

Edward  W.  Russell  and  Edward  F.  Oorton^  for  the  appet 
lees. 

Wilkin,  J.  This  was  a  bill  in  chancery,  by  appellants 
against  appellees,  to  enforce  an  alleged  liability  against  the 
said  George  H.  Taylor  and  William  H.  Longley,  as  directors 
and  president  and  treasurer  of  a  corporation  called  "  George 
H.  Taylor  &  Co.,"  under  section  16,  chapter  32,  of  the  RcTised 
Statutes,  entitled  "Corporations."  The  bill  is  on  behalf  of 
appellants  and  all  other  creditors  of  said  corporation  who 
shall  come  in  and  contribute  to  the  expense  of  the  suit.  It  was 
filed  in  the  superior  court  of  Cook  County  on  the  twelfth  day 
of  January,  1888. 

It  appears  from  the  allegations  of  the  bill  that  said  George 
H.  Taylor  &  Co.  was  duly  organized  as  a  corporation,  under 
the  laws  of  this  state,  for  the  purpose  of  manufacturing,  pur- 
chasing, and  selling  paper  bags  and  other  articles  pertaining 
to  the  paper  trade,  and  that  while  engaged  in  carrying  on  its 
said  business  it  executed  twelve  certain  promissory  notes, 
payable  to  the  order  of  Lucius  Clark  &  Co.  These  notes  were 
all  executed  more  than  five  years  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  bill* 
but  between  the  dates  of  their  maturity  and  the  bringing  of 
the  suit  less  than  five  years  had  elapsed.  They  were  for  dif- 
ferent amounts,  running  from  $725  to  $1,252,  aggregating 
about  $10,000.  Prior  to  the  filing  of  this  bill,  two  of  these 
notes  had  been  assigned  by  said  payees,  Lucius  Clark  &  Cc^ 
to  the  complainant  Woolverton,  four  to  the  complainant  the 
Northwestern  National  Bank  of  Chicago,  and  six  to  complain- 
ant Charles  A.  Clark.  It  is  alleged  in  said  bill  that  when 
said  notes  were  executed,  and  the  indebtedness  for  which  thej 
were  given  contracted,  the  defendant  George  H.  Taylor  was 
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director  and  presidentf  and  the  said  William  H.  Longlej 
was  director  and  treasurer,  of  said  corporation,  and  at  said 
time  the  indebtedness  of  said  corporation  exceeded  its  capital 
stock  of  fifty  thousand  dollars  to  the  extent  of  one  hundred 
thousand  dollars,  to  which  said  Taylor  and  Longley,  as  such 
directors  and  president  and  treasurer,  assented.  It  is  also 
alleged  in  said  bill  that  said  corporation  is  insolventi  and 
has  ceased  to  do  business. 

The  statute  of  limitations  having  been  set  up  by  defend- 
ants, by  way  of  demurrer  to  the  bill,  complainants,  by  leave 
of  court,  filed  an  amendment  thereto,  in  which  they  alleged 
that  they  had  no  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the  indebtedness 
of  the  said  corporation  exceeded  its  capital  stock,  until  its 
financial  failure  and  refusal  to  pay  its  debts,  February  28, 
1883,  and  that  if  any  cause  of  action  accrued  to  them  at  the 
date  of  said  notes,  the  holders  of  the  same  at  that  time,  and 
the  complainants  since,  had  no  knowledge  of  the  existence  of 
such  cause  of  action,  which  was  fraudulently  concealed  from 
the  holders  of  said  notes  by  said  defendants  until  February 
28,  1883.  To  the  bill  as  thus  amended  defendants  again  de- 
murred, alleging,  as  special  cause  therefor,  that  it  appeared 
upon  the  face  of  the  bill  that  the  cause  of  action  sought  to  be 
enforced  against  them  did  not  accrue  within  two  years,  nor 
within  five  years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  The 
superior  court  sustained  the  demurrer,  and  dismissed  the  bill 
at  complainants'  costs.  The  appellate  court  for  the  first  dis- 
trict affirmed  that  decree,  and  complainants  below  again 
appealed. 

The  section  of  the  statute  under  which  the  bill  is  filed  is  as 
follows:  "  If  the  indebtedness  of  any  stock  corporation  shall 
exceed  the  amount  of  its  capital  stock,  the  directors  and  offi- 
cers of  such  corporation  assenting  thereto  shall  be  personally 
and  individually  liable  for  such  excess  to  the  creditors  of  such 
corporation."  No  question  is  made  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
bill  to  charge  appellees  under  this  section  had  it  been  filed  in 
apt  time.  The  sole  question  for  decision  is,  Do  the  facts  stated 
in  the  bill  bring  the  cause  of  action  within  the  bar  of  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations? 

The  demurrer  is  based  upon  two  propositions,  viz.:  1.  The 
liability  of  appellees,  if  any  exists,  is  for  a  statutory  penalty, 
the  cause  of  action  against  them  accruing  immediately  upon 
their  assenting  to  the  excessive  indebtedness,  and  therefore 
the  two  years'  bar,  under  section  14,  chapter  83,  of  the  Re* 
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▼ised  Statutes,  entitled  '^  Limitations,"  was  complete  when 
the  bill  was  filed;  2.  Although  the  liability  is  not  penal,  the 
cause  of  action  accrued  at  the  date  of  contracting  the  excess- 
ive indebtedness,  and  therefore  the  five  years'  bar  under  that 
clause  of  section  15,  chapter  83,  which  provides  that  all  civil 
actions  not  otherwise  provided  for  shall  be  commenced  within 
five  years  next  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  had  run 
before  the  bill  was  filed.  To  the  first  of  these  propositions  ap- 
pellants reply,  the  action  is  not  for  the  recovery  of  a  statutory 
penalty;  and  to  the  second,  that  the  liability  not  being  penalf 
the  cause  of  action  did  not  accrue  until  said  notes  became 
due,  and  therefore  five  years  had  not  run  when  the  bill  was 
filed. 

A  penal  statute  is  defined  to  be  ^*  one  which  imposes  a  for- 
feiture or  penalty  for  transgressing  its  provisions,  or  for  doing 
a  thing  prohibited":  Potter's  Dwarris  on  Statutes,  74.  A 
penalty  ^'  is  in  the  nature  of  punishment  for  the  non-perform- 
ance of  an  act,  or  for  the  performance  of  an  unlawful  act.  It 
involves  the  idea  of  punishment,  whether  enforced  by  a  civil 
or  criminal  procedure  ":  Anderson's  Law  Diet.  763. 

In  the  absence  of  statutory  prohibition,  it  is  not  unlawful 
for  the  officers  of  a  corporation  to  contract  debts  rn  excess  of 
its  capital  stock.  Unless  restricted  by  statute,  corporations, 
as  individuals,  may  contract  debts  to  the  full  extent  of  their 
credit,  without  reference  to  the  amount  of  their  capital  stock. 
Neither  is  it,  under  all  circumstances,  bad  management  in  a 
corporation  to  contract  debts  in  excess  of  the  amount  of  its 
capital  stock.  Its  assets  may  be  of  such  value  as  to  give  it 
credit,  and  warrant  the  incurring  of  liabilities  far  beyond  that 
amount  While  statutes  in  some  states,  by  different  forms  of 
language,  limit  the  right  of  such  officers  to  contract  indebted- 
ness beyond  prescribed  limits,  in  others  no  restriction  what- 
ever has  been  enacted,  and  in  many  of  those  in  which  a  limit 
is  prescribed  the  indebtedness  which  may  be  contracted  is  not 
limited  by  the  amount  of  capital  stock,  but  may  equal  twice 
or  three  times  that  amount.  If,  therefore,  such  enactments 
are  to  be  understood  as  indicating  that  it  is  deemed  unwise 
to  allow  corporations  to  incur  liabilities  beyond  a  prescribed 
limit,  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  sentiment  is  by  no  means 
harmonious  as  to  where  the  limit  should  be  placed.  These 
statutes  do  not  therefore  indicate,  as  contended  by  counsel 
for  appellees,  that  legislatures  have  considered  it  bad  manage- 
ment in  the  affairs  of  a  corporation  to  contract  debts  beyond 
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tihA  amoant  of  its  capital  stock.  Section  16  of  our  statute 
does  not  prohibit  the  contracting  of  indebtedness  in  excess  of 
capital  stocky  neither  does  it,  in  terms,  inflict  a  penalty  for  so 
doing.  Therefore  a  prohibition  cannot  be  implied^  and  to 
say,  as  connsel  insist  should  be  done,  that  the  assenting  is 
made  unlawful  by  the  infliction  of  a  penalty,  is  to  assume  the 
very  question  controverted. 

While  it  is  true  that  statutes  of  other  states  making  officers 
of  corporations  individually  liable  for  contracting  debts  be- 
yond a  prescribed  limit  have  .been  held  to  be  penal,  the  lan- 
guage of  those  statutes  will  be  found  materially  different  from 
ours,  and,  so  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain,  expressly 
prohibit  the  incurring  of  liabilities  beyond  certain  limits  fixed 
In  Homer  v.  Henning,  93  U.  S.  228,  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States,  in  passing  upon  an  act  of  Congress  regulating 
corporations  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  language  of 
which  is  almost  identical  with  that  of  our  statute,  it  was  held 
that  the  act  was  not  penal,  for  reasons  which  we  think  un- 
answerable. We  followed  that  decision  in  Low  v.  Buchanan^ 
94  111.  76,  in  holding  that  the  liability  created  by  section  16 
could  only  be  enforced  in  chancery,  and  this  is,*  in  effect,  de- 
ciding that  the  action  is  not  for  the  recovery  of  a  penalty. 
^  It  is  a  universal  rule  in  equity,  never  to  enforce  either  a 
penalty  or  a  forfeiture  ":  2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  sec.  1819;  Quieenan 
▼.  PdrMT,  117  111.  619. 

In  2  Morawetz  on  Corporations,  section  908,  it  is  said: 
*^  It  is  not  always  quite  clear  what  the  courts  mean  to  express 
by  saying  that  statutes  of  this  character  are  penal,  and  that 
they  impose  upon  the  directors  a  penal  liability.  The  liability 
of  directors  under  such  a  statute  is  undoubtedly  not  the  result 
of  a  contract  between  the  directors  and  the  creditors  of  the 
corporation;  but  that  is  evidently  not  what  the  courts  mean 
to  express.  The  liability  of  directors  to  creditors  for  a  tort, 
or  a  misapplication  of  corporate  funds,  or  a  breach  of  trusti 
does  not  arise  out  of  contract;  yet  the  courts  would  certainly 
not  call  this  a  penal  liability,  or  refuse  to  enforce  it  because 
it  arose  under  the  laws  of  a  foreign  state.  Nor  is  the  liability 
of  the  directors  under  these  statutes  penal,  in  the  sense  in 
which  the  word  ''penal"  is  used  in  criminal  law.  It  is  not  a 
penalty  or  fine  imposed  by  the  state  for  the  infraction  of  pub- 
lic law.  The  liability  of  the  directors  is,  both  in  form  and 
substance,  a  private  obligation,  similar,  in  many  respects,  to 
that  of  sureties.    It  is  imposed  by  the  legislature  partly  for 
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the  purpose  of  inducing  the  direotora  to  do  their  prescribed 
duties,  and  partly  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  company's 
creditors  from  losses  caused  by  those  who  have  control  over 
the  company's  funds.  The  statutes  imposing  this  liability 
establish  a  new  rule  of  private  right,  —  a  rule  which,  although 
unknown  to  the  common  law,  may  be  founded  on  sound  prin- 
ciples of  justice  and  expediency." 

In  Need  v.  Briggi^  12  Oa.  104,  it  is  directly  held  that  a  pro- 
vision in  the  charter  of  a  corporation  prohibiting  the  contract- 
ing of  debts  in  excess  of  three  times  the  amount  of  the  capital 
stock  paid  in  is  not  penal,  within  the  statute  of  that  state 
limiting  the  bringing  of  penal  actions  to  a  period  of  six  months. 

We  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  this  suit  cannot  be  held 
to  be  a  suit  for  the  recovery  of  a  penalty,  within  the  meaning 
of  section  14  of  our  statute  of  limitations. 

This  view  does  not  conflict  with  that  expressed  by  the  ap- 
pellate court  for  the  first  district,  but  it  was  there  held  that 
although  the  statute  is  not  penal,  still  the  cause  of  action 
authorized  by  it  accrues  immediately  upon  the  officers  assent- 
ing to  the  excessive  indebtedness;  and  hence,  in  this  case,  the 
five  years'  bar  was  complete  when  the  bill  was  filed.  In  this 
view  we  do  not  concur.  We  are  unable  to  perceive  upon  what 
legal  principle  it  can  be  maintained  that  the  liability  of  appel- 
lees, though  not  penal,  accrued  at  the  date  of  the  execution  of 
the  notes  in  suit.  The  object  of  such  statutes,  says  Thompson, 
in  his  work  on  the  liability  of  officers  and  agents  of  corpora- 
tions (sec.  20,  p.  456),  ^Ms  to  afford  creditors  of  corporations 
better  security  for  their  debts."  And  again,  in  section  23,  he 
says:  *^  By  the  analogy  of  cases  which  relate  to  the  liability  of 
share-holders  who  are  not  directors,  it  would  seem  clear,  in  the 
absence  of  anything  in  the  statutes  importing  the  contrary, 
that  a  creditor  could  not  proceed  against  the  officers  of  a  cor- 
poration without  first  having  obtained  a  judgment  against  the 
corporation.  This  would  seem  to  be  true  for  stronger  reasons 
than  in  the  case  of  stockholders,  for  the  liability  of  the  directors 
is,  like  that  of  a  surety,  strieti  juriSj  and,  obviously,  ought  not  to 
attach  so  long  as  the  debt  can  be  made  out  of  the  company* 
And  so  it  has  been  held  under  a  statute  charging  the  directors 
of  an  insurance  company  with  liability  for  losses  on  policies 
issued  after  the  company  was  under  a  liability  to  an  amount 
equal  to  its  capital  stock."  See  also  1  Morawets  on  Private 
Corporations,  sec.  908. 

Even  in  cases  holding   such   enactments  penal  in  their 
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naiare,  the  faod  arising  therefrom  Is  not  treated  as  a  penalty, 
bot  rather  as  a  fund  for  the  indemnity  of  all  creditors,  the 
measure  of  recovery  being  limited  by  the  excess  assented  to: 
8turge$  ▼.  Burton,  8  Ohio  St.  215;  72  Am.  Dec.  687.  In 
Homer  y.  Henning,  93  U.  8.  228,  it  is  said:  ^  But  it  is  not 
readily  to  be  believed  that  Congress  intended  to  make  the 
trustees  liable  beyond  the  debts  of  the  bank  which  it  failed 
or  refused  to  pay;  yet  if  the  excess  is  a  penalty  it  would  be 
no  defense  for  the  directors  to  plead  that  the  bank  was  ready 
and  willing,  and  had  never  refused,  to  pay  when  demand  was 
made.  In  fact,  while  the  bank,  outside  of  its  capital  stock, 
may  have  had  one  million  dollars  in  its  vaults  ready  to  pay, 
a  single  creditor  who  had  never  demanded  his  money  of  the 
bank  could  sue  the  trustees."  The  act  is  also  spoken  of  in 
that  opinion  as  being  ^'  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  gen- 
erally, when  the  bank  proves  insolvent."  And  again,  it  is 
said  in  the  same  case:  **  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  fair  and 
reasonable  construction  of  the  act  is,  that  the  trustees  who 
assent  to  an  increase  of  the  indebtedness  of  the  corporation 
beyond  its  capital  stock  are  to  be  held  guilty  of  a  violation 
of  their  trust;  that  Congress  intended  that  so  far  as  this  ex- 
cess of  indebtedness  over  capital  stock  was  necessary,  they 
should  make  good  the  debts  of  the  creditors  who  bad  been  the 
sufferers  by  their  breach  of  trust;  that  this  liability  constitutes 
a  fund  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors  who  are  entitled  to 
share  in  it,  in  proportion  to  the  amount  of  their  debts,  so  far 
as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  these  debts.  The  remedy  for  this 
violation  of  duty  as  trustees  is,  in  its  nature,  appropriate  to  a 
court  of  chancery.  The  powers  and  instrumentalities  of  that 
court  enable  it  to  ascertain  the  excess  of  the  indebtedness  over 
the  capital  stock,  the  amount  of  this  which  each  trustee  may 
have  assented  to,  and  the  extent  to  which  the  funds  of  the 
corporation  may  be  resorted  to  for  the  payment  of  the  debts; 
also,  the  number  and  names  of  the  creditors,  the  amount  of 
their  several  debts,  to  determine  the  sum  to  be  recovered  of 
the  trustees,  and  apportioned  among  the  creditors  in  a  man- 
ner which  the  trial  by  jury  and  the  rigid  rules  of  common-law 
proceedings  render  impossible." 

In  Low  V.  Buchanan,  94  111.  76,  we  said:  "After  a  careful  con- 
sideration of  the  matter,  we  have  reached  the  conclusion  that 
directors  and  ofiicers  of  stock  corporations  who  incur  liabili- 
ties under  the  section  in  question  become  bound  and  answer- 
able, not  to  some  particular  creditor,  but,  in  the  language  of 
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the  act,  to  the  creditors,  —  that  is,  all  the  creditors.  This 
ooDstructioa  puts  all  the  creditors  upon  a  perfect  equality, 
and  is  in  conformity  with  the  express  words  of  the  act  It 
was  doubtless  the  object  and  purpose  of  the  legislature  that 
all  claims  arising  under  the  provisions  of  the  section  in  ques- 
tion should  be  regarded  in  the  nature  of  a  trust  fund,  to  be 
collected  and  divided  pro  rata  among  all  the  creditors.  And 
if  we  are  correct  in  this  conclusion,  it  is  quite  manifest  that 
this  distribution  of  the  fund  could  only  be  made  in  a  court  of 
equity."  We  also  there  held  that  all  that  had  been  said  in 
Homer  y.  Henning,  93  U.  S.  228,  as  to  the  appropriateness  of 
a  chancery  proceeding  under  the  act  of  Congress,  applied  with 
equal  force  to  our  statute. 

We  think  it  clear  that  the  liability  of  corporation  oflScers 
under  section  16,  iupra^  is  not  an  absolute  liability,  but  is  only 
to  be  enforced  to  the  extent  that  the  corporation  fails  to  pay 
its  creditors;  that  the  liability  is  in  the  nature  of  security  to 
all  the  creditors  of  the  corporation.  If  this  conclusion  is  co^ 
rect,  the  citation  of  authorities  is  unnecessary  to  show  that  no 
action  can  be  maintained  against  the  officers  until  the  corpo- 
ration is  in  default.  For  aught  that  appears  in  this  bill, 
George  H.  Taylor  &  Co.,  at  the  time  these  notes  were  given, 
had  assets  representing  not  only  its  fifty  thousand  dollars 
capital  stock,  but  the  full  amount  of  its  excessive  indebted* 
ness;  in  other  words,  was  perfectly  solvent,  ready  and  will- 
ing to  pay  all  its  debts  as  they  matured.  Suppose  the  payees 
of  these  notes  had  then  filed  a  bill  against  appellees  to  enforce 
payment;  would  it  be  pretended,  in  the  light  of  Homer  v. 
Henning^  93  U.  S.  228,  that  it  could  have  been  maintained? 
Could  not  the  defendants  have  answered  that  the  corporation 
was  solvent,  "  ready  and  willing,  and  had  never  refused,  to 
pay  when  demand  was  made  "  ? 

It  is  said,  however,  that  if  the  cause  of  action  does  not 
accrue  until  the  maturity  of  the  debt,  a  bill  cannot  be  main- 
tained until  all  the  debts  of  the  corporation  are  due,  because 
the  liability  is  for  the  benefit  of  all  creditors,  and  must  be  en- 
forced by  a  single  bill;  and  therefore,  it  is  argued,  the  remedy 
becomes  impracticable,  or  may  be  so  rendered  by  the  officers 
contracting  debts  to  mature  at  a  remote  period  in  the  future. 
It  does  not  follow  that  because  the  creditor  who  files  the  bill 
must  allege  and  prove  the  corporation  in  default  as  to  his  debt, 
that  he  cannot  maintain  the  bill  until  all  debts  against  the 
oorporation  are  due.    On  the  allegations  of  the  bill  in  ques- 
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tion,  there  can  be  no  doabt  as  to  the  power  of  a  court  of 
chancery  to  bring  before  it  the  corporation,  all  its  officers  who 
had  assented  to  excessive  indebtedness,  as  well  as  all  its  cred* 
iters,  and,  in  the  language  of  Justice  Miller,  which  we  have 
said  is  equally  applicable  to  our  statute,  *'  ascertain  the  ex« 
oess  of  the  indebtedness  over  the  capital  stock,  the  amount  of 
this  which  each  trustee  may  have  assentcKl  to,  and  the  extent 
to  which  the  funds  of  the  corporation  may  be  resorted  to  for 
the  payment  of  debts;  also,  the  number  and  the  names  of  the 
creditors,  the  amount  of  their  several  debts,  to  determine  the 
sum  to  be  recovered  of  the  trustees  and  apportioned  among 
the  creditors." 

But  if  the  difficulties  supposed  to  exist  under  the  construc- 
tion that  the  right  of  action  accrues  only  on  the  maturity  of  the 
indebtedness  were  real,  they  could  not  be  avoided  by  holding 
that  it  accrues  at  the  date  of  the  contract.  The  statute  cer« 
tainly  does  not  mean  that  the  officers  shall  only  become  liable 
for  one  act  of  assenting  to  excessive  indebtedness  during  the 
life  of  the  corporation.  The  amount  in  excess  may  continue 
to  be  increased  from  time  to  time  by  dififerent  officers,  run- 
ning over  a  period  of  years.  By  a  single  bill,  for  the  benefit 
of  all  the  creditors,  against  all  these  officers,  that  excess  may 
be  recovered  and  made  a  fund  for  the  payment  of  all  the  debts. 
From  what  date  would  the  statute  of  limitations  begin  to  run 
in  such  a  case?  The  officers,  if  liable  at  all,  are  liable  to  all 
the  creditors  of  the  corporation,  —  those  existing  prior  to  the 
contract  creating  the  excessive  indebtedness,  those  whose  debts 
are  created  thereby,  and  also  those  who  may  afterwards  be* 
come  its  creditors.  As  to  the  subsequent  creditors,  could  it 
be  said  the  cause  of  action  accrued  before  they  became  cred- 
iters?  The  action  must  be  for  their  benefit,  as  well  as  that 
of  all  others,  and  yet  they  may  not  have  become  creditors  of 
the  corporation  until  more  than  five  years  after  the  first  as- 
senting  to  excessive  indebtedness. 

The  statute  not  being  penal,  but  intended  to  afford  addi- 
tional security  to  creditors,  it  should  be  so  construed  as  to 
effectuate  that  purpose  without  imposing  punishment  upon 
the  officers  or  hardship  upon  the  creditors.  To  hold  that  the 
officers  may  be  sued  the  moment  they  assent  to  the  excessive 
indebtedness  would  operate  by  way  of  punishment,  by  com- 
pelling them  to  pay  debts  long  before  they  became  due.  On 
the  other  hand,  that  construction  would  operate  harshly  on 
creditors.     They  have  not  the  means  of  knowing  that  the  iu- 
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debtedness  of  a  corporation  has  been  allowed  to  exceed  its 
capital  stock,  and  may  in  good  faith  give  credit  to  a  perfectly 
solvent  and  even  wealthy  corporation  for  a  term  of  years. 
By  all  reasonable  rules  of  business  they  cannot  be  required 
to  look  to  the  collection  of  their  debts  until  they  are  due;  and 
yet,  under  the  rule  contended  for,  should  they  find  it  necessary 
to  resort  to  this  statutory  liability  of  officers,  they  may  be  con* 
fronted  with  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  told  that  its  bar 
became  complete  long  before  the  maturity  of  the  debt  sought 
to  be  recovered. 

We  hold  that  the  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  this  bill  did 
not  accrue  until  the  maturity  of  the  notes  therein  described; 
that  the  action  is  not  for  the  recovery  of  a  penalty;  and  five 
years  between  the  date  of  the  maturity  of  the  first  of  said 
notes  to  fall  due  and  the  filing  of  the  bill  not  having  inter- 
vened, the  action  was  not  barred.  The  demurrer  to  the  bill 
should  therefore  have  been  overruled. 

Judgment  reversed. 

OoBPORATioirs^DiBKOTOR's  LTABniiT7  TO  CBBDrroB.  —  WheM  the  stat- 
ute giTM  a  creditor  a  right  of  action  against  the  directors  of  an  insolFeat 
corporation,  he  need  not  establish  his  daim  against  the  corporation  by  judg- 
ment before  bringing  his  tuit:  Pattermm  y,  Stewart^  41  Minu.  84;  16  Am.  St. 
Bep.  671.  Compare  Barrick  ▼.  Qiffinrd,  47  Ohio  8t  180;  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  79a 
Directors  are  liable  personally  for  such  specific  debts  as  are  contracted  with 
their  assent  in  excess  of  the  paid-up  capital,  and  remain  unpaid  after  the 
corporation  assets  are  exhausted,  where  the  charter  forbids  them  to  contract 
such  indebtedness:  AUuon  ▼.  CoalCo.^  87  TeDu.  60.  To  render  the  directors 
of  a  corporation  individually  liable  under  the  California  code  for  a  debt 
created  beyond  the  subscribed  capital  stock,  it  must  appear  that  the  corpo- 
ration must  have  been  indebted  at  the  time  in  an  aggregate  amount  exceed- 
ing the  amount  of  its  capital  stock:  Moort  ▼.  Lentt  81  CaL  602. 

EQirrrr  —  FoBFBrrcTRBS  and  Pbkaltibs.  —  As  to  relief  in  courts  of  equity 
against  forfeitures  and  penalties,  see  87nith  ▼.  Mariner^  5  Wis.  551;  68  Am. 
Dec.  73,  and  particularly  note  85-88.  Equity  is  slow  to  enforce  a  forfeiture 
under  any  circumstances:  Bhade  v.  Oldroyd,  39  Kan.  313. 

LmiTATioNS  ov  AcnoNS  — Whbn  thb  Statutb  Bboinsto  Ruff.  — >Tbe 
statute  of  limitations  begins  to  run  only  when  the  cause  of  action  acomess 
Note  to  Keuinger  y.  WUton,  €aUe,  p.  228;  0*Hara  ▼.  State,  112  N.  T.  146; 
S  Am.  St.  Bep.  7S6. 
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KlBEPATBIOE  V.  GlABK. 

ns2  iLUVOn,  U2.] 

LaoAL  TiTLB  TO  Lahd  oavnot  bb  Pbovxd  bt  Pabol  EytDBNOB  IB  aa  Botion 
of  ejectment. 

Bquitablb  Tttlm  CANiroT  BB  Showb  nr  Bbrnsb  xh  EnoiMBBT.  — Only 
Isgal  titUs  oan  be  inyeetigated  in  an  motion  of  ejeotment^  and  the  eqiii* 
table  title  of  the  defendant  cannot  be  ahown  in  defenae. 

Tbvbtbb  mat  Bbootbb  in  Ejbctmbht  Labm  AfFBCTED  BT  THB  Tbust,  oTen 
•a  againat  the  ees^  que  tnuL 

Husband  not  Dbfraudbd  bt  Wxfb's  Pubghasing  Land  so  as  to  Pbbybnt 
BIS  BiOBT  ov  DowBB  VBOM  Attaghino.  — It  ia  BO  fraud  npon  a  hna^ 
band  for  hia  wife,  in  pnrchasing  Unda  with  her  own  separate  meant,  or 
with  meana  deriTed  from  aouroea  other  than  her  husband,  to  have  the 
title  oonTeyed  to  a  trustee  for  the  express  purpose  of  preyenting  his 
right  of  dower  from  attaching  thereto. 

pABrms  IN  Pabi  Delicto  Leit  without  Bbmbdt  against  Each  Othbb.— 
The  law  leaves  without  remedy  against  eaoh  other  parties  concerned  in 
illegpj  agreementa,  provided  they  are  m  pari  delicto.  And  this  rule  is 
applied  to  executed  transactions  aa  well  as  to  those  that  are  executory, 
and  ia  enforced  by  courts  of  law  as  well  as  by  courts  of  equity.  Where, 
therefore^  b  fraudulent  transaction  has  been  consummated  between  the 
partiea  to  an  action  of  ejectment  to  the  extent  of  vesting  the  title  to  the 
land  ia  the  plaintiff,  and  leaving  the  possession  in  the  defendant^  the  law 
will  leave  them  aa  they  are,  and  will  not  permit  the  plaintiff  to  reoover 
the  possession. 

Ejectment.  The  opinion  states  the  case. 
Morrwm  and  Whitlochj  for  the  appellant. 
Edward  L.  McDonaid^  for  the  appellee. 

Bailey,  J.  This  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  brought  by 
Frank  H.  Clark  against  Susie  Kirkpatrick,  to  recover  lot  27, 
in  Tilton  and  Cassell's  addition  to  Jacksonville.  A  trial  was 
had  on  a  plea  of  not  guilty,  resulting  in  a  verdict  and  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  now  appeals 
to  this  court. 

The  plaintiff,  at  the  trial,  made  proof,  under  the  twenty-fifth 
section  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  ejectment,  that  he  claimed 
title  tlirough  one  Matthew  Ashelby,  a  common  source  of  title 
with  the  defendant,  and  then  read  in  evidence  a  warranty  deed 
from  said  Ashelby  and  wife,  duly  acknowledged  and  recorded, 
conveying  said  lot  to  him.  The  defendant's  counsel  then 
called  the  defendant  as  a  witness  in  her  own  behalf,  and  after 
she  bad  testified  that  she  had  been  acquainted  with  the  plain- 
tiff fixr  about  eleven  years,  and  that  when  she  first  became 
acquainted  with  the  lot  in  question  it  was  the  property  of 
Mr.  Ashelby,  she  was  asked  the  following  questions:  *'.State 
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whether  or  not,  at  the  time  this  deed  was  made  to  Mr.  Clark, 
you  were  in  a  controversy  with  your  husband,  and  whether  or 
not  the  deed  was  made  to  Mr.  Clark  by  arrangement  between 
you  and  Mr.  Clark,  so  as  to  prevent  any  claim  your  husband 
might  have  on  the  property  if  the  deed  was  in  you.  You  may 
state  whether  or  not  Mr.  Clark  at  any  time  in  fact  wan  the 
owner  of  and  in  possession  of  that  property." 

These  questions,  being  both  objected  to  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  on  the  ground  of  incompetency  and  immateriality, 
were  excluded,  and  thereupon  the  defendant's  counsel  made 
to  the  court  the  following  statement  and  offer:  ^' We  expect 
and  offer  to  prove  by  this  witness  and  two  other  witnesses, 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Rogers,  who  have  been  sworn  and  are  now  in 
court,  that  they  heard  a  conversation  between  Mr.  Clark  and 
Mrs.  Kirkpatrick,  in  which  it  was  stated  that  Mr.  Clark  had  no 
interest  in  the  property,  and  never  had  any;  that  the  deed  was 
made  to  him  for  the  purpose  of  hindering  and  defrauding  cred- 
itors and  the  husband  of  Mrs.  Kirkpatrick,  and  that  Mr.  Clark 
then  admitted  that  every  cent  that  Mrs.  Kirkpatrick  ever  owed 
him  had  been  paid,  and  that  he  had  no  claim  to  the  property, 
—  no  right  to  it, — and  that  the  property  in  controversy  in  this 
case  was  held  by  him  only  for  the  purpose  of  hindering  and 
delaying  creditors;  that  she  asked  him  to  give  her  a  deed  to 
the  property,  and  he  refused  to  do  it,  but  admitted  that  he  had 
no  title  to  it,  and  that  he  only  held  it  to  cover  it  up  so  that 
the  creditors  could  not  get  it,  and  also  to  prevent  hef  husband 
from  having  any  right  to  it." 

The  evidence  thus  offered,  being  objected  to  as  incompetent, 
was  excluded,  and  counsel  then  further  offered  to  prove  by 
Mrs.  Kirkpatrick  '^  that  she  went  in  company  with  Mr.  Clark 
to  Mr.  Ashelby,  and  requested  Mr.  Ashelby  to  make  the  deed 
to  Mr.  Clark  for  the  property,  but  did  not  tell  Mr.  Ashelby 
the  reason  for  its  being  made  to  Mr.  Clark;  that  Mrs.  Kirk- 
patrick paid  in  full  the  consideration  of  said  deed."  This  evi- 
dence also,  being  objected  to  for  the  same  reason,  was  excluded. 
Exceptions  were  duly  preserved  by  the  defendant  to  the  rul- 
ings of  the  court  excluding  said  evidence,  and  said  rulings  are 
the  only  errors  now  assigned  upon  the  record. 

A  considerable  portion  of  the  evidence  offered  was  clearly 
incompetent  or  immaterial,  or  both.  Thus  the  question  put 
to  the  witness  as  to  whether  the  plaintiff  had  ever  been  in  fact 
the  owner  of  the  property  in  question,  if  understood  as  calling 
for  the  legal  ownership  of  the  lot,  was  incompetent|  as  the 
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legal  title  to  lands  cannot  be  proved  in  that  mode.  If  under- 
stood as  calling  for  the  equitable  title,  it  was  immaterial,  aa 
in  this  form  of  action  T>nly  legal  titles  can  be  investigated. 

80  of  the  question  whether  the  deed  was  not  made  to  the 
plain tifiP  by  arrangement  between  him  and  the  defendant,  with 
a  view  to  keeping  said  lot  free  from  any  claim  the  defendant's 
husband  might  have  thereon  in  case  the  title  was  taken  in  her 
name.  Tiie  evidence  called  for  by  that  question  would  simply 
have  tended,  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  took  and  was  holding 
the  title  to  said  lot  as  trustee  for  the  defendant.  Her  equitable 
title  thus  attempted  to  be  shown  was  quite  immaterial,  since 
it  constituted  no  defense  to  the  action.  The  rule  is  well  set- 
tled that  a  trustee  may  recover  in  ejectment  the  lands  affected 
by  the  trust,  even  as  against  the  cestui  que  trust  In  Reece  v. 
Allen,  6  Gilm.  236,  48  Am.  Dec.  336,  this  court  said:  ''A  court 
of  law  may  indeed  investigate  some  questions  of  fraud,  and, 
when  proved,  treat  a  deed  as  a  nullity,  and  conveying  no  title, 
as  where  a  party  was  induced  to  execute  a  deed,  supposing  it 
was  another  paper,  but  in  general  it  will  not  go  behind  the 
naked  legal  title,  and  inquire  where  the  equities  are.  Even 
in  case  of  a  naked  trustee,  the  law  is  so  strenuous  for  the 
legal  title  that  it  enables  the  trustee  to  recover  in  ejectment 
against  the  cestui  que  trtMt."  See  also  Kirkland  v.  Cox,  94  111. 
400;  Sedgwick  and  Wait  on  Trial  of  Title  to  Land,  sec.  222, 
and  cases  cited  in  notes. 

If  it  be  said  that  the  purpose  of  said  question  was  to  elicit 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  said  conveyance  to  the  plaintiff 
was  a  fraud  upon  the  rights  of  the  defendant's  husband,  it  may 
be  answered  that,  even  admitting  that  proof  of  such  fraud 
would  have  been  material,  said  evidence  would  have  had  no 
tendency  to  prove  it.  If  the  lot  in  question  had  been  conveyed 
directly  to  the  defendant,  it  would  have  vested  in  her  husband 
no  right  or  interest  except  an  inchoate  right  of  dower,  and  it 
was  no  fraud  upon  him  if  his  wife,  in  purchasing  the  lot,  had 
the  title  conveyed  to  a  trustee  for  the  express  purpose  of  pre* 
venting  such  right  from  attaching.  Even  at  common  law, 
where  the  husband  was  entitled  to  the  possession  and  enjoy- 
ment of  his  wife's  lands  during  their  joint  lives,  it  was  never 
supposed  to  be  a  fraud  upon  his  rights  for  his  wife  to  have 
lands  purchased  with  her  separate  means,  or  derived  from 
sources  other  than  her  husband,  conveyed  to  a  trustee,  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  placing  them  beyond  his  control,  and  having 
them  held  for  her  separate  use;  and  such  trusts  were  habitu- 
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ally  resorted  to  for  that  purpose.  But  under  our  statute  a 
married  woman  is  entitled  to  the  sole  possession  and  enjoy- 
ment of  her  lands,  free  from  the  interference  and  control  of 
her  husband,  the  husband's  right  of  dower,  even  after  it  has 
become  vested,  being  imperfect  and  incapable  of  assertion  or 
beneficial  enjoyment  until  after  her  death.  How,  then,  can 
he  be  said  to  have  rights  in  lands  which  his  wife  does  not  yet 
own,  but  which  she  contemplates  purchasing,  which  it  would 
be  a  fraud  upon  him  to  deprive  him  of  7  Dower  in  lands 
which  the  wife  does  not  yet  own  is  an  interest  to  which  the 
husband  has  neither  a  legal,  equitable,  or  moral  right,  and 
tiie  wife  is  entirely  at  liberty  to  so  manage  her  purchases 
made  with  her  own  means,  if  she  can,  as  to  prevent  his  ac- 
quiring such  right 

A  more  difficult  question  is  raised  by  that  portion  of  the 
offer  of  the  defendant's  counsel  in  which  they  proposed  to 
prove  by  said  witnesses  that  the  lot  in  question  was  paid  for 
by  the  defendant,  but  that  by  arrangement  between  her  and 
the  plaintiff  the  conveyance  was  made  by  Ashelby  to  the 
plaintiff  with  intent  to  hinder  and  defraud  the  defendant's 
creditors,  such  intention  being  participated  in  by  both  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant.  It  is  a  general  rule,  subject,  it  is 
true,  to  certain  exceptions,  that  where  parties  are  concerned 
in  illegal  agreements,  they  are  left  without  remedy  against 
each  other,  provided  they  are  in  pari  delicto.  The  law  in  such 
cases  refuses  to  lend  its  aid  to  either  party,  but  leaves  them 
where  it  finds  them,  to  suffer  the  consequences  of  their  illegal 
or  immoral  acts.  This  rule  is  ordinarily  expressed  by  the 
maxim,  Ex  dolo  malo  or  ex  turpi  cavsa,  non  oritur  ctctio^  or 
by  the  maxim,  In  pari  delicto  potior  eat  conditio  defendentis  et 
possidentis.  These  maxims  are  applied  to  executed  transac- 
tions as  well  as  to  those  which  are  executory,  and  are  enforced 
by  courts  of  law  as  well  as  courts  of  equity.  As  said  by  the 
chancellor  in  Bolt  v.  Rogers^  3  Paige,  154:  "Wherever  two  or 
more  persons  are  engaged  in  a  fraudulent  transaction  to  in- 
jure another,  neither  law  or  equity  will  interfere  to  relieve 
either  of  those  persons,  as  against  the  other,  from  the  conse- 
quences of  their  own  misconduct."  In  Smith  v.  Hubbs^  10 
Me.  71,  the  court  say;  "There  is  a  marked  and  settled  dis- 
tinction between  executed  and  executory  contracts  of  a  fraud- 
ulent or  illegal  character.  Whatever  the  parties  to  an  action 
have  executed  for  fraudulent  or  illegal  purposes,  the  law  re- 
fuses to  lend  its  aid  to  enable  either  party  to  disturb.     What- 
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•TBT  the  parties  have  fraudulently  or  illegally  contracted 
to  execute^  the  law  refasee  to  compel  the  contractor  to  exe- 
CQte,  or  pay  damages  for  not  executing,  but  in  both  cases 
leaves  the  parties  where  it  finds  them.  The  object  of  the  law 
in  the  latter  case  is,  as  far  as  possible,  to  prevent  the  contem- 
plated wrong;  and  in  the  former,  to  punish  the  wrong-doer,  by 
leaving  him  to  the  consequences  of  his  own  folly  or  miscon- 
duct." See  also  MUUry.  Marekle,  21  111.  152;  Nellis  v.  Clark, 
20  Wend.  24;  Howell  v.  FourUain,  3  Ga.  176;  46  Am.  Dec.  415; 
Carey  v.  Smithj  11  Ga.  589;  White  v.  Crew,  16  Ga.  416;  1 
Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  sec.  298. 

If  it  be  true,  as  the  evidence  offered  would  tend  to  show, 
that  the  defendant  purchased  the  lot  in  question  of  Ashelby 
with  her  own  money,  but,  for  the  purpose  of  hindering  and 
defrauding  her  creditors,  entered  into  a  fraudulent  arrange- 
ment or  conspiracy  with  the  plaintiff  to  have  said  lot  conveyed 
to  him,  said  transaction  was  illegal,  and  within  the  condem- 
nation of  the 'fourth  section  of  our  present  statute  of  frauds. 
The  transaction  being  consummated  by  the  execution  of  the 
conveyance  to  the  plaintiff,  leaving  the  defendant  in  the  pos- 
session which  she  had  previously  obtained  under  a  demise 
from  Ashelby,  the  law  should  leave  them  both  where  it  finds 
them.  The  defendant  clearly  could  not  be  permitted  to  go 
into  a  court  of  equity  to  compel  an  execution  by  the  plaintiff 
of  his  trust,  and  it  would  seem  that,  upon  the  Hame  principle, 
the  plaintiff  should  be  debarred  from  coming  into  a  court  of 
law  to  use  his  ill-gotten  title  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  of 
the  defendant  the  possession. 

We  know  of  no  case  where  this  precise  question  has  been 
decided  by  this  court,  but  cases  are  to  be  found  where  the 
reasoning  adopted  has  a  tendency  to  support  the  view  above 
expressed.  The  case  of  Rogers  v.  Brent,  5  Gilm.  573,  50  Am. 
Dec.  422,  was  ejectment,  brought  by  the  holder  of  a  patent 
from  the  United  States,  issued  to  him  as  assignee  of  the  cer- 
tificate of  entry,  against  the  holder  of  a  title  derived  through 
a  sheriff's  deed  executed  upon  a  sale  of  the  land  on  execu- 
tion against  the  original  holder  of  said  certificate  prior  to  its 
assignment  to  the  plaintiff.  The  court,  in  holding  that  the 
assignment  of  the  certificate  and  the  patent  subsequently 
issued  thereon  were  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  the  defendant, 
said:  *^The  law  is,  that  the  common-law  courts  may  enter- 
tain jurisdiction  of  questions  of  fraud,  and  that  a  convey- 
ance, whether  it  be  by  deed  from  an  individual  or  by  a  patent 
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from  the  government,  although  executed  with  all  the  forms  of 
the  law,  when  obtained  in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  others,  may, 
in  an  action  of  ejectment,  be  disregarded  by  the  court  as  void 
at  the  instance  of  the  injured  party  or  those  holding  under 
him."  In  the  course  of  the  opinion  it  is  said,  by  way  of 
argument,  that  '*  it  would  hardly  have  been  denied  that  a 
court  of  law  would  treat  as  a  nullity  a  deed  to  the  assignee, 
when  it  was  established  that  the  assignment  was  made  and 
the  deed  obtained  to  defraud  creditors,  or  to  defeat  a  title 
previously  obtained  by  a  sale  under  an  execution  against  the 
assignor." 

In  Jamison  ▼.  Beaubien^  3  Scam.  113,  36  Am.  Deo.  534, 
which  was  also  an  action  of  ejectment,  the  plaintiff's  proof 
of  title  consisted  of  a  certificate  of  pre-emption,  and  certain 
evidence  tending  to  impeach  the  pre-emption  on  the  ground 
of  fraud  being  excluded  by  the  trial  court,  this  court,  in  hold- 
ing that  such  exclusion  was  erroneous,  said:  '*  Fraud,  it  is 
said,  vitiates  all  acts  as  between  the  parties  to  it;  nor  can 
there  be  a  doubt  that  fraud  is  cognizable  in  a  court  of  law, 
as  well  as  equity.  It  is  an  admitted  principle  that  a  court 
of  law  has  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  a  court  of  equity  in 
cases  of  fraud.  The  evidence  offered  went  directly  to  the 
validity  of  the  certificate  of  pre-emption  purchase.  If  it  had 
its  inception  in  fraud,  it  was  certainly  competent  for  the  de- 
fendant to  show  the  fact;  and  if  the  officers  granting  it  were 
parties  to  the  fraudulent  act,  it  was  no  doubt  void,  and  might 
be  impeached  in  an  inquiry  in  which  the  pre-emptor  was  a 
party." 

The  case  of  Miller  v.  MarekUy  21  111.  152,  was  a  bill  in 
equity  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage,  alleged  by  the  mort- 
gagor to  have  been  executed  without  consideration,  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  his  property  against  his  creditors  until 
he  could  get  means  to  settle  with  them,  and  this  court,  in 
holding  that  the  defense  should  have  been  sustained,  said: 
"  If  money  has  been  actually  paid,  or  property  transferred, 
and  the  grantee  put  in  possession,  courts  will  not  compel  the 
money  or  property  to  be  restored,  or  the  party  ousted.  They 
will  not,  on  the  one  hand,  undo  what  has  been  done,  nor  on 
the  other,  perfect  what  has  been  left  unfinished.  Suppose 
the  position  of  these  parties  reversed,  and  the  appellant  was 
seeking,  by  bill  in  chancery,  to  rescind  the  mortgage,  and  for 
a  surrender  of  the  notes.  The  court  would  not  interfere;  it 
would  leave  the  parties  where  it  found  them,  aiding  neither. 
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We  would  say,  You  executed  the  notes  and  the  mortgage  for 
a  fraudulent  purpose;  the  act  is  binding  on  you,  and  you 
cannot  have  our  aid  to  compel  their  surrender.  So  we  say 
to  the  appellee  here,  You  have  the  notes  and  mortgage;  you 
were  a  willing  party  to  the  proposed  fraud;  equity  aids  no 
iniquity.  Had  an  absolute  deed  of  the  premises  been  made, 
and  the  party  put  in  possession,  the  court  would  not  interfere 
to  oust  him.''  See  also  Tyler  v.  Tyler,  126  111.  525;  9  Am.  St 
Rep.  642. 

In  the  first  two  of  the  three  cases  last  above  cited,  the 
fraud  was  set  up  by  parties  not  in  pari  delicto  with  the  par- 
ties against  whom  the  fraud  was  charged.  Those  cases  sus- 
tain the  rule,  however,  that  a  court  of  law  will,  in  an  action 
of  ejectment,  on  proper  proof,  hold  a  conveyance  upon  which 
a  party  relies  to  establish  his  title  to  be  fraudulent  and  void, 
at  least  where  the  fraud  is  charged  by  one  who  is  not  a  party 
to  it.  In  the  case  last  cited,  the  court  held  that  it  was  proper 
to  grant  relief  at  the  instance  of  a  participant  in  the  fraud. 

In  the  present  case,  if  the  facts  are  as  the  evidence  offered 
would  tend  to  show,  the  fraudulent  transaction  has  been  con* 
summated  to  the  extent  of  vesting  the  title  in  the  plaintiff, 
and  leaving  the  possession  in  the  defendant.  Here,  according 
to  the  rules  of  law  above  discussed,  they  should  be  left.  The 
defendant,  clearly,  can  have  no  remedy  to  recover  the  title, 
and  if  the  plaintiff  is  permitted  in  this  action  to  recover  the 
possession,  said  rules  will  be  applied  in  all  their  vigor  to  the 
defendant,  while  the  plaintiff  will  be  exempted  from  their 
application.  His  present  title,  without  the  possession  or  the 
means  of  obtaining  it,  is  a  barren  right.  But  if  a  court  of  law 
can  lend  him  its  aid  to  recover  the  possession,  his  title  be- 
comes perfect,  at  least  as  against  the  defendant,  and  the  law, 
notwithstanding  his  participation  in  the  fraud,  will  be  to  him 
both  a  sword  and  a  shield.  We  are  not  inclined  to  so  apply 
the  law  as  to  involve  an  absurdity  of  this  character. 

In  Harrison  ▼.  Hatcher,  44  Oa.  638,  the  precise  question  be- 
fore us  was  presented,  and  we  are  disposed  to  concur  with  the 
conclusion  reached  by  the  court  in  that  case.  The  action  was 
ejectment,  and  the  plaintiff  claimed  title  under  a  deed  exe- 
cuted to  him  by  the  defendant,  and  the  evidence  tended  to 
show  that  said  deed  was  executed  by  the  defendant  without 
consideration  and  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the  grantor's 
creditors.  The  defendant  asked  the  court  to  charge  the  jury, 
among  other  things,  in  substance,  that  if  said  deed  was  exe* 
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cuted  by  him  to  defraud  his  creditors,  and  that  he  remained 
in  posseBsion,  the  transaction  was  fraudulent,  and  the  defend- 
ant could  not  be  ousted  of  possession,  as  the  court  would  not 
aid  a  party  to  a  fraud  to  assert  rights  against  the  other  party, 
and  would  not  disturb  the  possession.  This  charge  the  court 
refused  to  give,  and  there  being  a  verdict  and  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff,  it  was  held,  on  appeal,  that  the  refusal  of  the  court 
to  charge  as  requested  was  error.  The  point  thus  raised  is 
discussed  in  its  opinion,  as  follows:  "  On  looking  into  the  cases 
upon  this  subject,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  rule,  In  pari  deliciOf 
applies  to  the  condition  of  a  defendant  in  a  suit,  even  though 
he  sets  up  his  own  fraud.  He  is  in  possession,  and  the  courts 
will  not  aid  the  other  party  to  get  possession  under  a  fraudu- 
lent  deed.  They  will  even  permit  the  defendant  to  say  the 
deed  under  which  the  plaintiff  claims  is  a  fraud,  —  the  result 
of  evil  practice  between  him  and  me;  and  if  this  be  made  out 
by  the  proof,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover." 

It  follows  that  in  the  present  case  the  evidence  offered,  so 
far  as  it  tended  to  show  that  the  deed  under  which  the  plain- 
tiff claims  title  was  executed  in  fraud  of  the  defendant's 
creditors,  was  proper,  and  should  have  been  admitted,  and 
that  its  exclusion  was  error.  For  said  error,  the  judgment 
will  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


Ejbctmbnt  —  Equttabls  Defbnsvs.  —  An  equitable  title  cannot  be  wk 
up  as  a  defense  in  an  action  of  ejectment:  Shaw  v.  JiiU,  S3  Mich.  822;  21 
Am.  St  Rep.  607,  and  note;  OaUs  v.  Sutherland,  76  Mich.  231;  Johtuon  t. 
Pontiotu,  118  Ind.  270;  Geiges  v.  Oreiner,  68  Mich.  153;  Williams  y,  Petert^ 
72  Md.  684;  but  in  California,  Missouri,  and  Oregon,  by  statutory  proTisions, 
the  rule  is  different:  Hyde  ▼.  Mangan,  88  Cal.  319;  SC  Louis  v.  Schuiemi^urff 
tie.  Co.,  98  Mo.  613;  Spaur  v,  McBee,  19  Or.  76.  In  McOinnis  v.  Ftmandes, 
126  111.  228,  it  was  decided  that  a  defendant  in  ejectment,  seeking  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff's  deed  was  in  fact  only  a  mortgage,  must  proceed  in  equity 
to  enjoin  the  action  at  law,  and  show  the  true  character  of  the  deed.  Where 
defendant  sets  up  title  in  himself  under  a  resulting  trust,  against  the  legal 
title  of  plaintiff,  the  action  becomes  a  proceeding  in  equity:  Wylie  ▼.  Meals' 
ley,  132  Pa.  St.  65;  Martin  ▼.  Fix,  44  Kan.  540.  One  in  possession  under 
an  unperformed  contract  of  purchase  from  the  beneficiary  in  the  first  deed 
of  trust  may  defend  in  an  action  of  ejectment  by  the  beneficiary  in  the  second 
deed  of  trust:  Collins  v.  Stocking,  98  Mo.  290. 

Ejbctmbnt  —  Proof  of  Plaintiff's  Titlb. — Where  plaintiff's  petition 
does  not  set  up  any  particular  evidence  of  title  in  himself,  he  may  prove  hi* 
title  by  any  method  he  chooses,  allowed  by  law:  Davidson  v.  Oijford,  100 
N.  C.  18. 

Ejbctmbnt — Parties  Plaintiff.  —  As  to  when  the  trustee  is  the  proper 
party  plaintiff  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  and  when  the  cestui  que  trust  must 
sue  as  plaintiff,  see  note  to  DoggeU  y.  Mart,  58  Am.  Deo.  472-475. 
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PAsms  in  Pari  Bxucro^  Rxmxdt.  —  When  the  parties  tm  kt  pari 
deUcto,  the  law  will  refuae  relief  to  either:  Hess  y.  Culver,  TI  Mich.  698;  18 
Am.  81  Rep.  421,  and  note;  Freeman  t.  Sedgwick,  6  Gill,  28;  46  Am.  Deo. 
651,  and  note:  Smith  t.  WimsaU,  84  Va.  840;  PanvU  y.  Baker,  82  6a.  365; 
SkaUMtky.  Watson,  53  Ark.  147;  Shipk^y.  JSeoioner,  80 Iowa,  548;  IhmUy. 
ir«ttM%  124  N.  T.  156;  WalJU^  y.  Shmamdoak,  83  Va.  76a> 


BOODHOUSB   V.    ROODHOUSB. 

[1S2  iLUirou,  IBOl] 

QnAXDiAX  OAVHOV  Ao?  lOB  mB  Wakd  xh  PARTTnoir  WHnr.  — A  gnar- 
diaa  wboee  intereat  ia  hoatile  to  thai  of  hiU  ward  ia  incompetent  to  act 
lor  hia  ward  in  reepeot  to  that  intereat.  Where,  therefore^  a  gnardian 
and  hia  ward  are  tenants  in  common  of  land,  it  is  error  to  decree  a  par- 
tition between  them  in  a  suit  brought  in  the  names  of  the  guardian  and 
the  infant  by  such  gnardian.  In  snoh  a  case,  the  minor  shonld  either  be 
made  defendant  and  have  a  gnardian  ad  litem,  or  shonld  petition  by  hia 
next  friend  or  gnardian  ad  Utem  and  be  represented  by  counsel  distinct 
from  those  representing  his  guardian.  A  statute  providing  that  an  in- 
fant may,  by  his  guardian  or  next  friend,  petition  for  partition  of  landa 
meana  when  such  guardian  or  next  friend  is  competent  to  act  in  the 


Writ  of  error.    The  opinion  states  the  case. 

Jame$  iZ.  Ward  and  T»  8.  Chapman^  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Marl  Meyerstetfij  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

BcHOLFiELD,  J.  This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  bring  in  review  a 
decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  Greene  County,  assigning  dower 
in  and  making  partition  of  lands  whereof  Peter  Roodhouse 
died  seised.  The  bill  is  filed  by  Harry  W.  Roodhouse  and 
Benjamin  T.  Roodhouse,  a  minor,  by  Harry  W.  Roodhouse^ 
his  guardian,  and  prays  the  assignment  of  dower  to  the  widow 
of  Peter  Roodhouse,  deceased,  and  that  the  lands  remaining 
be  partitioned  between  the  petitioners,  his  sole  heirs  at  law. 
Commissioners  were  appointed,  who  assigned  dower  and  made 
partition  as  prayed,  and  they  reported  their  action  to  the  court, 
and  it  was  confirmed. 

The  only  question  that  we  think  it  necessary  to  consider  is, 
whether  it  was  error  to  partition  the  lands  without  having  the 
minor  represented  by  a  guardian  ad  litem  or  a  next  friend.  It 
is  plain  that  the  interests  of  the  ward  and  the  guardian  were 
hostile,  since  what  was  given  to  the  one  was  taken  from  the 
other.     We  have  held  that  it  is  error  to  render  a  decree  for 
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partition  of  the  property  of  a  minor,  unless  he  is  actually  rep- 
resented in  court,  either  by  a  guardian,  a  guardian  od  litem^ 
or  a  next  friend:  Cost  v.  Rose,  17  111.  276;  Mc Daniel  v.  Correll^ 
19  111.  226;  68  Am.  Dec.  687;  Rhoads  v.  Rhoads,  43  111.  239; 
Hall  v.  Davis,  44  III.  494.  Our  statute,  it  is  true,  provides  that 
an  infant  may  petition,  by  guardian  or  next  friend,  for  partition 
of  lands:  Rev.  Stats.  1874,  c.  106,  sec.  3;  but,  upon  the  clear* 
est  principle,  this  means  when  such  guardian  or  next  friend  is 
competent  to  act  in  the  case;  and  a  guardian  whose  interest 
is  hostile  to  that  of  his  ward  is  incompetent  to  act  for  his  ward 
in  respect  to  that  interest:  Simpson  v.  Alexander,  6  Cold.  619; 
Parker  v.  Lincoln,  12  Mass.  16;  Winston  v.  McLendon,  43  Miss. 
254;  Wells  v.  Smith,  44  Miss.  296.  The  minor  should  either 
have  been  made  defendant  and  had  a  guardian  ad  litem,  or 
have  petitioned  by  his  next  friend  or  guardian  ad  litem  and 
been  represented  by  counsel  distinct  from  those  representing 
his  guardian. 

For  the  error  indicated,  the  decree  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  further  proceedings. 

OuABDiAN  AHD  Wabd.  —  Where  the  priv^ate  Interests  of  guardian  and 
ward  are  conflicting,  a  guardian  is  incapacitated  from  representing  his  ward 
in  that  business:  Paxttm  ▼.  Oamnoell,  82  Va.  706;  HogfOyead  v.  SUiie^  120  Ind. 
327;  nor  will  %  court  of  equity  aid  a  guardian  who  allows  his  claims  to  come 
into  conflict  with  those  of  his  ward:  Lee  ▼.  Stuart^  2  Leigh,  76;  21  Am.  Deo. 
699. 


Emmons  v.  City  op  Lbwistown. 

[182  Illinois,  880.] 

**  Hawkxbs  "  AND  **  Pkddlirs  "  DsFiNKD.  —  A  "  hawker "  is  a  person  who 
carries  about  merchandise  from  place  to  place  for  sale,  as  opposed  to  one 
who  sells  at  an  established  shop.  A  "  peddler  "  is  a  person  who  goes 
about  from  house  to  house  selling  commodities. 

BooK-OANYASSSR  IS  NOT  Hawker  OR  Peddler.  —  A  person  who  canvasses 
from  house  to  house,  taking  orders  for  the  future  delivery  of  books  and 
periodicals  or  other  publications,  is  neither  a  hawker  nor  a  peddleri 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Illinois  statute  authorizing  municipal  corpora- 
tions to  license,  regulate,  or  prohibit  hawkers  and  peddlers.  And 
therefore  a  city  council  has  no  power  to  pass  an  ordinance  prohibiting 
such  canvassing  within  the  city  without  first  obtaining  a  Ucenss,  or  im« 
posing  a  penalty  therefor. 

Thb  opinion  states  the  case. 

H.  W.  McMasters,  for  the  appellant. 
Oray  and  Waggoner,  for  the  appellee. 
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Shopb,  C.  J.  The  appellant,  a  resident  of  Logan  Connty, 
in  this  state,  was  engaged  in  the  city  of  Lewistown  in  can- 
Tassing  and  taking  orders  for  the  sale  of  religious  books  and 
Bibles  pablished  by  the  Historical  Publishing  Company  of 
St.  Louis,  Missouri,  *—  the  books  so  ordered  to  be  paid  for  when 
delivered,  —  and  while  so  engaged  as  agent  of  such  company, 
appellant  was  arrested  and  brought  before  a  magistrate,  and 
tried  upon  the  charge  of  yiolating  ordinance  No.  45  of  said 
city.  That  ordinance  provides:  '*Any  person  or  persons,  or 
corporation,  who  shall,  within  the  limits  of  said  city,  without 
first  procuring  a  license  therefor,  exercise  or  carry  on,  either 
directly  or  indirectly,  the  trade,  business,  occupation,  oi  em* 
ployment  of  auctioneers,  peddlers,  hawkers,  canvassers  of 
books,  maps,  or  other  publications,  canvassers,  vendors,  or 
solicitors  of  or  for  any  medicine,  invention,  or  other  articles 
of  merchandise  to  be  sold,  or  taking  orders  therefor,  on  the 
streets  or  from  house  to  house,  or  who  shall  set  up,  manage, 
give,  hold,  or  conduct  a  circus  exhibition,  menagerie,  eques- 
trian performance,  musical  or  minstrel  party,  or  concert, 
theatrical,  or  ballet  troupes  and  combinations,  exhibitions  of 
wire-dancing,  puppets,  wax  figures,  paintings,  statuary,  ma- 
chinery, tricks  of  legerdemain,  magic-lantern  exhibitions, 
skating-rink,  or  any  other  exhibition,  show,  or  amusement  for 
gain  or  profit,  or  where  pay  for  admittance  is  required,  shall, 
on  conviction  thereof,  forfeit  and  pay,  for  the  use  of  said  city, 
not  less  than  ten  dollars  nor  more  than  two  hundred  dollars 
for  each  ofiense;  provided,  the  fine  shall  not  in  any  case  be 
less  than  would  have  been  required  for  a  license;  and  pro- 
vided also,  that  no  license  shall  be  required  for  the  sale  of 
articles  that  are  exempt  from  license  by  the  statutes  of  the 
state  of  Illinois,  or  for  orders  and  sales  at  wholesale  by  drum- 
mers/' 

It  was  admitted  on  the  trial  that  ^pellant,  at  the  time  of 
his  arrest,  was  soliciting  and  taking  orders  for  books  issued 
or  published  by  his  principal,  on  the  streets  and  from  house 
to  house,  within  the  limits  of  said  city,  and  without  having 
procured  a  license  therefor  from  the  city  authorities.  The 
trial  resulted  in  the  imposition  of  a  fine  and  costs.  On  appeal 
to  the  circuit  court  of  Fulton  County  the  cause  was  retried, 
resulting  in  a  judgment  against  appellant  for  ten  dollars  and 
costs.  From  this  judgment,  appellant  has  prosecuted  his  ap- 
peal to  this  court. 

It  is  here  insisted  that  as  the  defendant  below  was  the  agent 
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of  a  publishing  bouee  located  in  the  state  of  Missouri,  and,  in 
the  acts  complained  of  as  being  in  violation  of  said  oFdinanoe, 
was  engaged  in  the  business  of  his  non-resident  principal,  the 
ordinance,  when  applied  to  him,  interfered  with  the  reserved 
powers  given  by  the  third  clause  of  the  eighth  section  of  the 
first  article  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  to  Con- 
gress to  regulate  commerce  *'  among  the  several  states."  Re- 
liance is  placed  upon  the  case  of  Robbim  v.  Shelby  Taxing 
Diatrietj  120  U.  8. 489,  as  sustaining  that  contention,  and  if  the 
ordinance  is  otherwise  valid,  it  must  be  conceded  that  that 
question  is  involved.  We  do  not  deem  it  necessary,  however, 
to  discuss  or  determine  this  question,  for  the  reason  that  the 
ordinance  must  be  held  invalid,  as  applied  to  the  class  of 
ofifenses  with  which  the  appellant  was  charged^  upon  other, 
and  to  us  more  satisfactory,  grounds. 

It  is  shown  that  appellant  was  canvassing  from  house  to 
house  within  the  city,  soliciting  subscriptions  to  certain  pub* 
lications,  taking  orders  therefor,  to  be  paid  upon  the  subee- 
quent  delivery  thereof.  It  is  not  shown  that  he  was  carrying 
such  publications,  and  proposing  to  sell  and  deliver  the  same, 
or  any  other  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise,  within  said  city. 
That  he  fell  within  the  prohibition  of  the  ordinance  is  not 
questioned.  The  city  of  Lewistown  is  incorporated  under  the 
city  and  village  act,  and  the  authority  to  pass  this  ordinance 
must  be  found,  if  at  all,  in  paragraph  41  of  section  86  of  chap* 
ter  24  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  which  gives  the  power  to  the 
city  council,  and  the  president  and  board  of  trustees  in  villages, 
*'  to  license,  tax,  regulate,  suppress,  and  prohibit  hawkers,  ped- 
dlers,  pawn-brokers,  keepers  of  ordinaries,  theatricals,  and  other 
exhibitions,  shows,  and  amusements,  and  to  revoke  such  license 
at  pleasure."  By  a  subsequent  paragraph  of  the  same  section 
the  city  council  is  given  power  to  pass  all  ordinances,  and  to 
make  all  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are  proper  and  neces- 
sary to  carry  into  effect  the  powers  granted,  and  to  impose 
penalties.  The  power  given  is  to  license,  tax,  regulate,  sup- 
press, and  prohibit  '*  hawkers  "  and  ''  peddlers,"  etc.,  and  if  it 
shall  be  found  that  '*  canvassers  of  books  or  other  publications, 
•  •  •  •  on  the  streets  or  from  house  to  house,"  are  not  hawkers 
or  peddlers,  within  the  meaning  of  ihese  words  as  used  in  the 
statute,  then  it  is  clear  that  the  city  council  was  without  au- 
thority to  pass  an  ordinance  prohibiting  such  canvassing  within 
the  city  without  first  obtaining  a  license,  or  imposing  a  penalty 
therefor. 
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It  is  to  be  obsenred  that  neither  the  ordinance  nor  the  stat- 
ote  attempts  to  define  who  shall  be  deemed  "^  hawkers  ^  or 
^  peddlers,**  and  we  are  therefore  to  determine  from  authority 
whether  appellant  falls  within  these  designations. 

We  said  in  City  of  Chicago  ▼.  Bartee,  100  HI.  61,  that  the 
term  ^  peddler/'  as  used  in  this  statute,  was  to  be  taken  in  its 
general  and  unrestricted  sense,  and  embraced  all  persons  en-  • 
gaged  in  going  through  the  city  from  house  to  house  and  sell- 
ing commodities,  —  in  that  case,  selling  milk.  Abbott's  Law 
Dictionary  defines  a  **  hawker  "  to  be:  **  A  person  who  practices 
carrying  merchandise  about  from  place  to  place  for  sale,  as 
opposed  to  one  who  sells  at  an  established  shop.  It  is  equiva* 
lent  to  peddler,  the  term  now  more  commonly  employed." 
The  same  author  quotes  from  the  case  of  Commonwealth  v. 
Ober^  12  Cush.  493,  as  follows:  '^  It  is  not,  perhaps,  essential 
to  the  idea,  but  it  is  generally  understood  from  the  word,  that 
a  hawker  is  one  who  not  only  carries  goods  for  sale,  but  seeks 
for  purchasers,  either  by  outcry  (which  some  lexicographers 
concede  as  intimated  by  the  derivation  of  the  word)  or  by 
attracting  notice  and  attention  to  them  as  goods  for  sale  by 
an  actual  exhibition  or  exposure  of  them  bjr  placards  or 
labels,  or  by  a  conventional  signal,  like  the  sound  of  a  horn  in 
the  sale  of  fish.''  Tomlin  says:  '^  Hawkers,  peddlers,  and 
petty  chapmen  "  are  *' persons  traveling  from  town  to  town 
with  goods  and  merchandise."  Bouvier  defines  peddlers: 
"  Peddlers,  —  persons  who  travel  about  the  country  with  mer- 
chandise for  the  purpose  of  selling.*'  Webster's  definition  is: 
^*  A  traveling  trader;  one  who  carries  small  commodities  about 
on  his  back,  or  in  a  cart  or  wagon,  and  sells  them." 

This  list  of  definitions  might  be  extended  almost  indefi- 
nitely, but  enough  has  been  given  to  show  both  the  legal  and 
popular  meaning  of  the  words  *'  hawker"  and  *'  peddler."  It 
has  never  been  understood,  either  by  the  profession  or  the 
people,  that  one  who  is  ordinarily  styled  a  "  drummer"  —  that 
is,  one  who  sells  to  retail  dealers  or  others  by  sample  —  is 
either  a  hawker  or  a  peddler;  and  the  same  is  true  in  respect 
of  persons  who  canvass,  taking  orders  for  the  future  delivery 
of  books  and  periodicals  or  other  publications.  It  is  a  funda- 
mental canon  of  construction  that  the  legislature  must  be 
presumed  to  have  used  these  words  in  their  known  and  ac- 
cepted signification,  and  intended  thereby  to  confer  upon  city 
and  village  authorities  power  to  license,  regulate,  and  prohibit 
only  such  callings  and  vocations  as  might  fall  within  the 
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terms  employed  in  the  act  as  thus  known  and  understood.  To 
concede  that  the  power  of  the  city  to  license,  tax,  or  regulate 
the  canvassing  for  books  or  publications  within  the  city  is 
doubtful  is  to  deny  the  power.  ''  Any  fair,  reasonable  doubt 
concerning  the  existence  of  power  is  resolved  against  the  cor- 
poration, and  the  power  is  denied ":  1  Dillon  on  Municipal 
Corporations,  55-251. 

While  it  must  be  conceded  that  the  evil  resulting  from  the 
method  of  canvassing  from  house  to  house  may  be  great,  — 
indeed,  as  great  as  that  resulting  from  the  vocations  author- 
ized by  the  statute  to  be  taxed  and  regulated,  and,  indeed, 
may  be  even  greater,  —  yet  if  the  legislature,  as  we  are 
constrained  to  hold,  has  not  conferred  upon  cities  and  villages 
the  power  to  tax  or  regulate  the  same,  if  relief  is  to  be  ob- 
tained, resort  must  be  had  to  the  legislative  department  of  the 
state. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  so  much  of  the  ordinance  as  pro- 
hibits canvassing  for  books  and  publications  in  said  city  with* 
out  obtaining  a  license  therefor  is  void,  for  want  of  power  io 
the  city  authorities  to  ordain  the  same,  and  appellant,  not  fall* 
ing  within  the  designation  of  a  '^  hawker  "  or  '*  peddler,"  was 
not  amenable  to  prosecution  under  the  valid  portions  of  said 
ordinance. 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  therefore  reversed. 

ScHOLFiELD,  J.,  and  Bailey,  J.  We  concur  in  reversing 
the  judgment  below,  upon  the  ground  that  the  ordinance  is  in 
conflict  with  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  as  held 
in  Bobbins  v.  Shdby  Taxing  District,  120  U.  S.  489. 


DsnNrnoNB —  "Feddleb." — As  to  who  ia  a  "peddler  "  or  a  '* hawker.* 
■ee  CammontoeaUh  ▼.  Gardner,  133  Pa.  St.  284;  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  645,  and 
note.  A  corporation  oannot  be  a  peddler,  though  one  who  ia  an  itiaerant^ 
handling  and  vending  the  goods  of  a  corporation,  may  be:  WrouglU  Iran  Co^ 
▼.  Johnson,  84  6a.  764.  In  BaUau  ▼.  State,  87  Ala.  144,  it  is  decided  that 
one  cannot  be  convicted  of  peddling  without  a  license  by  showing  that  h9 
was  an  agent  of  a  foreign  corporation  who  manufactured  stoves^  that  ha 
traveled  about  in  a  two-horse  wagon,  carrying  one  stove  with  him,  aaUing 
stoves  by  sample,  taking  the  notes  of  purchasers  as  payment^  payable  upon 
the  delivery  of  the  stoves,  and  that  ha  afterwards  delivered  such  atoTea,  and 
raoeived  payment  therefor. 
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Brown  u  Dunoan. 

[1S2  ItUHOU,  111] 

fapATU^B  SxioirnoRs  must  bb  Ibsubd  wHsir.  — When  tfa«  eoorl  orderv 
•Mh  of  the  defendants  in  an  acti<m  to  pay  a  certain  proportion  of  all  the 
ooetft  ezeontion  ean  only  properly  ieene  against  eaoh  of  suoh  defendsnte 
eeparately  for  that  pn^rtion,  when  assessed  by  the  clerk.  One  is  in  no 
way  liable  for  the  costs  adjadged  against  another,  nor  it  any  joint  liabil- 
ity created  by  snch  order. 

Sroial  ExsconoNS  hot  Authobizsd  whin.  —  A  decree  ordering  each  of 
the  defendants  in  an  action  to  pay  a  certain  proportion  of  all  the  costs 
dose  not  anthoriie  the  issoanoe  of  special  execntians.  Bzoept  in  cases 
provided  for  b^  the  statute,  ezecotions,  in  Illinois,  are  general,  and  the 
right  of  the  party  in  whose  favor  the  writ  is  issued  to  elect  on  what  prop* 
•rty  not  exempt  from  execution  he  will  have  the  same  levied  does  not 
give  him  a  right  to  a  special  execntion. 

Bnounos  m rar  DnaaiBS  JaDOMurr.  —  An  exeoation  must  show  npon 
what  judgment  or  decree  it  is  based,  for  and  sgainst  whom  it  issues, 
the  amount  or  amounts  to  be  taken  from  the  latter  for  the  benefit  of  the 
former,  and  should  also  show  the  date  at  which,  and  the  court  where, 
the  judgment  was  rendered.  An  execution  which  fails  to  show  the 
Jodgment  or  decree  npon  which  it  issues  is  not,  in  legal  oontemplation, 
an  exeoution  at  all,  and  confers  no  authority  whatever  npon  the  sher.ff 
to  whom  it  is  directed. 

Bale  nr  Massb  vot  Authorizxd  9T  Exboutiok  wbin.  —  Where  a  decree 
orders  eaoh  of  the  defendants  in  a  suit  to  pay  his  proportionate  share 
of  the  ooets  and  of  a  solicitor's  fee,  and  awards  execution  to  enforce 
payment^  this  does  not  authorixe  the  sale  of  the  property  of  the  several 
defendants  en  masae.  The  amount  awarded  against  each  must  be  made 
out  of  hii  property,  so  that  he  may  be  able  to  redeem  without  paying 
the  entiio  debt. 

Ejsctmbnt.    The  opinion  Btates  the  case. 
Onndfnff  afid  Pattoti,  for  the  appellant. 
Chnm  and  BroadweU^  for  the  appellee. 

Wilkin,  J.  This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  by  appellant 
against  appellee  to  recover  possession  of  certain  lands  in  San* 
gamon  County.  The  judgment  below  was  for  the  defendant^ 
and  plaintiff  appealed. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  fails  to  show  any  exception  to  the 
judgment,  and  appellee  insists  that  for  that  reason  it  must  be 
affirmed  without  reference  to  the  merits  of  the  case.  Since 
the  case  was  taken,  appellant  presented  an  amended  record 
containing  an  amended  bill  of  exceptions,  which  shows  proper 
exceptions  to  the  decision  of  the  circuit  court  in  overruling 
defendant's  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  entering  judgment 
against  him  for  costs.  While  this  motion  should  have  been 
made  before  the  case  was  taken,  we  have  treated  the  amended 
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record  as  properly  before  us,  and  examined  the  case  upon  the 
errors  assigned. 

Appellant's  title  to  the  lands  in  suit,  if  he  has  any,  is  de- 
rived through  a  sheriff's  deed  and  an  execution  sale.  At  the 
February  term  of  the  Sangamon  circuit  court,  1885,  in  a  par- 
tition proceeding  in  which  Pamelia  Melton  and  others  were 
complainants  and  Lavina  Brown  and  others  were  defendants, 
the  final  order  contained  the  following:  "  It  is  further  ordered 
that  the  costs  and  expenses  of  this  proceeding,  including  a 
Bolicitor's  fee  of  $125,  which  the  court  finds  to  be  a  reasonable 
fee,  and  usual  and  customaryi  and  allows,  be  paid  within 
twenty  days  from  this  date  by  said  parties,  in  the  following 
proportions,  viz.:  Isaac  M.  Brown,  five  ninths  thereof;  Lavina 
Brown,  Albert  Melton,  Florence  Melton,  and  James  Melton, 
each  one  ninth  thereof;  and  that  in  default  thereof,  execution 
issue  therefor." 

On  the  8th  of  the  following  September  a  writ  of  execution 
was  issued  on  said  order,  as  is  claimed,  which  is  as  follows:  — 

**  The  People  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  to  the  Sheriff  of  Sangamon 

County,  greeting. 

''  We  command  you  that  of  the  following  described  real  estate 
in  your  county,  the  property  of  James  Melton,  to  wit  [then 
follows  a  description  of  land],  you  cause  to  be  made  the  sum 
of  $20.36, — his  proportion  of  the  foregoing  bill, — together  with 
costs;  and  the  following  described  real  estate  in  your  county, 
the  property  of  Lavina  Brown,  to  wit  [description],  you  cause 
to  be  made  the  sum  of  $20.36,  —  her  proportion  of  the  fore- 
going bill, —  together  with  costs;  and  that  of  the  following 
described  real  estate  in  your  county,  the  property  of  Isaac 
Brown,  to  wit  [description],  you  cause  to  be  made  the  sum  of 
$101.80,  —  his  proportion  of  the  foregoing  bill,  —  together  with 
costs;  and  that  of  the  following  described  re.  1  estate  in  your 
county,  the  property  of  Florence  Melton,  to  wit  [description], 
you  cause  to  be  made  the  sum  of  $20.36,  —  her  proportion  of 
the  foregoing  bill,  —  together  with  costs;  and  of  the  following 
described  real  estate  in  your  county,  the  property  of  Albert 
Melton,  to  wit  [description],  you  cause  to  be  made  the  sum  of 
$20.36,  —  his  proportion  of  the  foregoing  bill,  —  together  with 
costs;  and  that  you  make  return,  etc. 

*'  In  witness  whereof,  etc.,  this  eighth  day  of  Septemberi 
A.  D.  1886.  E.  R.  Roberts,  Clerk." 

The  sheriff's  return  shows  that  after  offering  the  several 
tracts  described  in  the  execution  as  belonging  to  the  respective 
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parties  named  therein,  separately,  and  receiving  no  bids  there- 
for, he  offered  all  the  tracts  as  a  whole,  and  John  E.  Everhart 
bid  $53.24  therefor,  and  became  the  purchaBer,  receiving  a 
certificate  of  purchase  and  afterwards  a  sheriff's  deed  there* 
for.    Everhart  subsequently  conveyed  to  appellant 

Conceding  that  the  above-mentioned  order  in  the  partition 
proceeding  was  sufficient  to  authorize  the  issuing  of  executions 
against  the  respective  parties  therein  named,  this  writ  and  the 
subsequent  proceedings  thereunder,  relied  upon  by  appellant 
as  vesting  title  in  his  grantor,  cannot  be  sustained.  The  most 
that  could  be  claimed  for  them  would  be,  that  though  irregu- 
lar and  voidable,  they  are  not  absolutely  void.  In  the  first 
place,  the  order  does  not  authorize  the  issuing  of  a  single 
writ  against  all  of  the  parties.  Each  was  ordered  to  pay  a  cer- 
tain proportion  of  all  the  costs,  and  execution  could  only  prop- 
erly issue  against  each  party  separately  for  that  proportion, 
when  assessed  by  the  clerk.  One  was  in  no  way  liable  for  the 
costs  adjudged  against  another,  nor  was  there,  in  any  sense,  a 
joint  liability  created  by  the  decree;  neither  did  the  decree 
authorize  the  issuing  of  special  executions.  Except  in  cases 
provided  for  by  statute,  executions,  in  this  state,  are  general: 
Rev.  Stats.,  a  77,  sec.  4.  The  right  of  the  party  in  whose  favor 
the  writ  is  issued  to  elect  on  what  property  not  exempt  from 
execution  he  will  have  the  same  levied  does  not,  as  is  con<* 
tended,  give  him  a  right  to  a  special  execution. 

The  fatal  objection,  however,  to  this  writ  appears  on  its 
face.  It  does  not  show  for  whose  benefit  it  issued.  It  does 
not  show  upon  what  judgment  or  decree  it  is  based,  nor  out  of 
what  court  it  issued.  An  execution  must  show  for  and  against 
whom  it  issues,  the  amount  or  amounts  to  be  taken  from  the 
latter  for  the  benefit  of  the  former,  and  should  also  show  the 
date  at  which,  and  the  court  where,  the  judgment  was  rendered : 
Freeman  on  Executions,  sec.  42;  Herman  on  Executions,  sees. 
65,  66.  It  is  true  that  a  mere  variance  between  the  judgment 
upon  which  an  execution  issues,  and  the  description  of  it  in  the 
writ,  does  not  render  it,  or  a  sale  and  deed  made  in  pursuance 
of  it,  void;  but  it  is  necessary  that  every  execution  should 
have  a  judgment  to  support  it,  and  that  it  should  appear 
from  the  execution  what  judgment  is  intended  to  be  enforced. 

The  reason  why  the  description  of  the  judgment  is  in- 
serted in  the  writ  is,  that  the  officer  may  know  what  he 
is  to  enforce,  and  that  the  writ  may,  by  inspection,  be  con- 
nected with  the  authority  for  its  issuance:    Freeman   on 
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Executioni,  ieo.  48.  How  can  it  be  detenpined  whether 
an  execution  iaeued  on  a  particular  judgment,  or  whether 
there  is  a  fatal  yariance  between  it  and  the  writ,  when  none 
is  Bet  out  or  even  mentioned  in  the  writ?  In  a  note  to 
Oraham  v.  Price^  18  Am.  Deo.  199,  in  which  the  authoritiee, 
on  the  effect  of  a  Tariance  between  an  execution  and  the 
judgment  on  which  it  is  based,  are  collated  and  commented 
upon  by  Mn  Freeman,  he  concludes:  ^'The  principle  run- 
ning through  the  cases  is,  that  if  the  execution  identify 
the  judgment,  it  is  sufficient;  otherwise  not*'  The  judg- 
ment is  the  foundation  of  the  execution.  The  vitality  of 
the  writ  is  drawn  from  the  judgment  Failing  to  show  the 
judgment  or  decree  upon  which  it  issued,  this  writ  is  not^  in 
legal  contemplation,  an  execution  at  all,  and  conferred  no  au- 
thority whatever  upon  the  sheriff  to  whom  it  was  directed. 

Equally  fatal  to  appellant's  title  is  the  objection  that  the 
writ,  if  it  had  been  valid,  did  not  authorise  a  sale  of  the  various 
lots  therein  described  en  nuuie.  Such  was  not  the  command 
of  the  writ.  According  to  its  express  terms,  Isaac  M.  Brown 
was  liable  for  $101.80.  That  amount  was  to  be  made  out  of 
his  property,  and  not  out  of  that  belonging  to  the  other  parties 
named  in  the  writ,  who  were  only  liable  for  $20.36  each.  It 
would  scarcely  be  contended  that  the  sheriff  could,  under  this 
writ,  have  legally  sold  the  property  of  James  Melton  for  the 
aggregate  amount  due  from  all  the  parties,  thus  making  him 
pay  $183.20,  when  he  was  only  liable  for  $20.86.  It  is  equally 
clear  that  he  could  not  sell  it,  with  the  lands  of  all  the  others, 
0n  ma$$e^  thereby  compelling  him,  if  he  redeemed  his  lot^  to 
pay  the  entire  debt. 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  clearly  right,  and  will 
be  affirmed* 

BxsoimoHa—  Spsoial.  ^The  inaing  of  a  ipeoial  •zMalloii  upon  a  gmi* 
•ral  Jadgment  it  ui  imgulftrity,  mad  most  be  taken  mdiwukUg^  of  in  a  dirooft 
prooeoding:  Swiggarl  ▼.  Harber,  4  Scam.  864;  39  Am.  Deo.  41S,  and  note. 

Bzxounova  — Must  Dxsobibb  and  GoirroRM  to  JuDOKXirT  upon  Wkior 
Iflsuxn.  ^  An  azecation  mast  conform,  substantially,  to  the  Judgment:  (7ro- 
kam  y.  Prke,  8  A.  K.  Marsh.  622;  13  Am.  Deo.  199,  and  extended  note.  An 
ezecntion  matt  describe  the  judgment  upon  whioh  it  it  founded;  if  it  doet,  a 
clerical  error  will  not  vitiate  it:  Avery  ▼•  Bcwmom,  40  N.  H.  458;  77  Am. 
Dea  728.  When  a  purchaser  claims  title  ander  an  ezeoution  tale,  he  must 
proTe  the  Judgment  upon  the  execution  issued:  FauU  ▼.  Ooobe,  19  Or.  455. 
Where  a  plaintiff  teekt  to  ameroe  a  sheriff  for  a  failure  to  return  an  exeen* 
tion,  the  exeontion  to  sustain  such  a  proceeding  mutt  eonfonn  ttriotly  to  the 
Judgment:  FMer  ▼•  WeUa,  Fargo,  4t  Co.,  42  Kaa.  551. 
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Bjlbuut lOKS  ~  Sals  nr  Massi.  ^  CHatteli  lold  on  ezMmtion  eannot  Im 
■old  em  mauet  ezMpi  under  spMial  ciroanutMieM:  MeLeod  ▼.  Pearce,  2 
Hawki,  110;  11  Am.  Deo.  741,  ud  noU;  Kkpp  t.  Wiimo^^  48  Pa.  Bt  219; 
88  Am.  Deo.  061,  and  note. 
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Oofuwa  ov  Equitt  sas  Jmaamcnov  to  Imfsach  Dsobsb  won  Fbaitd  avd 
CdtLumoN.  —  A  ooart  of  equitj  hme  jnriedioiion  of  a  Ull  filed  by  ai^  in- 
fant to  impeach  a  decree  of  the  eonn^  eonrt  direotmg  the  aide  of  land 
to  pay  debte,  when  euch  infant'a  intereet  in  the  land  ia  a£feoted  thereby, 
and  there  was  fraud  and  collusion  between  the  administrator  and  the 
guardian  ad  UUm  in  concealing  from  the  court  the  infant'a  interest  in  the 
land. 

Pabtt  cannot  Ck)MpLAiN  OV  Dnoeu  in  hb  Favob.  —  A  party  cannot  oom* 
plain  of  a  portion  of  a  decree  which  ia  solely  for  hia  benefit,  and  takea 
from  him  no  right. 

DbBD  C0NaT£t71#  TO  CONVIT  ESTATB  VOB  LlTB  WITH  ROCAINDnt  IN  Fsi. 

^  A  father  executed  a  deed  of  oonveyance  of  land  to  hia  four  children, 
"and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  party  of  the  second  part."  In  the  grant* 
ing  clause  and  the  habendum,  the  words  "  heirs  and  assigns  "  were  used 
without  the  words  "of  their  bodies."  Immediately  preceding  the  Aa> 
imdum  was  inserted  the  clause:  "  Meaning  and  intending  by  this  con- 
▼eyanoe  to  convey  to  my  said  children  the  use  and  control  of  said  real 
estate  during  their  natural  lives,  and  at  their  death  to  go  to  their  chil* 
dren;  should  they  die  without  issue,  to  their  legal  representatives.''  It 
was  held  to  clearly  appear  from  this  clause  that  the  grantor,  by  the  use 
of  the  word  "heirs,"  in  other  parts  of  the  deed,  meant  "children,"  and 
the  deed  waa  construed  to  convey  to  the  grantor*s  children  a  life  eatate 
only,  with  remainder  in  fee  to  their  children. 
WoBD  "Hbibs"  mat  bb  Comstrubd  toMban  "Childbbn"  whbn. — The 
word  "heirs,"  in  a  deed,  may  be  construed  to  mean  "children,"  when 
it  dearly  appears  from  other  parts  of  the  deed  that  it  ia  not  uaed  by  the 
grantor  in  tta  legal,  technical  meaning. 

Bill  in  equity.    The  opinion  states  the  case. 

Palmer  and  ShuUf  for  the  appellant 
Jamei  M.  Riggs^  for  the  appellees. 

Wilkin,  J.  On  the  sixteenth  day  of  September,  1867,  Wil- 
liam Hicks  was  the  owner  of  four  certain  forty-acre  tracts  of 
land,  and  on  that  day  conveyed  the  same  to  four  of  his  chil- 
dren, by  the  following  deed: — 

^^This  indenture,  made  the  sixteenth  day  of  September, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1867,  between  William  Hicks,  of  the 
county  ot  Greene  and  state  of  Illinois,  party  of  the  first  part, 
and  laham  V.  Hicks,  William  H.  V.  D.  Hicks,  Luther  M. 
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Hicks,  and  Laura  A.  Hicks,  and  tlie  heirs  of  their  bodies,  all 
of  the  same  county  and  state,  party  of  the  second  part, — 

^  Witnesseth,  that  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  for  and 
in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  forty  dollars  (being  from  each 
child  ten  dollars)  in  hand  paid  by  the  said  party  of  the  sec* 
ond  part,  the  receipt  whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged,  and  the 
said  party  of  the  second  part  forever  released  and  discharged 
therefrom,  has  remised,  released,  sold,  conveyed,  and  quit- 
claimed, and  by  these  presents  does  remise,  release,  sell,  con- 
vey, and  quitclaim  unto  the  said  party  of  the  second  part, 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  as  aforesaid,  forever,  all  the  right, 
title,  interest,  claim,  and  demand  which  the  said  party  of  the 
first  part  has  in  and  to  the  following  described  lots,  pieces,  or 
parcels  of  land,  to  wit:  To  Isham  V.  Hicks,  the  northwest 
quarter  of  the  northwest  quarter  of  section  twenty-eight  (28); 
to  William  H.  V.  D.  Hicks,  the  southwest  quarter  of  the 
southwest  quarter  of  section  No.  twenty-eight  (28);  to  Luther 
M.  Hicks,  the  east  half  of  the  east  half  of  the  southeast  quar- 
ter of  section  No.  twenty-nine  (29);  and  to  Laura  A.  Hicks, 
the  west  half  of  the  east  half  of  the  southeast  quarter  of  sec- 
tion twenty-nine, — all  in  township  No.  twelve  (12)  north,  of 
range  No.  twelve  (12)  west,  of  the  third  principal  meridian, 
containing  in  all  160  acres  of  land;  and  to  each  child  forty 
acres,  all  Ijring  and  being  in  Greene  County,  Illinois, — mean- 
ing and  intending  by  this  conveyance  to  convey  to  my  said 
children  the  use  and  control  of  said  real  estate  during  their 
natural  lives,  and  at  their  death  to  go  to  their  children;  should 
they  die  without  issue,  to  their  legal  representatives, — to  have 
and  to  hold  the  same,  together  with  all  and  singular  the  ap- 
purtenances and  privileges  thereunto  belonging  or  in  any  wise 
thereunto  appertaining,  and  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest, 
and  claim  whatsoever  of  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  either 
in  law  or  equity,  to  the  only  proper  use,  benefit,  and  behoof  of 
the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  for- 
ever; and  the  said  William  Hicks,  party  of  the  first  part, 
hereby  expressly  waives,  releases,  and  relinquishes  unto  the 
said  party  of  the  second  part,  their  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  all  right,  title,  claim,  interest,  and  benefit  what- 
ever in  and  to  the  above-described  premises,  and  each  and 
every  part  thereof,  which  is  given  by  or  results  from  all  laws 
of  this  state  pertaining  to  the  exemption  of  homesteads;  and 
the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  for  himself  and  his  heirs,  ex* 
ecutors,  and  administrators,  doth  covenant,  promise,  and  agreep 
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to  and  with  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  their  heirs,  ex* 
ecutors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  he  hath  not  made, 
done,  committed,  execated,  or  sufifered  any  act  or  acts,  thing 
or  things,  whatsoever,  whereby  or  by  means  whereof  the 
above  mentioned  and  described  premises,  or  any  part  or  par- 
cel thereof,  now  are,.or  at  any  time  hereafter  shall  or  may  be^ 
impeached,  charged,  or  encumbered  in  any  way  or  manner 
whatsoever. 

*'  In  witness  whereof,  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  here- 
unto sets  his  hand  and  seal  the  day  and  year  above  written. 

[Seal.]  "William   x   Hicks.'* 


After  the  execution  and  delivery  of  this  deed,  the  said  Laura 
A.  Hicks,  one  of  the  grantees,  having  intermarried  with  one 
Charles  Hogg,  conveyed  the  said  west  half  of  the  east  half  of 
the  southeast  quarter  to  the  said  Luther  M.  Hicks,  and  the 
latter  thereupon  took  possession  thereof,  together  with  said 
east  half  of  the  east  half  of  the  southeast  quarter  conveyed  to 
him  by  his  father,  and  continued  in  such  possession  until 
September  20,  1888,  when  he  died,  leaving  Lucy  J.  Hicks,  his 
widow,  and  appellees,  his  only  children.  On  the  twenty- 
eighth  day  of  September,  1886,  the  said  Luther  M.  Hicks 
and  his  wife,  Lucy  J.,  conveyed,  by  mortgage  deed  of  that 
date,  both  of  said  forty-acre  tracts  to  appellant,  to  secure  the 
payment  of  two  thousand  four  hundred  dollars.  On  the  first 
day  of  October,  1888,  Isham  Roberts  was  duly  appointed  ad- 
ministrator of  the  estate  of  Luther  M.,  and  afterwards,  on  his 
petition, — to  which  said  widow  and  this  appellant  and  these 
appellees  were  made  parties, — the  county  court  of  said  Greene 
County  ordered  him  to  sell  all. of  said  land,  to  pay  debts  there- 
tofore allowed  against  said  estate.  The  said  widow  claimed 
homestead  and  dower  in  said  land,  but  consented,  in  writing, 
that  it  might  be  sold,  she  to  take  out  of  the  proceeds.  Appel- 
lant also  consented  to  such  sale,  his  mortgage  to  be  first  sat- 
isfied out  of  the  fund  arising  therefrom.  This  is  a  bill  in 
chancery,  by  appellees,  infants,  by  next  friend,  against  appel- 
lant, the  said  widow  and  administrator,  to  remove  said  order 
•f  said  county  court  as  a  cloud  on  their  title  to  the  east  half 
of  the  east  half  of  the  southwest  quarter,  described  in  said 
deed. 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing  facts,  the  bill  charges  that  while 
complainants  were  made  parties  to  the  petition  of  said  admin- 
ittrator  in  said  county  court,  being  infants,  they  were  repre- 
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Mntad  tberaia  only  by  a  guardian  ad  litem,  who,  by  agreemMit 
and  ooUufiion  with  appellant  and  said  administrator,  did  not 
fairly  represent  their  interests,  and  that  their  ownership  in 
said  lands  was  concealed  from  said  court  The  bill  also  al- 
leges  that  the  said  Laura  A.  Hogg  is  still  living,  but  has  no 
heirs  of  her  body. 

To  the  bill  the  appellant  filed  a  general  demurrer,  which  was 
overruled,  and  the  defendant  elected  to  abide  by  the  same. 
Thereupon  a  decree  was  rendered  in  favor  of  appellees,  which 
found  and  adjudged  that  said  Luthmr  M.  Hicks  tookonly  a  life 
estate  in  the  forty  acres  conveyed  to  him  by  William  Hicks, 
and  that  appellees  took  the  remainder  in  fee-simple;  and  as  to 
this  forty  acres,  appellant's  mortgage  and  the  said  county  court 
proceedings  were  held  to  be  a  cloud  upon  appellees'  title,  and 
were  decreed  to  be  null  and  void.  As  to  the  forty  acres  oon* 
veyed  to  BtAd  Luther  M.  by  Laura  A.  Hogg,  the  decree  com* 
plained  of  found  that  at  the  time  of  said  Luther  M.'s  death  he 
owned  an  estate  therein,  which  is  liable  to  be  sold  to  pay  his 
debts,  subject  to  the  appellant's  rights  under  his  mortgage,  and 
subject  to  the  rights  of  said  widow;  and  it  is  decreed  that  said 
administrator  sell  the  same  under  his  said  county  court  decree, 
and  dispose  of  the  proceeds  in  due  course  of  administration. 
The  decree  also  found  that  there  was  collusion  in  the  procure- 
ment of  the  said  decree  in  the  county  court.  The  defendant 
Griswold  alone  appeals. 

The  theory  of  the  bill  is,  that  the  deed  from  William  Hicks 
to  the  father  of  the  complainant  vested  only  a  life  estate  in 
him  to  the  land  conveyed,  with  remainder  in  fee  to  his  chil- 
dren. This  theory,  of  course,  concedes  that  the  estate  of 
Luther  M.  Hicks  has  no  interest  or  title  in  the  other  forty* 
acre  tract  beyond  the  life  of  Laura  A.  Hogg. 

It  is  first  insisted  that  whatever  rights  appellees  have,  as 
disclosed  by  their  bill,  are  enforceable  in  the  county  court,  and 
therefore  they  have  no  right  to  come  into  a  court  of  chancery 
for  relief.  We  do  not  deem  it  important  on  this  point  to  de- 
termine whether  the  eiatw  of  the  proceeding  by  the  admini^ 
trator  in  the  county  court  is  such  as  that  appellees  could  attack 
the  decree  in  question  in  that  court.  Under  tlie  faots>  well 
pleaded  in  this  bill,  and  which  are,  of  course,  admitted  by  the 
demurrer, — the  complainants  below  being  infants,  —  the  juris- 
diction of  a  court  of  equity  may  unquestionably  b^  invoked, 
and  the  decree  of  the  county  court  impeached  for  fraud  and 
ooUusion:  Loyd  v.  Mahne,  28  111.  44;  74  Am.  Dec.  179;  Kud^ 
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enheiier  r.  Beekert,  41  HI.  172;  Lbyd  ▼.  Eiriwood,  112  III. 
829. 

It  is  next  contended  that  the  decree,  in  so  fiEkr  as  it  deals 
with  the  tract  conveyed  by  Laura  A.  Hogg  to  the  father  of 
appellees,  is  erroneous.  That  part  of  the  decree  is  solely  for 
the  benefit  of  appellant.  It  gives  appellees  no  right  in  that 
tract.  It  takes  from  appellant  no  right  which  he  had  therein 
under  his  mortgage  or  the  decree  of  the  county  court  There 
is  therefore  certainly  no  error  in  it  of  which  he  can  complain. 

The  principal  question  in  the  case  is,  Are  appellees  the 
owners  in  fee  of  the  east  half  of  the  east  half  of  the  southeast 
quarter  described  in  the  bill? — the  decision  of  which  depends 
solely  upon  the  construction  to  be  placed  on  the  deed  from 
William  Hicks  to  their  father.  But  for  the  rule  in  Shelley's 
casei  there  would  be  no  ground  for  controversy  on  this  ques- 
tion. The  deed  clearly  shows  upon  its  face  an  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  grantor  to  vest  a  life  estate  in  the  father  of  ap- 
pellees, and  the  remainder  in  fee  in  his  children.  If,  how- 
ever, the  language  of  the  deed  brings  it  within  that  rule, 
then  intention  goes  for  naught,  and  its  legal  effect  must  con- 
trol. 

The  deed,  it  will  be  seen,  is  not  skillfully  drawn,  resulting, 
no  doubt,  in  part,  from  the  use  of  a  blank  form.    If  the  word 
^  heirs,"  when  used  the  second  time  in  the  deed  in  the  grant- 
ing clause,  can  with  certainty  be  said  to  mean  ''  heirs  of  their 
bodies,"  as  expressly  stated  immediately  following  the  names 
of  the  grantees,  then  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case,  as  at  common 
law,  would  have  no  application,  our  statute  expressly  provid- 
ing in  such  case  that  he  who  would  by  the  common  law  have 
taken  a  fee-tail  shall  become  seised  for  his  natural  life  only, 
and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  tenants  in  tail  according  to  the 
common  law,  take  the  fee:  Rev.  Stats.,  c.  30,  sec.  6,  tit.  Convey- 
ances; Butler  V.  Huestis,  68  111.  594;  18  Am.  Rep.  589.    We 
are  inclined  to  think  that  such  is  the  proper  construction  of 
the  language  used.    The  usual  language  in  the  form  of  deeds 
here  used,  in  that  part  of  it  where  the  word  "^  heir  "  is  used  the 
second  time,  is,  "  sell,  convey,  etc.,  unto  the  said  party  of  the 
second  part,  their  heirs  and  assigns  forever."    Here,  it  will  be 
observed,  after  the  words  "heirs  and  assig^ns"  are  used  the 
unusual  words  ^  as  aforesaid,"  which  would  seem  naturally 
to  relate  back  to  the  former  use  and  qualification  of  the  word 
»*  heirs." 
However,  we  do  not  regard  it  important^  in  the  decision  of 
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the  point  under  consideration,  to  maintain  this  construction, 
for  while,  if  the  requisite  limitations  to  the  ancestor  and  his 
heirs  is  found  in  the  instrument,  the  rule  must  apply,  whether 
the  grantor  so  intended  or  not;  in  other  words,  while  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  grantor  intended  the  rule  to  apply 
cannot  arise,  nevertheless  it  may  be  shown  by  other  parts  of 
the  deed  that  the  word  *'  heirs  "  was  not  used  by  him  in  its 
legal,  technical  meaning:  Carpenter  v.  Van  Olinder^  127  IlL 
42;  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  92;  Allen  v.  Croft,  109  Ind.  476;  SS  Am. 
Rep.  425.  See  also  Shimer  y.  Jfonn,  99  Ind.  190;  50  Am.  Rep. 
82.  In  this  last  case,  Elliott  J.,  says:  '*  We  have  no  doubt  that 
the  word  ^  heirs '  may  be  construed  to  mean  children,  where  it 
is  plain  that  the  testator  employed  it  in  that  sense  ";  citing 
numerous  cases.  It  is  true  that  it  must  clearly  appear  thai 
the  word  was  used  in  a  different  sense  from  that  which  the 
law  attaches  to  it.  In  the  case  just  cited.  Judge  Elliott 
quotes  from  Lord  Redesdale  in  Jeseon  ▼.  Wright,  2  Bligh, 
56,  the  following  language:  "  The  rule  is,  that  the  technical 
words  shall  have  their  legal  effect,  unless  from  subsequent  in- 
consistent words  it  is  very  clear  that  the  testator  meant  other- 
wise." Also,  from  Lord  Denman  in  Doe  v.  Oallini^  5  Barn.  & 
Adol.  621:  '*  Technical  words,  or  words  of  known  legal  import, 
muit  have  their  legal  effect,  even  though  the  testator  uses 
inconsistent  words,  unless  these  inconsistent  words  are  of  such 
a  nature  as  to  make  it  perfectly  clear  that  the  testator  did 
not  mean  to  use  the  technical  words  in  their  proper  sense.'* 

In  Urich'a  Appeal,  86  Pa.  St.  386, 27  Am.  Rep.  707,  the  case 
is  stated  in  the  syllabySf  as  follows:  "A  testator  devised  lands 
to  his  children  and  their  'heirs '  by  a  separate  clause.  By  a 
subsequent  clause  he  declared  that  none  of  the  children  should 
have  a  right  to  sell  or  encumber  the  lauds,  but  *  the  land  shall 
remain  free  for  their  children  or  heirs,  and  they  (my  said 
children)  shall  have  the  use,  income,  and  profit  of  said  lands 
and  farms  during  their  lifetime.'  By  a  still  later  clause  he 
gave  them  the  power  to  dispose  of  their  interest  by  will,  as 
aforesaid."  Held,  that  the  testator's  children  took  but  life 
estates.  In  the  opinion,  Agnew,  C.  J.,  says:  "  We  agree  with 
all  said  upon  the  first  expression  of  this  devise,  if  the  tes- 
tator intended  to  give  him  a  fee,  and  used  the  word  'heirs '  in 
its  legal  acceptation.  But  that  intention  is  the  pivot  of  the 
questioni  and  must  be  carefully  gathered  from  all  parts  of  the 

will." 
The  clause,  in  this  deed,  "  meaning  and  intending  by  this 
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oonveyaDce  to  my  said  children  the  ase  and  control  of  said 
real  estate  during  their  natural  lives,  and  at  their  death  to 
go  to  their  children;  should  they  die  without  issue,  to  their 
legal  representatives,"  shows,  beyond  question,  that  William 
Hicks  used  the  word  '* heirs"  in  this  deed,  not  in  its  legal 
sense,  but  as  meaning  children.  Counsel  for  appellant  call 
this  clause  a  memorandum,  and  say:  ''If  it  can  be  regarded 
as  a  part  of  the  deed,  it  can  have  no  greater  effect  than  is 
given  to  the  habendum  clause  of  which  it  is  a  part."  Why 
should  it  not  be  considered  a  part  of  the  deed?  And  why 
say  it  is  a  part-of  the  habendum  clause?  l(  does  appear  to 
be  a  part  of  the  deed.  It  is  in  no  way  connected  with  the 
hahendum^  except  that  it  immediately  precedes  it.  It  is  a 
separate,  independent  statement  of  the  grantor,  from  which 
it  clearly  appears  that  by  the  use  of  the  word  '*  heirs "  he 
meant  children,  and  serves  no  other  purpose. 

We  think  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  was  right,  and  it 
will  be  affirmed*  ^____^ 

Bquttt— JuDOMBiiT  PaocuBiD  BT  Fraud.  —  A«  to  whoo  a  oonrt  of 
eqaity  hat  jariidiotioB  to  relieve  against  a  jadgment  procured  through  f rauil, 
MO  ChretmoakU  r.  May,  127  Ind.  611;  jnmI,  p.  660,  and  note;  also  note  to 
Oliver  v.  Ph^,  19  Am.  Deo.  603-^12. 

A  Pabtt  oahnot  Compladi  or  a  Dican  nf  Hn  Favob,  ob  (hia  Which 
DxFBivxs  Hm  or  No  Right.  ^  A  defendant  cannot  i^peal  from  a  jndg* 
mont  in  hii  favor,  aa  he  was  not  aggriered  by  the  result  of  the  trial  below: 
BinggM  ▼.  Barley,  6  Md.  186;  59  Am.  Dea  107.  Irregularity  in  the  form 
•I  the  jadgment  not  prejudicial  to  appellant  eannot  be  complained  of:  Chever 
w.  Homer,  11  CoL  68;  7  Am.  St  Rep.  217. 

CoNBTBUonov  or  Words  '^Hurs"  and  ''CmLDBBf,*  as  Ubsd  nr 
C6MVITAVOI8  OR  WiLLS:  BataU  of  Hunt,  133  Pa.  St  260;  19  Am.  St  Rep. 
640,  and  note;  WaddeU  v.  WaddeU.  99  Ma  338;  17  Am.  St  Rep.  67^  and 
note;  Carpenter  ▼.  Vam  OUnder,  127  111.  42;  11  Am.  St  Rep.  92,  and  ex* 
tended  note.  The  words  "bodily  heirs"  are  used  in  the  sense  of  children: 
JOteheU  w.  Shnfion,  88  Ky.  125.  The  words  "  heirs,"  "  lineal  heirs,"  "  heirs 
of  the  body,"  "issue,"  or  words  of  similar  import^  will  be  held  to  mean  ehil* 
dren:  Oraig  ▼.  Ambrimt  80  Oa.  134w  The  word  *'  heirs"  has  a  well-known 
toehnical  meaning;  it  will  be  given  that  meaning,  unless  it  clearly  appears 
from  ths  context  of  the  will  that  a  different  one  was  intended:  WaUaee  ▼• 
Mktor,  86  Va.  660. 
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MoBiLB  AND  Ohio  Railroad  Go.  v.  P£oplb. 

[1S2  iLLUroIS,  669.] 

Fowift  OF  Railway  Compakt  to  Looatb  Stations  oh  in  Roai>.  —  A 
railway  oompany  caanot  be  compelled,  on  the  one  hand,  to  locate  statioaa 
OD  itf  road  at  points  where  tiie  cost  of  maiotainittg  them  will  exceed  tha 
profit!  rMolttng  therefrom  to  the  oompany,  nor  allowed,  on  tho  other 
hand,  to  locate  them  ao  far  apart  aa  to  practically  dony  to  oommanities 
on  the  line  of  the  road  reasonable  access  to  its  nse. 

Railway  Comfany  cannot  bs  Compsllxd  to  Continvi  Station  whxv. 
•»  A  railway  company  cannot  be  eompelled  to  maintain  or  oontinne  a 
station  at  a  point  when  the  welfare  of  the  oompany  and  ol  tiie  oommn* 
nity  in  general  reqnires  that  it  shoald  be  changed  to  some  other  point. 

Railway  Compaht  cannot  Bind  Itsklf  by  Contract  to  Mautain  Sta* 
TIONS  AT  Pabticulab  Points.  —  A  railway  company  cannot  bind  itaelf 
by  contract  with  indiridaals  to  locate  and  maintain  stations  at  pertiee- 
lar  points,  or  to  not  locate  and  maintain  them  at  other  points.  The  com- 
pany shoald  be  left  free  to  establish  and  re-establish  itsdepoto  wherever 
the  accommodation  of  the  wants  of  the  public  may  require.  The  power 
to  locate  stations  is,  from  ite  nature,  a  continuing  one. 

Mandamus  hot  Awarded  whbrb  Right  b  Doxjvtwuu^A  mandanntM 
will  never  be  awarded  unless  the  right  to  have  the  thing  done  which  is 
sought  ii  dearly  esteblished.  If  the  right  is  doubtful,  the  writ  will  be 
refused. 

Petition  for  mandamu$  by  the  attorney-general.  The  peti* 
tion,  among  other  things,  set  forth  that  the  Cairo  and  St. 
Louis  Railroad  Company  was  incorporated  in  1865,  with  power 
to  construct  and  operate  a  railroad  from  East  St.  Louis  to 
Cairo;  that  it  did  own  and  operate  said  road  until  1882;  that 
it  established  a  station  named  Hodges  Park  at  the  time  of 
constructing  the  road,  at  which  were  located  and  maintained 
a  depot,  side-track,  offices,  and  conveniences  for  receiving  and 
discharging  freight  and  passengers;  that  during  all  the  time 
of  the  operation  of  the  road  by  this  oompany  its  trains  were 
accustomed  to  stop  at  said  station;  that  as  an  inducement  to 
locate  the  station  at  that  point,  citizens  residing  near  and  citi- 
sens  of  the  village  of  Hodges  Park  caused  to  be  conveyed  to 
the  company,  free  of  cost,  certain  lots  of  land  for  its  own  use 
and  to  be  used  by  it  in  the  operation  of  its  road,  and  furnished 
it  lumber  and  other  material  for  the  construction  of  its  depot 
buildings,  and  furnished  it  other  valuable  aid;  that  in  1882 
the  St.  Louis  and  Cairo  Railroad  Company  was  incorporated, 
and  acquired  and  succeeded  to  the  property,  rights,  privileges, 
and  franchises  of  the  Cairo  and  St.  Louis  Railroad  Company, 
above  mentioned,  and  up  to  February  1,  1886,  continued  to 
own  and  operate  said  line  of  railroad,  and  during  all  said  time 
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maintained  at  Hodges  Park  a  station,  depot,  offices,  and  con- 
Teoiences  for  receiving  and  discharging  passengers  and  freight, 
and  was  aocostoroed  tostop  its  trains  there  daily;  that  Hodges 
Park,  during  said  time,  has  grown  to  be  a  village  of  three  or 
four  hundred  inhabitants,  who  have  acquired  property  and 
engaged  in  business  thereat,  relying  upon  said  village  being 
and  remaining  a  station  upon  said  railroad;  that  said  village 
contained  sixty  dwelling-houses,  two  general  merchandise 
stores,  one  drug-store,  two  school-houses,  three  churches,  a 
hotel,  post-office,  railroad  depot,  telegraph-office,  and  saw-mill, 
and  contains  about  sixty-five  families  resident  therein;  that 
the  railroad  passes  through  said  village,  and  the  depot  here. 
tofore  established  was  located  within  convenient  reach  of  the 
business  houses  and  residents  of  said  village;  that  on  Febru- 
ary 1,  1886,  the  Mobile  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company  leased 
said  railroad  and  its  equipments  from  said  St  Louis  and 
Cairo  Railroad  Company  for  ninety-nine  years,  and  took 
possession  of  said  railroad,  its  equipments,  and  other  prop- 
erty, and  has  ever  since  operated  said  railroad  under  said 
lease  as  a  public  carrier;  that  it  was  and  is  the  duty 
of  said  Mobile  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company  to  keep  and 
maintain  and  keep  open  a  station-house  and  depot  at 
Hodges  Park  at  all  suitable  times  for  the  accommodation  of 
passengers  and  of  persons  desiring  the  carriage  of  freight  over 
said  railroad,  and  to  stop  its  passenger  and  freight  trains 
there  daily  for  that  purpose;  that  said  company  does  run  a 
sufficient  number  of  trains  daily  to  accommodate  the  publio 
if  properly  operated,  but  that,  disregarding  its  duty  in  the 
premises,  it  did,  on  the  1st  of  July,  1887,  refuse  and  neglect, 
and  from  that  time  hitherto  has  refused  and  neglected,  and 
still  does  refuse  and  neglect,  to  keep  and  maintain  at  Hodges 
Park  a  depot,  etc.,  for  the  convenience  and  accommodation  of 
persons  desiring  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  freight 
from  or  to  said  station,  and  since  said  time  has  refused 
and  neglected,  and  still  does  refuse  and  neglect,  to  stop  its 
trains,  either  freight  or  passenger,  at  said  station  of  Hodges 
Park,  though  often  requested  so  to  do  by  the  citizens  of 
Hodges  Park  and  by  the  railroad  and  warehouse  commission 
of  the  state  of  Illinois.  The  relator,  by  an  amendment  to  the 
petition  after  demurrer  sustained,  further  alleged  that  the 
said  Mobile  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company,  at  the  time  it  took 
the  lease  above  mentioned,  had  due  notice  of  the  condition 
under  which  the  depot  and  station   at   Hodges  Park  were 
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located,  and  of  the  granting  of  th^  above-mentioned  lots  of 
land  to  said  Cairo  and  St  Louis  Railroad  Company,  in  oon- 
sideration  of  which  said  depot  and  station  were  to  be  main- 
tained and  operated  by  it  and  its  successors.  The  petitioner 
prayed  for  a  writ  of  mandamiia  commanding  the  respondent 
to  cause  the  trains  operated  upon  its  line  of  railway,  or  a  suf- 
ficient number  of  them  to  accommodate  the  public,  to  stop 
daily  at  said  station  of  Hodges  Park,  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
ceiving and  discharging  freight  and  passengers,  and  requiring 
it  to  keep  and  maintain  at  said  station  such  depots  or  station- 
houses,  offices,  side-tracks,  and  agents  as  shall  be  necessary 
for  the  convenience  and  accommodation  of  the  public  in  re- 
ceiving and  discharging  passengers  and  freight  thereat;  and 
that  upon  the  final  hearing,  such  further  order  may  be  made 
in  the  premises  as  to  the  court  shall  seem  meet  and  proper. 
The  petition  was  verified.  The  answer  alleged  the  incorpora- 
tion of  the  Cairo  and  St.  Louis  Railroad  Company  in  1865,  the 
building  of  the  road  by  it  in  1875,  and  that  it  put  up  a 
small  station-house  at  Hodges  Park  and  made  it  a  stopping- 
place  for  a  part  of  its  trains,  but  that  there  was  no  contract 
or  agreement  by  which  it  became  a  stopping-place,  nor  was 
any  property  conveyed  to  it  or  given  to  it  as  an  inducement 
to  the  company  to  make  it  a  station  or  stopping-place;  that 
in  1877  the  possession  and  control  of  the  road  passed  into  the 
control  of  Henry  W.  Smithers,  receiver;  that  the  road  was  in 
1881  sold  under  a  decree  of  foreclosure  to  Josiah  A.  Horsey 
and  Charles  J.  Cauda,  who  in  1882  conveyed  it  to  the  St. 
Louis  and  Cairo  Railroad  Company,  which  operated  it  until 
February  1,  1886,  when  it  leased  it  to  defendant  for  a  period 
of  forty-five  years;  that  during  the  time  the  St.  Louis  and 
Cairo  Railroad  Company  operated  the  road  it  stopped  a  part, 
but  only  a  part,  of  its  trains  at  Hodges  Park,  and  that  long 
prior  to  the  1st  of  February,  1886,  it  had  decided  to  discon- 
tinue this  station,  and  to  make  the  station  or  stopping-place 
half  a  mile  farther  north,  and  defendant  has  only  done  what 
the  St.  Louis  and  Cairo  Railroad  Company  had  decided  to  do, 
in  view  of  the  needs  and  demands  of  the  public,  and  of  its  own 
interests  as  a  carrier  of  passengers  and  freight;  that  defend- 
ant has  built  a  depot  building  on  its  road  just  2,850  feet 
north  of  the  station-house  at  Hodges  Park,  in  a  much  more 
convenient  location  for  the  public;  that  Hodges  Park  con- 
tains less  than  two  hundred  people,  and  has  always  done  very 
little  business  of  any  kind,  being  on  the  very  edge  of  a  large 
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agricaltaral  district  lying  entirely  north  of  it,  and  that  from 
Hodges  Park  southward  there  is  scarcely  a  farm  of  any  kind 
for  a  distance  of  six  miles;  that  four  fifths  of  the  people  who 
formerly  went  to  the  Hodges  Park  station  had  to  pass  by  the 
present  station  on  their  way  there;  that  all  the  public  roads 
in  the  vicinity  lead  to  the  present  station,  and  that  the  only 
bridge  over  the  Cache  River  is  only  two  or  three  hundred 
yards  northeast  of  the  present  station;  that  to  only  a  few 
people  in  Hodges  Park  is  the  present  station  less  convenient 
than  the  former  one,  and  to  everybody  else  interested  the 
present  station  is  much  more  convenient  than  the  former  one; 
that  defendant  has  changed  the  road  from  a  narrow  to  a  stan- 
dard gauge,  and  largely  increased  its  business,  and  that  its 
wants  and  needs  and  those  of  the  public  require  the  location 
of  its  stations  at  the  most  convenient  places,  and  that  it  is 
neither  just  nor  equitable  that  its  hands  should  be  tied  by 
what  the  other  companies  may  have  done  or  omitted.    The 
answer  denied  that  the  defendant  or  its   lessor  ever  had 
any  knowledge  of  any  agreement  between  the  Cairo  and  St. 
Louis  Railroad  Company  and  any  one  else  that  Hodges  Park 
shoald  become  or  be  a  station  on  that  road.    A  demurrer  to 
the  answer  having  been  sustained,  with  leave  to  amend,  the 
defendant  inserted  this  paragraph:    ''This  defendant  says 
that  it  made  the  change  in  the  location  of  its  depot  building 
or  station  as  above  stated  because  the  wants  and  demands  of 
the  public  required  the  change  or  removal  to  be  made,  and 
because  of  the  further  fact  that  at  the  present  location  the 
defendant  could  obtain  grounds  for  the  putting  in  of  tracks, 
and  the  making  of  other  necessary  improvements  and  facili- 
ties  for  the  transaction  of  the  business  of  the  defendant  at 
that  point  and  in  that  neighborhood,  and  that  at  the  former 
location  such  grounds  could  not  be  obtained.     And  defendant 
further  says  the  business  of  said  Hodges  Park  and  of  the 
vicinity  and  neighborhood  would  not  justify  or  require  the 
maintenance  of  the  two  places  or  points  as  stations,  and  that 
the  business  of  Hodges  Park  does  not  require  that  the  station 
should  be  maintained  as  formerly  for  its  benefit  or  accom- 
modation, without  regard  to  the  wants  and  requirements  of 
the  neighborhood  at  large."    The  circuit  court  awarded  the 
mandamuij  and  the  company  sued  out  a  writ  of  error. 

Lansden  and  Leeh^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
Oearge  J7un(,  attomey-generalf  for  the  people. 
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ScHOLFiKLD,  J.    Railway  Btations  for  the  receipt  and  dis- 
charge of  passengers  and  freight  are  for  the  profit  and  con- 
yenience  of  both  the  company  and  the  public.    Their  location 
at  points  most  desirable  for  the  convenience  of  trayel  and 
business  is  alike  indispensable  to  the  efficient  operation  of  the 
road  and  the  enjoyment  of  it  as  a  highway  by  the  public. 
Necessarily,  therefore,  the  company  cannot  be  compelled,  on 
the  one  hand,  to  locate  stations  at  points  where  the  cost  of 
maintaining  them  will  exceed  the  profits  resulting  therefrom 
to  the  company,  nor  allowed,  on  the  other  band,  to  locate 
them  so  far  apart  as  to  practically  deny  to  communities  on 
the  line  of  the  road  reasonable  access  to  its  use.    The  duty  to 
maintain  or  continue  stations  must  manifestly  rest  upon  the 
same  principle,  and  a  company  cannot  therefore  be  compelled 
to  maintain  or  continue  a  station  at  a  point,  when  the  welfare 
of  the  compt^ny  and  the  community  in  general  requires  that 
it  should  be  changed  to  some  other  point;  and  so  we  have 
held  that  a  railway  company  cannot  bind  itself,  by  contract 
with  individuals,  to  locate  and  maintain  stations  at  particular 
points,  or  to  not  locate  and  maintain  them  at  other  points: 
Bestor  v.  Wathen,  60  111.  138;  Under  v.  Carpenter,  62  El.  309; 
Marsh  V.  Fairbury^  Pontiac^  akd  Northwestern  R.  R.  Co,f  64  HI. 
414;  16  Am.  Rep.  664;  Snell  v.  Pells,  113  111.  145;  St.  Louis, 
Jacksonville,  and  Chicago  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mathers,  71  111.  692;  22 
Am.  Rep.  122;  104  111.  257. 

The  power  of  election  in  the  location  of  the  line  of  the  rail- 
way referred  to  in  People  v.  Louisville  and  Nashville  R.  R,  Co^ 
120  111.  48,  results  from  the  franchise  granted  by  the  charter 
to  exercise  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  and  is  therefore  to- 
tally different  from  the  power  of  locating  stations,  which, 
from  its  very  nature,  is  a  continuing  one.  And  so  we  said  in 
Marsh  V.  Fairbury,  Pontiac,  and  Northwestern  /2.  fi.  Co.,  64  IlL 
414,  16  Am.  Rep.  564,  where  a  bill  had  been  filed  for  the  spe- 
cific  performance  of  a  contract  to  locate  and  maintain  a  sta- 
tion at  a  particular  point:  '*  Railroad  companies,  in  order  to 
fulfill  one  of  the  ends  of  their  creation,  —  the  promotion  of 
the  public  welfare,  —  should  be  left  to  establish  and  re-estab- 
lish their  depots  wherever  the  accommodation  of  the  wants  of 
the  public  may  require."  And  so,  again,  we  said  in  St.  Louis, 
JaeksonviUe,  and  Chicago  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mathers,  71  111.  592,  22 
Am.  Rep.  122:  ''  Whenever  the  public  convenience  requires 
that  a  station  on  a  railroad  should  be  established  at  a  par- 
ticular point,  and  it  can   be  done  without  detriment  to  the 
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inteTMto  of  the  Btockholdert,  the  law  aathorizes  it  to  be  eetab- 
lighdd  there,  aod  no  eontraci  between  the  board  of  directors 
and  individuale  can  be  allowed  to  prohibit  it."  And  in  the- 
▼ery  recent  case  of  Pecfle  t.  Chicago  and  AlUm  R,  R.  Co.-,  130 
HI.  176y  where  we  awarded  a  mandamu9  commanding  the  lo- 
cation and  maintaining  of  a  station  at  a  point  where  no  sta- 
tion had  before  been  located  and  maintained,  we  said:  "It  is 
undoubtedly  the  rule  that  railway  companies,  in  the  absence 
of  statutory  provisions  limiting  and  restricting  their  powers, 
are  vested  with  a  very  broad  discretion  in  the  matter  of  locat- 
ing, constructing,  and  operating  their  railways,  and  of  locat- 
ing and  maintaining  their  freight  and  passenger  stations. 
This  discretion,  however,  is  not  absolute,  but  is  subject  to  the 
condition  that  it  must  be  exercised  in  good  faith,  and  with  a 
dne  regard  to  tiie  necessities  of  the  public.'' 

The  rule  has  been  so  often  announced  by  this  court  that  it 
is  unnecessary  to  cite  the  cases  that  a  mandavMa  will  never 
be  awarded  unless  the  right  to  haye  the  thing  done  which  is 
sought  is  clearly  established.  If  the  right  is  doubtful,  the 
writ  will  be  refused.  The  burden  was  on  the  relator  to  prove 
a  case  authorizing  the  issuing  of  the  writ,  and,  in  our  opinion, 
that  proof  has  not  been  made.  The  evidence  does  show  that 
there  are,  of  all  ages  and  sexes,  182  persons  residing  in  Hodges 
Park,  who  are,  by  the  change  of  the  station,  a  little  beyond  a 
half  a  mile  farther  from  the  station;  but  the  evidence  not 
only  fails  to  show  that  they  are  a  majority  of  the  people  re- 
sorting to  that  station  for  business  or  travel,  or  that  they  fur- 
nish the  majority  of  the  freight  received  or  shipped  at  that 
station,  but  it  shows  directly  the  reverse.  It  is  not  shown 
that  there  are  either  mining  or  manufacturing  interests  that 
would  be  accommodated  by  retaining  the  station  at  Hodges 
Park,  and  so  far  as  appears  £rom  the  evidence,  the  business 
there  is  only  that  incident  to  the  ordinary  railway  station  in 
an  agricultural  community.  The  evidence  shows  that,  with  a 
few  unimportant  exceptions,  the  entire  farming  interests  of 
the  country  accessible  either  to  Unity  or  to  Hodges  Park  are 
best  subserved  by  the  change  made  of  the  station.  Thus 
John  Hodges,  a  native  of  Unity,  who  was  sheriff  of  the  county 
for  ten  years,  and  who  also  at  one  time  filled  the  office  of  the 
county  treasurer,  and  who  was  thoroughly  acquainted  with 
the  oonntry  in  the  vicinity  of  Unity  and  Hodges  Park,  testi- 
fied: ^'Tbe  new  station  is  more  convenient  for  the  great  ma- 
jority of  the  people.    The  distance  between  the  two  depot 
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buildings  ii  2,850  feet.  I  know  of  none  to  whom  Hodges 
Park  is  more  convenient  than  Unity,  besides  the  people 
of  Hodges  Park.  In  going  to  Hodges  Park  to  transact  bosi- 
tness,  nine  tenths  of  the  people  have  to  pass  by  Unity,  and 
10  in  returning."  M.  Easterday,  who  resided  in  Cairo,  but 
who  was  a  real  estate  agent,  and  thoroughly  familiar  with  the 
country  and  people  in  the  yicinity  of  Unity  and  Hodges  Park, 
■testified  to  the  effect  that  the  chief  part  of  the  farming  coun- 
try was  nearer  to  Unity  than  to  Hodges  Park,  and  that  the 
roads  and  bridges  favored  travel  to  the  former  place;  and  he 
said:  *' Unity  is  as  much  nearer  the  greater  portion  of  the 
improved  surrounding  country  as  the  distance  from  Unity  to 
Hodges  Park.  I  know  of  no  one,  beside  the  people  of  Hodges 
Park,  to  whom  the  present  station  is  less  convenient  than  the 
former  one.  Unity  is  more  convenient  to  the  farmers  of  the 
community.'*  As  we  understand  the  record,  this  evidence  ifl 
not  contradicted. 

Charles  Hamilton,  the  superintendent  of  respondent's  road, 
testified,  among  other  things:  *'  There  were  two  or  three  rea- 
sons for  the  removal  of  the  station  at  Hodges  Part  to  the  other 
location.  There  was  but  a  little  side-track  at  Hodges  Park, 
and  there  is  one  half  a  mile  long  at  Unity.  At  Hodges  Park 
the  right  of  way  is  only  fifty  feet  on  each  side  of  the  track, 
and  there  was  no  room  to  build  a  side-track,  for  the  reason  that 
the  village  street  is  on  one  side  and  a  slough  on  the  other;  and 
besides,  there  was  not  business  enough  to  sustain  a  station  at 
both  points."  This  evidence  is  unimpeached  and  uncontra- 
dicted in  any  respect,  and  must  therefore  be  accepted  as 
true. 

In  People  y.  LouisviUe  and  Nashville  JB.  R.  Co.^  120  IlL 
48,  and  People  v.  Chicago  and  Alton  R,  R.  Co.^  130  IlL 
175,  the  facts  were  settled  by  the  pleadings,  and  left  no  ques- 
tion but  that  the  public  welfare  required  stations  to  be  main- 
tained at  the  points  where  we  held  they  should  be  maintained, 
and  there  is  therefore  nothing  in  either  of  those  cases  that 
cnilitates  against  our  conclusion  here. 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
is  remanded  to  that  court,  with  direction  to  enter  judgment 
for  the  respondent.  

Railboads  — LooATioir  or  Stations. —The  refasal  of  araflroad  to  daa- 
ignata  is  a  statioa  an  nainoorporated  town  situated  within  three  miles  of  a 
regular  station  is  a  reasonable  regulation:  BaUwaif  ▼.  Adeod^  62  Ark.  406; 
J^eople  T.  Cfkieoifo  eie.  Ry  C^,  130  lU.  17& 
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Rahaoaos  cannot  Bind  Thbmsilvxs  bt  Contract  to  Maintain  a 
Station  at  Ant  Partioclar  Point:  See  Williamaon  r.  Chicago  etc  R*y  Ch*t 
63  Iow%  126;  36  Am.  Rep.  206,  and  extended  note  214-216. 

Mandamus  —  Rtoht  to,  must  bi  Glbarlt  Establishkd.  —  Mandarmu 
is  not  m  writ  of  rights  but  a  prerogative  writ  which  istnee  only  npon  a  proper 
case  dearly  proven  to  the  oonrt:  8kUe  r,  Kirhe^  12  Fla.  278;  95  Adl  Dec 
814,  and  note;  Reading  v.  Commonufealih,  11  Pa.  St  196;  61  Am.  Deo.  634; 
extended  note  to  Freon  v.  Carriage  Co.,  51  Am.  Rep.  79S-801.  A  writ  of 
numdafmu  will  not  isine  in  case  of  a  doubtful  right:  People  ▼.  Hew  York  /. 
AsyUtm^  122  N.  T.  190.  Mandamus  can  only  be  invoked  in  cases  where  a 
dear  legal  right  is  invaded:  State  ▼.  BonneU,  119  Ind.  494;  SwgeH  ▼.  County 
tT  HamUkn,  130  IlL  539;  Commonweaith  r.  FUler,  136  Pa.  St.  129;  Port 
BoyaleU.  Co,  t.  Hagood,  30  S.  C.  519. 


MooRB  V.  Williams. 

riS2  Illinois,  6M.1 

Formbr  Adjudication  Operates  as  EarroppsL  whbn.  —  A  prior  ftdjndt* 
cation  of  the  same  rabject^matter  between  the  same  parties,  althoagh  in 
a  different  mode  of  proceeding,  operates  as  an  estoppel  npon  the  parties 
against  sabsequent  litigation,  as  to  all  matters  that  were  actually  in  con< 
troversy  and  decided  in  that  adjudication.  Therefore  a  party  who  has 
established  his  title  to  land  by  a  decree  in  chancery,  under  which  he  has 
been  put  into  possession,  will  be  estopped  from  prosecuting  to  judgment 
an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  possession  of  the  same  land. 

Aptbal  from  Decrbb  dobs  mot  Destroy  its  Effbot  as  Former  Adjudica- 
tion. ^  An  appeal  from  a  decree  does  not  vacate  or  set  it  aside,  but 
simply  suspends  its  operation,  leaving  it  in  full  force  as  a  merger  of  the 
cause  of  action,  and  a  bar  to  its  further  prosecution. 

Ejectment.    The  opinion  states  the  case. 

W.  H.  WiUiams^  for  the  appellants. 

Oeorge  C  Ross  and  0.  H.  Layman^  for  the  appellees. 

Scholfield,  J.  This  was  ejectment  by  appellants  against 
appellees.  The  court  below  held  that  appellants  were  estopped 
from  prosecuting  the  suit  to  judgment  in  their  behalf,  by  a  de- 
cree in  chancery  in  that  court,  between  the  same  parties  and 
in  regard  to  the  same  subject-matter,  the  court  of  chancery 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter;  and  that  ruling  pre- 
eents  the  only  question  that  it  is  necessary  to  decide  upon  this 
record. 

The  doctrine  is  of  familiar  application  in  this  court  that  a 
prior  adjudication  of  the  same  subject-matters  between  the 
same  parties,  although  in  a  dififerent  mode  of  proceeding, 
operates  as  an  estoppel  upon  the  parties  against  subsequent 
litigation,  at  least  as  to  all  matters  that  were  actually  in 
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controversy  and  decided  in  that  adjudication:  Qarrick  t. 
Chamberlain,  97  IlL  620;  HawUy  y.  Simom^  102  III.  115; 
HamUUm  y.  Quimby,  46  IlL  98;  Hanna  r.  Read,  102  IlL  596; 
40  Am.  Bap.  608.  But  it  seems  to  be  thought  by  counsel  for 
appellants  that  the  &ct  that  an  appeal  has  been  prosecuted 
from  the  decree  destroys  it  as  a  former  adjudication.  This  is 
a  misapprehension.  The  appeal  does  not  vacate  or  set  aside 
the  decree;  it  simply  suspends  its  executioQi  and  leayes  it  in 
full  force  as  a  merger  of  the  cause  of  action  and  a  bar  to  its 
further  prosecution:  Curtis  v.  Root,  28  IlL  367;  Oakea  y.  WUr 
Hams,  107  IlL  154;  NUl  v.  Comparet,  16  Ind.  107;  79  Am.  Dec. 
411;  Burton  v.  Burton,  28  Ind.  342;  Bank  of  North  America  y. 
Wheeler,  28  Conn.  433;  Freeman  on  Judgments,  sec  328. 
Moreover,  the  evidence  shows  that  appellants,  notfrithstand- 
ing  their  appeal,  have  had  that  part  of  the  decree  which  is  in 
their  favor  executed.  They  were  awarded  a  writ  of  posses- 
sion, which  they  have  had  issued,  and  by  virtue  of  it  they 
have  been  placed  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  property  here 
sued  for,  and  it  is  therefore  impossible  that  they  could,  in  any 
view,  recover,  by  a  judgment  in  this  suit,  anything  they  do 
not  already  have  without  a  judgment. 
The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

JuDOMiim  —  FoRMBR  Adjitdication  Acts  as  Esiofpil  wmir.  —  no 
estoppel  of  a  former  jadgment  extendi  to  every  materiel  matter  within  the 
issues  which  was  expressly  litigated  and  determined:  Huntleif  v,  HoU,  59 
Conn.  102;  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  71,  and  note;  PeUrmm  v.  Weiaabem,  80  CaL  38. 
Title  to  real  estate  assailed  by  a  party,  and  determined  against  him,  cannot 
again  be  questioned  by  him:  Foster  v,  HinwHt  76  Iewa»  714.  Aa  action 
against  an  executor  for  conversion  is  barred  by  a  previous  action  against 
him  by  the  same  parties,  in  which  they  recovered  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
the  property  aUeged  as  having  been  the  subject  of  his  conversion:  Bradtejf  ▼. 
Brigham,  149  Mass.  141. 

JuDOMiNTS,  GoNCLUSiviNXsa  Of  —  APPEAL.  —  An  appeal  from  a  Judgment 
does  not  afliBOt  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  reajudieaia:  Peten  ▼.  BcuUa^ 

120  Ind.  416.  Recitals  in  judgments  are  condnstve  nntil  reversed  upon  ap- 
peal, or  set  aside  in  a  direct  proceeding:  Note  to  Oould  ▼.  StekUmrg,  15  Am. 
St.  Rep.  143;  a  bill  to  review  a  judgment  is  such  aa  attack:  Herff  v.  Oriffgs^ 

121  Ind.  471.  An  appeal  from  an  order  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  a  com- 
plaint having  been  dismissed  on  the  ground  that  the  right  to  appeal  was 
waived  by  filing  an  amended  complaint,  the  plaintiffi  cannot  question  the 
correctness  of  suoh  an  order  upon  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  obtained  on 
such  amended  complaint:  Hotier  v.  ViUage  qf  Brandon,  76  Wis.  8.  Where 
a  eauie  is  submitted  to  a  court  without  a  jury,  the  judgment  of  the  conrt  m 
equivalent  to  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  and  the  appellats  court  oaanot  qnestioii 
the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  support  the  judgment:  Qtdilmam  ▼•  Qurk^, 
86  Ala.  594. 
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Davis  v.  Stout. 

[126  Indiana.  12.] 

KaooTiABLi  iKSTRumNTS  —  Extension  of  Tin  for  Pathsmt  ov  Votv 
—  Want  ov  CoNsiDSRATioir.  —  A  eontraet  betweea  th«  payor  and  payat 
of  a  prominory  note,  entered  into  after  principal  and  intereet  are  due, 
and  reoiting  that,  in  eonaideration  of  certain  payments  at  certain  timety 
to  avoid  litigation^  and  for  other  eonsiderationa,  the  time  it  to  be  ex* 
tended  to  a  date  mentioned  therein,  and  a  pending  luit  on  the  note 
dismissed,  is  void,  as  being  withoat  oonsideration,  in  the  absence  of 
extrinsie  allegations  showing  a  valid  oonsideration  for  the  eontraet  of 
forbearanoe. 

KaaoTiABLB  iNaTRVMBNTs  — Void  Extinsiom  ov  Tdcb  vor  Patmikt  ot 
NoTS  WILL  NOT  Rblsask  SuREiT. — A  contract  for  an  extension  of 
time  in  which  to  pay  a  promissory  note,  void  for  want  of  consideration, 
will  not  release  the  surety  thereon. 

NiOOTIABLI   iNSmUMBNTS—  RaTX   ov  InTXRIST  OB  KoTB  OAHBOV  B(B  Va- 

9XK0  BT  Pabol.  —  Where  a  promissory  note  fixee  the  rate  of  interest 
thereon,  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  sabseqnent  to  iti 
•xeontion  a  di£ferent  rate  of  interest  was  agreed  upon. 

P.  T.  Hard  and  M.  D.  Emig^  for  the  appellants. 
M.  Hacker  and  C.  F,  Remy^  for  the  appellee. 

Bluott,  J.  The  promissory  note  upon  which  the  appellee's 
complaint  is  founded  was  executed  by  Jacob  Davis  as  prin- 
cipal, and  by  Eliza  J*  Davis  as  surety.  It  was  executed  in 
April,  1878,  and  became  due  May  4,  1878. 

The  principal  debtor  sets  forth  in  his  answer  this  eontraet 

with  the  payee:  — 

"  November  29th,  1886. 

''In  consideration  of  the  payment  of  three  hundred  dol- 
lars, the  receipt  of  which  is  hereby  acknowledged,  and  three 
hundred  on  or  before  May  the  Ist,  1887,  and  three  hundred 
dollars  August  1st,  1887,  and  balance  on  or  before  Decern* 
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ber  25th,  1887,  and  to  avoid  litigation,  and  other  consider^ 
ations,  the  time  on  note  held  against  Jacob  Davis  and 
Eliza  J.  Davis  is  to  be  extended- to  the  above  stipulated 
time,  and  suit  now  pending  in  Bartholomew  circuit  court 
dismissed.  Abner  Stout." 

Counsel  argue  that  the  contract  evidences  a  re-loan  of  the 
money  to  Jacob  Davis,  and  that  it  merges  the  original  note 
so  that  no  action  can  be  maintained  upon  it.  This  conten- 
tion cannot  prevail.  The  words  of  the  instrument  are,  that 
'*  the  time  on  the  note  held  against  Jacob  Davis  and  Eliza  J. 
Davis  is  to  be  extended  to  the  above  stipulated  time,"  and 
there  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  their  meaning  and  effect.  Thejr 
do  not  extinguish  the  note;  on  the  contrary,  they  expressly 
continue  it  in  force,  and  provide  for  an  extension  of  the  time 
of  payment  If,  therefore,  it  should  be  granted  that  the  con- 
tract extending  the  time  of  payment  is  effective,  still  the  note 
itself  is  not  extinguished. 

The  contract  is  not  valid,  for  the  reason  that  it  is  without 
consideration.  It  does  not  belong  to  the  class  of  contracts  in 
which  a  consideration  is  implied,  nor  do  the  recitals  show  a 
consideration;  neither  is  there  any  extrinsic  averment  show- 
ing a  valid  consideration  for  the  agreement  of  forbearance. 
The  principal  and  interest  of  the  note  were  due  when  the  pay- 
ments were  made  and  the  agreement  extending  the  time  of 
payment  entered  into;  hence  it  is  plain  that  the  payors  of 
the  note  neither  did  anything  they  were  not  already  under  a 
binding  and  legal  obligation  to  do,  nor  undertook  to  do  any- 
thing that  they  were  not  already  bound  to  perform:  Harri$  t. 
Cassady,  107  Ind.  158;  LahoyUauz  v.  Swigart^  103  Ind.  696; 
Fetider  v.  Prather^  43  Ind.  119;  Ritenour  v.  MaUuwa^  42  Ind.  7; 
Reynolds  v.  Nugent^  25  Ind.  328. 

It  does  not  appear,  either  in  the  recitals  of  the  contract,  or 
by  extrinsic  averments,  that  the  payors  of  the  note  had  any 
defense;  but  for  aught  that  is  alleged  their  claim  was  utterly 
groundless;  and  it  is  well  settled  that  a  foundationless  claim 
will  not  support  an  agreement  of  compromise:  HarrU  v.  Cos- 
sady,  107  Ind.  158,  and  cases  cited;  Smith  v.  Boruff^  75  Ind. 
412.  An  agreement  of  compromise  or  of  forbearance  requires 
a  consideration:  Holmes  v.  Boyd^  90  Ind.  332;  Henry  v.  Oillu 
land^  103  Ind.  177;  Roberta  v.  Richardson^  39  Iowa,  290; 
CosUUo  V.  Wilhelm,  13  Kan.  229;  Dillon  v.  RussM,  5  Neb.  484. 
What  we  have  said  fully  disposes  of  the  case  as  to  the  princi* 
pal  debtor. 
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The  Burety  is  in  no  better  situation  than  her  principal,  if  it 
be  true  that  the  contract  of  forbearance  was  without  considera* 
tion;  for  while  it  is  true  that  a  contract  of  extension  founded 
upon  a  consideration  will  release  the  surety,  it  is  also  true 
that  where  there  is  no  consideration  for  the  contract,  the 
surety  will  not  be  released:  Holmes  v.  Boyd,  90  Ind.  332; 
Henry  v.  Giililand,  103  Ind.  177;  Catea  v.  Thayer,  98  Ind. 
156;  Hume  v.  Mazelin,  84  Ind.  574. 

The  terms  of  a  promissory  note  cannot  be  varied  or  con- 
tradicted by  parol;  and  hence  it  was  not  competent  for  the 
defendants  to  aver  that  the  note  drew  only  six  per  cent  in- 
terest, for  the  note  fixes  the  rate  of  interest  at  ten  per  cent. 
Nor  was  it  competent  for  the  parties  to  vary  the  subsequent 
written  contract,  if  it  be  conceded  to  be  a  valid  one;  and  as 
that  contract  does  not  provide  that  the  rate  of  interest  shall 
be  less  than  that  fixed  by  the  note,  parol  evidence  was  not 
admissible  upon  that  point.  The  subsequent  writing  does, 
indeed,  purport  to  confirm  and  continue  the  note  and  all  its 
incidents  in  force;  and  the  utmost  that  can  be  said,  conced- 
ing it  to  be  valid,  is,  that  it  assumes  to  extend  the  time  of 
payment.  Granting  that  the  written  contract  is  in  force,  the 
appellants  cannot  be  heard  to  say  that  it  changes  the  rate  of 
interest  fixed  by  the  note;  but  as  we  have  already  shown, 
there  is  no  such  contract  in  force,  and  hence  the  terms  of  the 
original  contract  remain  unchanged. 

It  would  avail  the  appellants  nothing  if  it  were  held  thai 
there  is  a  valid  contract  binding  them  to  pay  ten  per  cent  in-^ 
terest;  their  original  contract  already  bound  them  to  do  that^ 
BO  that  there  was  no  agreement  on  their  part  to  do  anything, 
they  were  not  already  legally  bound  to  do:  Shaw  v.  Rigby,  84 
Ind.  375;  43  Am.  Rep.  96;  Oale  v.  Corey,  112  Ind.  89. 

Judgment  affirmed.  

Nmotiablb  Ikstrumbnts  — ExnNSioir  or  Tims,  Ck>N8n>KRATioR  fox. 
—  A  note  osiirioas  in  character  ia  a  sufficient  consideration  to  sustain  a  con* 
tract  for  the  payment  of  another  promissory  note:  KeUe^  ▼.  OiUetpief  12 
Iowa»  66;  79  Am.  Dec.  616,  and  note. 

A  Von>  BxTSNSiON  or  Timb  will  not  Rblbabb  a  Sitrxtt.  —A  rar*^ 
BO  a  promissory  note  is  not  discharged  by  a  usnrions  agreement  for  extension 
of  timet  MeUwhiiU  ▼.  Jung,  90  Wis.  361;  11  Am.  Rep.  672;  Abet  ▼.  Alat- 
amier^  46  Ind.  623;  16  Am.  Rep.  270;  Irvine  v.  Adanu,  48  Wis.  468;  S3  Am. 
Rep.  817;  Merriman  v.  Baker^  121  Ind.  74;  contra^  KeUey  v,  GiOftple^  12 
Iowa,  66|  79  Am.  Dec.  616,  and  note;  BcUavian  Bank  ▼.  McDonald,  77  Wia 
487;  Leverone  ▼.  Hildreth,  80  Cal.  139.  The  obligation  of  a  surety  U  not  t» 
be  extended  beyond  what  the  terms  of  the  contract  fnlly  import:  Fini  Nat. 
Baakr.  Cferke,  68  Md.  449;  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  463,  and  note. 
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Conner  v.  Woodpill, 

[196  INDIUIA,  86.] 

TamFAa~>8HiDi>iH0  Watib  or  Adjoimino  Laitd.  —  Oii«  who^  by  mBKom 
«C  a  spoilt,  sheds  aad  throws  the  water  from  his  bnildisg  vpon  tb«  Umd 
^  aa  adjoiniag  owner  is  guilt/  of  trs^as%  aad  liable  in  damagse  thaga* 
for. 

giwartWT  ^  SaappiNa  Watib  ov  Lavb  ov  Anothul — One  who^  bj 
means  of  a  spont^  throws  water  from  his  building  on  the  land  o#  aa  ad- 
joining owner  for  more  than  twenty  years  without  aa  sssertion  of  m 
right  so  to  do^  and  only  by  snff»ranoe  of  sueh  owner»  doea  Ml  meqmhcm 
an  easement^  but  remains  a  trespasser. 

W.  A.  Moon  and  0.  Shane^  for  the  appellant. 

M.  D.  Tackeit  and  B,  F.  Bennett^  for  the  appellees. 

BsBKSHiBEi  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  to  recover  damages  fior 
an  alleged  injurj  to  real  estate. 

The  appellees  have  filed  no  brief,  and  except  so  far  aa  we 
are  informed  by  the  brief  of  the  appellant,  we  have  no  in- 
formation as  to  the  position  assumed  by  the  appellees  in  the 
trial  court. 

The  court  sustained  a  demurrer  to  the  appellant's  com- 
plaint, and  being  willing  to  abide  thereby,  he  refused  to 
amend,  and  the  court  rendered  judgmeat  against  him  for 
want  of  a  sufficient  complaint. 

The  only  question  presented  by  the  assignment  of  error  is 
as  to  the  propriety  of  the  ruling  of  the  court  sustaining  the 
demurrer  to  the  complaint. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  parties  were,  and  are,  ad- 
joining loi-owners  in  the  city  of  Greensburgh,  their  lots  being 
of  equal  size,  sixty  by  one  hundred  and  twenty  feet,  and 
lying  side  by  side;  both  lots  front  to  the  north,  the  appel- 
lant's being  on  the  west.  The  appellant  has  occupied  his  lot 
as  his  place  of  residence,  and  the  appellees  haye  their  church 
upon  theirs. 

The  appellees  erected  their  church  in  the  year  1866;  the 
size  of  the  building  is  fifty  by  fifty  feet,  and  its  west  wall  is 
eight  feet  from  the  east  line  of  the  appellant's  lot 

The  rainfall  upon  the  building  is  shedded,  as  near  as  may 
be,  one  half  to  the  east  and  the  other  half  to  the  west;  at  the 
southwest  and  northwest  corners  of  the  building  are  down- 
fpouts  to  receive  and  carry  from  the  building  the  water 
which  is  shedded  to  the  west  side  of  said  building;  passing 
through  these  spouts  to  the  ground,  the  water  passes  off  the 
appellees*  lot  and  on  the  lot  of  the  appellant,  to  his  injury,  eto. 
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There  has  been  no  chiinge  in  the  conditions  since  the  erec- 
tion of  the  church,  which  was  over  twenty  years  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit. 

It  is  averred  that  the  appellant  at  no  time  availed  himself 
of  the  statute  to  prevent  one  land-holder  from  acquiring  an 
easement  over  the  real  estate  of  another.  Bnt  it  is  also 
averred  that  frequently  during  the  time  intervening  from 
the  date  at  which  the  church  was  erected  and  the  institution 
of  this  action,  the  aj^Uant  complained  frequently  and  often 
protested  to  the  appellees  because  of  the  discharge  of  the 
water  from  their  said  building  upon  his  lot,  and  that  they 
as  frequently  promised  and  assured  him  that  they  would 
remove  the  cause  leading  to  the  injury  of  which  he  com- 
plained. 

We  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  appellees  weie, 
in  the  beginning,  and  at  any  time  within  twenty  years  there- 
after, liable  to  an  action  for  the  injuries  complained  of. 

The  appellees  were  trespassers  whenever  they  shed  the 
water  from  their  building  so  as  to  throw  it  upon  the  appel- 
lant's lot:  Beliom  v.  Sackett,  15  Barb.  96;  Wei$  v.  City  of 
Madison,  76  Ind.  241;  Templeton  v.  Voshloe,  72  Ind.  184;  37 
Am.  Bep.  160;  Ljfneh  v.  Mayor  etc.,  76  N.  Y.  60;  32  Am.  Bep. 
271;  Miller  v.  Laubach,  47  Pa.  St.  154;  86  Am.  Dec.  521;  Pet- 
tigrew  v.  Village  of  Evansvitte,  25  Wis.  223;  3  Am.  Bep.  50; 
NoHh  Vernon  v.  Voegler,  89  Ind.  77;  Seely  v.  Alden,  61  Pa. 
St  302;  100  Am.  Dec.  642;  Adame  v.  Ha$ting$  etc  R.  R.  Oo.^ 
18  Minn.  260. 

And  they  are  still  wrong-doers,  unless  by  twenty  years'  ad- 
verse enjoyment  they  have  acquired  an  easement. 

The  use  which  ripens  into  an  easement  is  adverse  to  the 
land-holder,  and  continuous  and  uninterrupted  for  twenty 
years.    The  statute  (section  4321)  so  provides. 

It  reads:  **  The  right  of  way,  air,  light,  or  other  easement 
from,  in,  upon,  or  over  the  land  of  another  shall  not  be  ac- 
quired by  adverse  use,  unless  such  use  shall  have  been  con- 
tinued uninterruptedly  for  twenty  years."  And  so  are  all 
the  authorities:  McOardle  v.  Barrichtow,  68  Ind.  356,  and 
cases  cited;  Parish  v.  Kaspare,  109  Ind.  586. 

In  this  case  it  is  said:  "  An  owner  of  land  is  not  shorn  of 
his  right  by  merely  permitting,  as  a  favor,  another  to  pass  over 
his  land*  In  order  to  establish  a  prescriptive  right,  something 
more  than  mere  permissive  user  must  be  shown";  citing 
Bennett's  Gknidard  on  Basements,  134.    It  is  frirther  said: 
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"  It  is  not  necessary,  to  establish  a  prescriptive  easement^  that 
there  should  be  color  of  title;  but  it  is  necessary  that  the 
use  be  under  an  assertion  of  right,  and  not  simply  a  user 
under  a  naked  license." 

The  appellees,  by  their  demorrer,  admit  the  allegationa  of 
the  complaint  to  be  true. 

The  allegations  in  the  complaint  rebut  any  assertion  of 
right  on  the  part  of  the  appellees  to  flow  the  water  shed  from 
their  building  upon  the  appellant's  lot,  but  it  was  continued 
merely  by  his  sufferance. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  complaint  is  good,  and  that 
the  court  erred  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  it. 

Judgment  reversed,  with  costs. 


TBBPA88.  — Who  ari  Trbspassxbs,  and  THSia  LfABiuTT  voK  Dam* 
Aon:  See  extended  note  io  Kirkwood  ▼.  MiUert  78  Am.  Dea  137-149. 

CoNTiiruouB  Babuknt  ifl  one  whioh  may  be  vied  and  enjoyed  with<m%  the 
aot  or  intenreation  of  man,  as  a  tpout  dieoharging  rain-water:  BonM  v. 
Bhkemore,  66  Miss.  136.  One  cannot  drain  water  upon  the  land  of  another 
because  no  special  damage  can  be  shown:  Chapel  ▼.  SmUh,  SO  Mich.  100; 
McOwrge  ▼.  Hoffman,  133  Pa.  St.  3S1.  And  if  land  was  damaged  he  would 
be  liable  therefor:   WeddeU  ▼•  Hapner,  124  Ind.  316. 

EAaBmiiT.  — To  maintain  a  prescriptive  right  to  an  easement^  it  mast  ap- 
pear that  the  nser  commenced  and  oontinaed  under  a  daim  of  right,  was 
peaceable,  without  interruption,  open,  notorious,  and  exclusive,  and  main- 
tained with  the  knowledge  of  the  owner  of  the  servient  estate:  MotUgomery  ▼. 
Xodbe,  72  OaL  76.  To  acquire  an  easement  by  prescription,  it  most  be  en* 
joyed  dnring  the  entire  time  prescribed  by  the  statute  of  Umitatioiis:  Tdid 
▼.  Bonn^oy,  123  UL  663;  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  670. 


Wells  v.  Bower. 

[UB  Indiana,  US.] 

Xnounoiffl^RATinoAtToif  o?  ExiounoN  Issued  wttrout  AvTROBnr. 
—A  plaintiff  has  the  right  to  control  the  issuing  of  execution  npoo  a 
judgment  in  hit  faror;  but  if  an  execution  ii  issned  witfaont  his  anthority, 
and  he  ratifies  such  act^  the  execution  becomes  valid  and  binding  ai  to 
purchasers  under  it  In  good  faith. 

Jin>0MENT3  —  AssioNHBNT  OT — Validttt  OT  ExiouTioN  Sali.  —  Where 
the  holder  of  a  valid  judgment  whioh  ii  a  lien  on  real  estate  attempts  to 
aynign  it,  and  the  assignee  afterwards  takes  out  execution,  and  at  the 
sale  of  the  land  thereunder  becomes  the  purchaser,  paying  the  full 
amount  of  the  judgment  with  the  full  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  as- 
signor, third  parties  cannot  qaestion  the  validity  of  the  assignment  and 
subsequent  proceedings  on  the  ground  that  the  assignment  and  notice  of 
sale  were  insufficient. 
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Jiiimiiibmts^Salb  on  ExscunoN  aitxb  Expisatiov  or  Judomekt  Lmr. 
—The  issning  and  levy  of  ezecntion  during  the  lifetime  of  the  jadg- 
maat  lien  will  not  continae  the  lien  beyond  the  time  limited  by  ttatnte. 
To  preeerve  the  priority  acquired  by  the  judgment^  the  tale  most  be 
made  during  the  statutory  period,  and  the  purchaser  at  a  tale  made 
thereafter  under  an  execution  iaeued  during  the  lifetime  of  the  judgment 
lien  takes  title  subject  to  all  liens  ezisttng  at  the  date  of  the  levy  of  the 
execution. 

W.  K.  MarshcM  and  L.  F.  Branamanj  for  the  appellant. 

R,  Applewhite  and  B.  H.  BurreU^  for  the  appellees. 

Olds,  J.    This  is  an  action  brought  by  the  appellees  against 
the  appellant  to  qaiet  the  title  to  certain  real  estate.    The  ques- 
tion presented  arises  on  the  overruling  of  a  demurrer  by  the 
appellant  to  the  complaint    As  appears  by  the  averments  of 
the  complaint,  one  Thomas  J.  H.  Bower  was  the  owner  of  the 
real  estate  in  controversy,  situate  in  Jackson  County.    On  the 
twenty-fifth  day  of  April,  1876,  one  Josiah  Cobbs  recovered  a 
judgment  in  the  Jackson  circuit  court  for  the  sum  of  ninety- 
two  dollars  and  costs  against  said  Thomas  J.  H.  Bower  and 
Simeon  Stockdell.    Afterwards,  on  the  eleventh  day  of  Febru- 
ary, 1884,  Cobbs  sold  and  duly  assigned  the  judgment  to 
Daniel  W.  Bower.    On  the  thirteenth  day  of  April,  1886,  the 
assignee  of  said  judgment  caused  an  execution  to  be  issued 
on  said  judgment,  and  to  be  delivered  to  the  sheriff  of  said 
county,  and  on  the  fifteenth  day  of  April,  1886,  the  sheriff 
duly  levied  said  execution  on  said  real  estate,  and  having  first 
duly  advertised  the  same,  sold  the  same  on  the  fifteenth  day 
of  May,  1886,  to  the  appellees  at  and  for  the  sum  of  $264.47, 
and  the  same  not  having  been  redeemed  on  the  fifteenth  day  of 
May,  1887,  the  sheriff  executed  a  deed  for  said  real  estate  so 
sold  to  the  appellees. 

It  is  further  averred  in  the  complaint  that  on  the  twelfth 
day  of  December,  1877,  the  board  of  commissioners  of  said 
Jackson  County  recovered  a  judgment  in  the  Jackson  circuit 
court  against  said  Thomas  J.  H.  Bower  and  one  Calvin  B> 
Williams  for  the  sum  of  $315  and  costs;  that  on  the  ninth  day 
of  June,  1887,  the  members  of  the  board  of  commissioners  at- 
tempted to  sell  and  assign  said  judgment  to  the  appellant, 
James  C.  Wells,  by  an  indorsement  on  said  judgment,  but 
that  no  notice  was  given  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  sale  of 
said  judgment,  nor  did  the  members  of  said  board  enter  of 
record  their  action,  nor  did  they  assign  said  judgment  as  a  board 
of  commissioners;  that  after  said  pretended  sale  the  said  ap* 
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pellant  eansecl  an  execution  to  isaue  on  sajd  judgment,  and  to 
be  delivered  to  the  sheriff  of  said  county,  which  execution 
said  sheriff  duly  levied  upon  said  real  estate,  and  having  dnly 
advertised  the  same,  he  sold  the  same  on  the  sixth  day  of 
August,  1887,  to  the  appellant  for  the  sum  of  $310.  It  is 
averred  that  at  said  sale  the  appellees  gave  notice  to  a^l  bid- 
ders that  said  proposed  sale  was  irregular  and  would  be  vuIJ 

Two  questions  are  presented  and  discussed  by  counsel;  and 
stating  them  in  the  order  discussed,  they  are, — 1.  Whether  the 
sale  on  the  execution  issued  on  the  Cobbs  judgment  relates 
back  to  the  date  of  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  so  that  the 
purchaser  took  title  by  virtue  of  the  judgment  lien,  or  whether, 
ten  years  having  expired  prior  to  the  sale  on  the  execution, 
the  purchaser  took  title  subject  to  all  liens  upon  the  land  mJL 
the  date  of  the  levy  of  the  execution }  2.  Did  the  appellee 
derive  any  rights  or  title  under  the  sale  on  the  judgment 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  board  of  commissioners? 

We  may  properly  first  consider  the  question  last  stated, 
since,  if  the  appellant  derived  no  title  or  rights  by  virtue  of 
the  assignment  to  him  of  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  board 
of  commissioners,  and  the  sale  thereafter  on  execution  issued 
on  said  judgment,  then  title  may  be  quieted  against  him, 
and  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  tilie  question  as  to  whether 
the  appellees'  title  relates  to  the  date  of  the  levy  or  the  date 
of  the  judgment 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  the  appellees  that  as  the  stat- 
ute provides  that  *^  the  board  of  commissioners  shall  not  be 
authorized  to  sell  any  county  property,  either  real  or  personal, 
except  at  public  auction,  after  advertising  said  property  for 
sale  sixty  days,"  etc.  (Rev.  Stats.  1881,sec.  4248), the  attempted 
sale  and  transfer  are  absolutely  void,  and  that  the  execution 
was  issued  without  authority,  and  hence  the  sale  was  also 
void. 

The  facts  as  alleged  in  the  complaint  show  that  the  board 
of  commissioners  recovered  a  valid  judgment  against  the 
owner  of  the  real  estate  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  oounty 
wherein  it  was  situated;  that  the  board  of  commissioners  at- 
tempted to  sell  and  assign  the  same  to  the  appellant  It  does 
not  appear  but  that  the  appellant  paid  to  the  board  the 
full  amount  of  the  judgment;  that  an  execution  was  duly 
issued  upon  the  judgment  and  delivered  to  the  sheriff  of  the 
county,  and  he  levied  upon  and  advertised  and  sold  the  land, 
and  the  appellant  became  the  purchaser. 
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The  appellees  base  their  contention  that  the  sale  was  void 
and  passed  no  title  to  the  appellant,  on  the  grounds  that  the 
judgment  is  personal  property,  and  that  the  board  of  com* 
missioners  had  no  authority  to  sell  without  first  having  given 
notice.  We  do  not  concede  that  it  is  necessary  to  give  notice 
of  such  sale;  but  if  it  be  true  that  the  commissioners  could 
only  sell  and  transfer  the  legal  title  to  the  judgment  by  hav* 
ing  first  given  notice  in  accordance  with  the  statute,  yet  it 
does  not,  by  any  means,  follow  that  the  execution  and  sale 
thereon  were  void  and  passed  no  title. 

As  a  rule,  judgment  plaintiflTs  have  the  right  to  control  the 
issuing  of  executions  upon  judgments  in  their  favor;  but  if 
execution  be  issued  by  the  clerk  without  the  authority  of  the 
judgment  plaintiff,  and  if  he  ratify  it,  the  execution  becomes 
as  valid  and  binding  as  if  issued  by  his  authority. 

In  1  Freeman  on  Executions,  2d  ed.,  sec.  21,  it  is  said: 
^  Doubtless  the  ratification  may  be  inferred  from  very  slight 
circumstances,  when  the  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the 
writ  is  brought  home  to  plaintiff.  Nevertheless,  it  may  hap- 
pen, without  any  fault  or  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
that  the  writ  is  issued  and  executed  without  his  knowledge, 
and  to  his  prejudice.  In  such  case,  either  he  or  the  purchaser 
at  the  execution  sale  must  suffer  loss;  and  so  far  as  the  ques- 
tion has  been  considered,  it  has  been  held,  and  perhaps  wisely, 
that  the  loss,  if  any,  falls  on  him,  and  that  the  purchaser,  if 
he  acted  in  good  faith,  takes  title,  although  the  sale  was  with- 
out plaintiff's  knowledge,  and  realized  a  sum  less  than  the 
value  of  the  property,  and  insuflBcient  to  satisfy  the  writ" 

In  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Murray ,  112  Ind.  154,  2  Am.  St. 
Rep.  174,  it  is  held  that  the  improvident  issuing  of  a  writ 
does  not  render  it  void,  and  the  court  says:  **If  the  writ  is 
not  void,  it  must  be  attacked  directly,  and  not  collaterally; 
at  all  events,  it  must  be  attacked  prior  to  the  acquisition  of  titie 
by  sale  made  under  it."  In  the  same  case  the  court  further 
says:  **  The  true  and  just  rule  is  that  recognised  by  the  text- 
writers  and  by  our  decisions,  and  that  is,  where  there  is  a 
mere  improvident  issue  of  the  writ,  there  must  be  a  motion  to 
quash  it,  or  some  such  direct  attack,  and  that  a  suit  to  quiet 
title  after  the  sale  has  been  perfected  will  be  unavailing." 
But,  indeed,  in  this  ease  it  is  not  so  much  as  shown  that  the 
writ  was  improvidently  issued.  It  is  not  shown  to  have  been 
issued  without  the  ooment  of  the  commissioners.  It  is  shown 
that  the?  made  an  attempt  to  assign  the  judgmenti  which,  if 
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legally  done,  would  have  given  the  assignee  the  right  to  have 
controlled  the  writ.  Neither  the  board  of  commissioners  nor 
any  person  with  authority  from  them  is  questioning  the  legal* 
ity  of  the  writ  or  sale.  The  question  as  presented  by  the  facts 
shows  that  the  board  of  commissioners  had  a  valid  judgment, 
which  was  a  lien  upon  the  real  estate  of  Thomas  J.  H.  Bower, 
and  the  commissioners  attempted  to  assign  it,  and  an  execu- 
tion was  issued  upon  it,  and  the  real  estate  of  the  judgment 
defendant  sold  to  satisfy  the  judgment,  and  the  appellant 
became  the  purchaser  for  %bout  the  full  amount  of  the  jadg- 
ment,  and  the  board  of  commissioners  are  making  no  ques- 
tion about  the  improvident  issuing  of  the  executioni  or  the 
legality  of  the  sale,  and  for  aught  that  appears  they  had  full 
knowledge  of  its  issuance  and  of  the  sale,  and  have  received 
full  payment  of  their  judgment  Certainly,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, the  appellees  are  in  no  condition  to  contest  the 
validity  of  the  sale,  and  the  appellant  derived  title  to  the  land 
by  such  sale  and  purchase.  It  remains,  then,  to  determine  the 
effect  of  the  sale  on  the  execution  on  the  Cobbs  judgment 
after  the  expiration  of  ten  years  from  the  rendition  thereo£ 
By  section  608,  Revised  Statutes  of  1881,  it  is  provided  that 
**  all  final  judgments  in  the  supreme  and  circuit  courts  tor 
the  recovery  of  money  or  costs  shall  be  a  lien  upon  real  estate 
and  chattels  real,  liable  to  execution  in  the  county  where 
judgment  is  rendered,  for  the  space  of  ten  years  after  the  ren- 
dition thereof,  and  no  longer,  exclusive  of  the  time  during 
which  the  party  may  be  restrained  from  proceeding  thereon 
by  any  appeal  or  injunction,  or  by  the  death  of  the  defend- 
ant, or  by  agreement  of  the  parties  entered  of  record." 

This  identical  question  was  considered  and  passed  upon  in 
the  case  of  Jenkins  v.  Newman^  122  Ind.  99.  In  that  case  a 
judgment  was  rendered  on  March  4, 1871,  and  execution  issued 
on  the  judgment  Mai*ch  8,  1881.  In  speaking  of  the  sale 
made  on  such  execution,  at  pages  107, 108,it  is  said:  "The  judg* 
ment  rendered  in  favor  of  Ferris  by  virtue  of  the  statute  was 
made  a  lien  on  the  land  of  the  judgment  debtor,  Alexander 
Jenkins,  for  the  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  of  the  ren- 
dition of  such  judgment.  At  the  expiration  of  ten  years  that 
lien  expired,  and  cannot  be  extended  by  the  issuing  and  levy 
of  an  execution,  and  the  judgment  lien  expired  before  the  sale 
made  by  virtue  of  the  execution  issued  upon  the  judgment; 
so  that  no  title  passed  by  such  sale  by  reason  of  any  judgment 
lien," 
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This,  we  think,  must  he  the  correct  construction  to  he  given 
to  this  statute.  It  expressly  provides  that  the  judgment  shall 
be  a  lien  for  ten  years,  and  no  longer,  except  in  certain  casesi 
and  none  of  the  exceptions  are  applicable  in  this  case. 

If  a  party  desires  to  derive  the  benefit  of  his  judgment  lien 
he  must  enforce  it  during  its  lifetime,  and  if  he  fails  to  do  so 
he  derives  no  benefit  of  the  lien;  and  unless  the  judgment  plain- 
tiff's right  to  enforce  his  lien  is  suspended  on  account  of  some 
of  the  reasons  stated  in  the  section,  the  lien  expires  at  the  end 
of  ten  years,  and  he  obtains  no  title  by  virtue  of  the  lien 
through  a  sale  made  after  that  date.  The  conclusion  we  have 
reached  is  in  harmony  with  authority:  See  Freeman  on  Judg* 
ments,  8d  ed.,  sec.  392.  It  is  said:  "The  lien  of  judgments, 
being  generally  created  and  limited  by  statutes  prescribing 
the  period  of  its  duration,  is,  for  the  most  part,  kept  strictly 
within  the  bounds  thus  assigned  to  it.  The  object  of  a  scire 
facioB  is  not  to  extend  or  to  continue  the  lien,  but  to  enable 
plaintiff  to  make  it  available  by  execution.  Therefore  if  the 
law  provide  that  judgment  liens  shall  continue  for  a  number 
of  years,  but  that  execution  can  issue  only  within  a  shorter 
period,  it  may  be  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  revive  his  judg- 
ment so  as  to  obtain  execution  after  the  lapse  of  this  shorter 
period,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  lien.  In  case  he  pro- 
ceeds to  revive  his  judgment  by  Bdre  facias^  this  will  not 
prolong  the  lien  beyond  the  time  prescribed  by  statute." 

The  same  author,  at  section  394  a,  says:  "  The  time  during 
which  judgments  have  the  force  of  liens  on  the  lands  of  judg- 
ment debtors  is  usually  prescribed  by  statute.  In  many  in- 
stances, executions  have  been  taken  out  and  levies  made  within 
the  time  prescribed  for  the  continuance  of  the  lien,  but  so  late 
that  the  sale  did  not  take  place  until  after  the  lapse  of  such 
time.  In  regard  to  such  cases,  so  far  as  our  observation  has 
extended,  it  has,  except  in  the  state  of  Missouri,  been  uniformly 
held  that  the  execution  and  levy  did  not  continue  the  lien, 
and  that  to  preserve  the  priority  acquired  by  the  judgment 
the  sale  must  be  made  during  the  statutory  period.  The  title 
acquired  at  such  a  sale  is  therefore  precisely  the  same  as 
though  the  judgment  had  never  been  regarded  as  a  lien": 
Bagley  v.  Ward,  37  Cal.  121;  99  Am.  Dec.  256;  Isaac  v.  Swift, 
10  Cal.  71;  70  Am.  Dec.  698;  Roe  v.  Swart,  5  Cow.  294;  Little 
▼.  Harvey,  9  Wend.  158;  Tufts  v.  TufU,  18  Wend.  621;  Davis  v. 
Mrman,  20  Pa.  St  256;  James  v.  Woriham^  88  IlL  69;  Parsour 
V.  Rhyne^  82  N.  C.  149. 
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The  sale  upon  the  execution  issued  on  the  judgment  in  favor 
of  the  board  of  commissioQers,  having  been  made  within  the 
lifetime  of  this  lien,  related  back  to  the  date  of  judgment,  and 
the  sale  on  the  execution  issued  on  the  Cobbs  judgment  was 
subject  to  the  lien  of  the  judgment  in  £&vor  of  the  board. 

It  follows  from  the  oonclusion  we  have  reached  that  the 
court  erred  in  overruling  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint. 

Judgment  reversed,  at  costs  of  appellees,  with  instructions  to 
sustain  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint. 


JtrDCMXirr— IsBiTABOs  ow  Exaounoir  nnaxain>SB.-^Ex6mtiea 
s  Jndgmont  io  favor  of  »  plaintiff  is  iwned  and  mada  ratamable  at  hia  qptaoas 
BlodgeU  r.  Perry,  97  Ma  263;  10  Am.  8t  Rop.  907.  A  defect  im  imung  aa 
azeontion  may  be  cored:  Bail  t.  Ladbnumd^  60  Ark.  118;  7  Am.  St  Bepu  8i» 
and  notCb 

JuDOMiRT— AmaNKBiiT  09.  — An  action  to  tot  aeide  a  JadgnMat  oaay 
be  maintained  againat  an  auignee:  Magm  ▼•  Lambt  43  Minn.  80;  19  Ail  8t» 
Rep.  216.  An  aasent  by  an  heir  toa  eale  nnder  a  void  jndgment  panee  an  nqni- 
table  title  aa  to  hia  share:  Sahnond  t.  Price,  13  Ohio^  868;  4S  Am.  De& 
As  to  the  aaaignment  of  Jndgmenta  and  the  validity  of  ezecntiona 
under,  aee  extended  note  to  Dugoi  ▼•  Mathew§,  M  Am.  Dea  866-869L 

JoDomwT  Lonr  —  Statitiobt  Pbriod.  —  The  lien  of  a  jndgmeot 
with  the  judgment*a  life:  PaxCon  r.  Rid^  86  Va.  87& 
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MALicioixi  Pbosioutiov  —  Ck)Nvicrnoir  aitd  AoQinmL  am  Aivsomro 
Riaar  ov  AcnoK^SurFicixyor  ov  Ck>icFLAiiiT.  — A  complaint  in 
lioiooe  proeeontion,  alleging  a  conviction  before  a  Jnatice  of  tiie 
and  an  acquittal  on  appeal,  and  that  the  prosecution  was  malicious  and 
without  probable  cause,  bat  containing  no  allegation  that  the  conviction 
was  procured  by  perjury  or  subornation  of  perjury  on  the  part  of  da- 
fendant,  or  by  fraud  or  collusion,  or  any  improper  motive  on  the  part  of 
the  justice^  is  insufficient  on  demurrer.  In  such  caae  the  conviction  ia 
conclusive  evidence  of  probabla  cauae»  and  exonerates  the  defendant 
from  liability. 

Mauoioub  Pbosscution  —  CoNvionoif  as  Faoov  or  Pbobabli  CUuas.  — 
In  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  founded  upon  a  conviction  below 
and  an  acquittal  on  appeal,  the  conviction,  in  the  abaence  of  frand,  ia 
conclusive  evidence  of  probable  cause,  and  relievea  tha  dafandaat  fiom 
liability. 

ICAUOKxni  Paussuwiow  —  BiLmro  ov  Advigb  ov  Ooumbk.  is  PaoaaHA 
Caubs.— In  malicious  prosecution  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  tha 
plaintiff  to  prove  want  of  probable  cause,  and  where  the  defendant  haa 
laid  all  the  facts  before  counsel,  and  baa  acted  in  goad  hMk  upon  tha 
advice  given,  this  exonerates  him  from  liability. 
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MAUoxoim  PitosBouTioK  —  CoHvionov  ifl  Pftoov  OT  Probabli  Causi.  — 
When  a  oonrt  of  oompetent  Jnriidietioii  to  try  an  offuiae  baa  aetadi 
upon  all  the  faoti^  and  haa  fonnd  the  dafaodant  gnilty,  thia  conatitntea' 
probable  eanee,  and  oonolasiTely  ezoneratea  the  prosecating  witn< 
from  liability  in  an  aotion  for  malicione  proeecntion,  althoogh  the 
▼ietion  haa  been  appealed  from  and  an  aeqnittal  had. 

J.  C,  Chaney  and  W.  S.  Maple^  for  the  appellant 
IF.  C,  Hultx  and  0.  B.  Harris^  for  the  appellee. 

Olds,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  for  a  malicious  proseoation. 
The  complaint  alleges  that  in  March,  1887,  the  appellee  insii* 
tated  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  a  prosecution  against  the 
appellant,  charging  the  appellant  with  having  obstructed  a 
public  highway  in  Sullivan  County,  Indiana. 

It  appears  from  the  averments  of  the  complaint  that  the 
appellant  was  convicted  before  the  justice  of  the  peace,  and 
he  took  an  appeal  to  the  circuit  court,  and  was  acquitted  of 
the  charge. 

The  complaint  contains  proper  averments  that  the  prosecu- 
tion was  malicious  and  without  probable  cause,  but  there  are 
no  averments  that  the  conviction  before  the  justice  was  pro* 
cared  by  perjury  or  subornation  of  perjury  on  the  part  of  the 
appellee,  or  by  fraud  or  collusion,  or  any  improper  motives  on 
the  part  of  the  justice. 

A  demurrer  was  sustained  to  the  complaint,  exceptions 
reserved  to  the  ruling,  and  the  ruling  of  the  circuit  court  in 
sustaining  the  demurrer  is  assigned  as  error. 

The  sole  question  presented  is  as  to  whether  the  complaint 
is  rendered  defective  on  account  of  its  showing  that  there  was 
a  ccmviction  of  the  appellant  before  the  justice  of  the  peace. 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  appellee  that  the  fact  that 
the  appellant  was  convicted  by  the  justice,  in  the  absence  of 
averments  that  such  conviction  was  procured  by  perjury  or 
subornation  of  perjury  on  the  part  of  the  appellee,  or  showing 
that  it  was  procured  by  fraud  or  collusion  on  his  part,  rebuta 
the  other  averments  of  malice  and  want  of  probable  cause,, 
and  is  conclusive  evidence  of  probable  cause,  and  exonerates 
the  appellee  from  liability. 

On  ibe  other  hand,  it  is  contended  by  counsel  for  appellant 
that  the  appeal  operated  to  vacate  the  judgment  before  the 
justice,  and  the  cause  came  up  in  the  circuit  court  for  a  trial 
de  novo;  that  it  is  the  same  as  if  a  new  trial  had  been  granted 
by  the  justice,  and  hence  is  not  conclusive  evidence  that  prok* 
able  cause  existed  for  instituting  the  prosecution. 
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The  decisions  of  the  courts  are  not  uniform  upon  the  ques- 
tion presented,  but  we  think  the  great  weight  of  authority  is 
to  the  efifect  that  the  judgment  of  conviction  of  the  justice's 
court,  though  appealed  from  and  an  acquittal  had  in  the  cir- 
tiuit  court,  is,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  conclusive  of  probable 
cause. 

Coolej  on  Torts,  2d  ed.,  page  185,  states  the  law  to  be:  **  If 
the  defendant  is  convicted  in  the  first  instance,  and  appeals, 
and  is  acquitted  in  the  appellate  court,  the  conviction  below 
is  conclusive  of  probable  cause." 

Stephen,  in  his  work  on  the  law  relating  to  actions  for  ma- 
licious prosecution,  page  101,  says:  '^  It  seems  probable  that 
the  reversal  on  appeal  of  a  conviction  is  not  a  termination 
favorable  to  the  person  convicted  upon  which  he  can  found  an 
action  for  malicious  prosecution.  Reynolds  v.  Kennedy^  1  Wila. 
232  (1748),  which  has  frequently  been  quoted  as  an  authority, 
was  an  appeal  from  the  court  of  king's  bench  in  Ireland. 
The  declaration  was  for  seizing  the  plaintifif's  brandy,  and 
'  falsely  and  maliciously '  exhibiting  an  information  against 
him  before  the  subcommissioners  of  excise  for  not  having 
paid  duty  upon  it  It  alleged  that  the  subcommissioners 
condemned  the  brandy,  and  that  the  commissioners  of  appeal 
*  most  justly  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  subcommissioners.' 
It  was  held  that  as  to  the  information  before  the  subcommis- 
sioners, the  declaration  showed  a  foundation  for  the  prosecu* 
tion,  and  that  as  to  the  appeal  'we  cannot  infer  from  the  judg- 
ment of  reversal  of  the  commissioners  of  appeal,  that  the 
defendant,  the  prosecutor,  was  guilty  of  any  malice.' " 

In  GriffU  v.  Sellers,  2  Dev.  <fe  B.  492,  81  Am.  Dec.  422,  a 
well-reasoned  case,  it  is  held  that  where  there  were  a  trial  and 
conviction  in  the  county  court,  and  an  appeal  taken  to  the 
superior  court,  where  the  defendant  was  acquitted,  it  was  con* 
elusive  of  probable  cause,  and  that  the  defendant  in  such  case 
could  not  maintain  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  and 
the  declaration  was  held  bad  for  this  reason. 

In  the  case  of  Clements  v.  Odorless  etc.  Co.^  67  Md.  476,  1 
Am.  St.  Rep.  409,  in  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution, 
where  there  had  been  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant, 
in  the  cause  upon  which  the  prosecution  was  based,  which 
judgment  had  been  reversed,  said:  '*  It  was  the  deliberate 
judgment  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  that  there  was 
not  only  a  probable  cause  for  filing  the  bill  for  injunction,  but 
that  the  appellee  was  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed.     A  judg- 
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ment  thus  rendered  ought  to  be  considered  conclusive  as  to 
the  question  of  probable  cause,  although  it  was  reversed  on 
appeal  by  the  supreme  court;  otherwise,  in  every  case  of  re« 
versal,  an  action  would  lie  for  the  institution  of  the  original 
suit.'' 

Whitney  v.  Peekhavif  15  Mass.  243,  is  a  case  directly  in 
point  The  plaintiff  in  that  case  was  arrested  for  an  alleged 
assault  and  battery,  and  tried  and  convicted  before  a  justice. 
On  appeal  to  the  circuit  court  of  common  pleas,  he  was  ac* 
quitted.  The  supreme  court  held  that  the  conviction  before 
the  justice,  he  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  was 
conclusive  evidence  that  there  was  probable  cause:  Parker  v. 
Huntington,  2  Gray,  124;  Parker  v.  Farley,  10  Cush.  279. 

In  Bitting  v.  Ten  Eyck,  82  Ind.  421,  42  Am.  Rep.  605,  it  is 
said  by  this  court:  "  The  conviction  of  the  plaintiff  is  always 
evidence  of  probable  cause,  unless  it  was  obtained  chiefly  or 
wholly  by  the  false  testimony  of  the  defendant;  generally  it 
is  conclusive  evidence  of  probable  cause."  It  is  further  said: 
**  And  it  has  been  held  sufficient  evidence  of  probable  cause  to 
show  that  the  plaintiff  was  convicted  of  the  offense  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace  who  had  jurisdiction,  although  he  was 
afterwards  acquitted  on  an  appeal.'' 

These  decisions  are  in  accordance  with  other  holdings  in 
regard  to  the  law  governing  malicious  prosecutions. 

The  burden  of  proof  rests  upon  the  plaintiff,  in  such  cases, 
to  prove  the  want  of  probable  cause;  and  in  this  class  of  cases 
it  has  been  held  that  where  one  lays  all  the  facts  before  coun* 
sel,  and  acts  in  good  faith  upon  an  opinion  given,  it  exonerates 
him  from  liability. 

In  Cooley  on  Torts,  page  183,  Mr.  Cooley  says:  "  It  may 
perhaps  turn  out  that  the  complainant,  instead  of  relying 
upon  his  own  judgment,  has  taken  the  advice  of  counsel 
learned  in  the  law,  and  acted  upon  that.  This  should  be 
safer  and  more  reliable  than  his  own  judgment,  not  only  be- 
cause it  is  the  advice  of  one  who  can  view  the  facts  calmly 
and  dispassionately,  but  because  he  is  capable  of  judging  of 
the  facts  in  their  legal  bearings.  A  prudent  man  is  therefore 
expected  to  take  such  advice;  and  when  he  does  so,  end  places 
all  the  facts  before  his  counsel,  and  acts  upon  his  opinion, 
proof  of  the  fact  makes  out  a  case  of  probable  cause,  provided 
the  disclosure  appears  to  have  been  full  and  fair,  and  not  to 
have  withheld  any  of  the  material  facts*';  and  this  doctrine  is 
adhered  to  by  this  court,  and  is  distinctly  and  clearly  stated 
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In  the  ease  of  Paddoel  ▼.  WatU,  116  Ind.  146, 151,  9  Am.  St. 
Rep.  832,  as  follows:  ^  Where  one  lays  all  the  facte  before 
counsel,  and  acts  in  good  faith  upon  an  opinion  giyen,  he  is 
not  liable  to  an  action,  even  though  it  turn  out  that  he  was 
mistaken.  But  in  order  that  he  may  obtain  immunity,  he 
must  have  made  a  full  and  fair  statement  of  all  the  facte 
known  to  him.'' 

When  the  question  arises  ^ipon  the  evidence,  it  is  usually  a 
controverted  fact  as  to  whether  the  defendant  did  make  a 
full  and  fair  statement  of  all  the  facts  known  to  him,  and 
acted  in  good  faith  on  the  opinion  given;  but  should  it  af- 
firmatively appear  in  a  complaint  that  the  defendant  did 
make  a  full  and  fair  statement  to  counsel,  and  in  good  faith 
acted  upon  an  opinion  given,  it  would  seem  that  it  would 
show  a  case  of  probable  cause  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
and  render  the  complaint  insufficient  to  withstand  a  demur- 
rer; or  if  such  a  state  of  facts  should  be  pleaded  as  a  defense^ 
it  would  be  good  to  withstand  a  demurrer. 

If  it  be  a  good  defense,  then  it  destroys  the  plaintiff's  right 
of  action  when  it  is  fully  stated  in  his  complaint 

One  of  the  reasons  upon  which  this  rule  is  based  is,  that 
when  the  prosecuting  witness  acts  upon  facts  which  are  of 
such  a  character  that  when  they  are  stated  to  a  calm  and  dis- 
passionate person,  capable  of  judging,  they  lead  him  to  con- 
clude the  person  charged  is  guilty,  they  are  such  as  to  make 
a  case  of  probable  cause  on  which  the  prosecuting  witness  has 
the  right  to  act;  so  in  relation  to  a  case  like  the  one  at  bar,  if 
the  facts  are  such  as  lead  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to 
try  the  offense,  to  act  upon  them  and  find  the  defendant 
guilty,  it  makes  out  a  case  of  probable  cause,  and  conclusively 
exonerates  the  prosecuting  witness  from  liability,  although  an 
appeal  may  be  taken  and  an  acquittal  had  in  the  appellate 
court 

As  said  in  Paddock  y.  WatU,  116  Ind.  146,  161,  9  Am.  St. 
Rep.  832,  '*  Where  one  lays  all  the  facts  before  counsel,  and 
acts  in  good  faith  upon  an  opinion  given,  he  is  not  liable  to 
an  action,  even  though  it  turn  out  that  he  was  mistaken." 

So  it  may  be  said  in  a  case  where  the  judgment  of  convic- 
tion is  appealed  from  and  an  acquittal  had.  If  the  prose- 
cuting witness  presented  the  facts  to  one  court,  competent  to 
try  the  cause,  and  the  court  found  the  defendant  guilty, 
it  makes  out  a  case  of  probable  causci  and  exonerates  him 
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from  liability,  tbougb  tbat  court  erred  in  its  judgment.  Tbis 
is  undoubtedly  tbe  true  rule. 

It  is  the  duty  of  citizens  when  they  are  in  possession  of 
facts  which,  when  fully  and  fairly  presented  to  a  calm  and 
dispassionate  lawyer,  capable  of  determining  whether  such 
facts  constitute  a  crime  such  as  should  be  prosecuted  and 
punished,  or  sufficient  when  presented  to  a  court  having  ju- 
risdiction to  try  the  offense,  to  lead  the  court  to  act  upon 
them,  and  find  the  defendant  guilty,  to  take  legal  steps  for 
the  punishment  of  such  offenders;  and  they  should,  when  they 
act  in  good  faith  upon  such  facts,  be  exonerated  from  any 
liability  in  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution. 

If  it  was  averred  or  shown  by  the  complaint  in  this  case 
that  sucb  conviction  had  been  procured  by  perjury  or  subor- 
nation of  perjury  on  the  part  of  tbe  appellee,  or  by  any  fraud 
or  collusion  on  bis  part,  it  would  present  a  different  question; 
but  it  contains  no  such  averments. 

The  conclusion  we  have  reached  being  in  harmony  with  the 
ruling  of  the  circuit  court,  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs. 


BfAuoiouB  PaosioonoN— StTFiioisiioT  OT  CoKFLAiirr.  —  A  plain  and 
clear  statement  of  the  facts  constitnting  the  wrong  is  snffioient:  Antdiff  r, 
June,  81  Mich.  477;  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  633;  and  note;  OoUrdl  r.  OoUrell,  128 
Ind.  181. 

Malioious  pBOSEOUTioir  —  Ck)NviOTioN  AS  A  Proov  07  Probablb  Cause. 
—  An  aoqnittal  does  not  establish  a  want  of  probable  canse:  Boegtr  t.  Lan; 
genherg,  97  Mo.  890;  10  Am.  St  Rep.  322,  and  note;  Brown  ▼.  Randall,  86 
Conn.  56;  4  Am.  Rep.  35;  Jonea  v.  Finch,  84  Va.  204.  Where  there  is  a  failure 
to  establish  want  of  probable  oanse,  a  nonsuit  is  properly  granted:  Fenater* 
fliofor  ▼.  Page,  20  Key.  290. 

MALioiotrs  Paosboution  —  Probablb  CAUSB^Acriira  itvdbb  Adviob 
07  CouNSXL.  —  Tbe  presumption  of  malice  may  be  rebutted  by  showing  that 
prosecutor  acted  under  advice  of  counsel:  8mUh  v,  Walter,  125  Pa.  St.  453; 
BuntingUm  v.  QauU,  81  Mich.  144;  Haggard  ▼.  Flwry,  120  N.  Y.  223;  Cwmey  t. 
ChoK,  81  Mich.  203.  But  if  full  disclosure  was  not  made  to  the  attorney  the 
(act  that  the  action  was  brought  on  his  advice  will  not  be  a  shield  to  an  action 
for  malicious  prosecution!  ComUmenl  ▼.  Cropper,  41  La.  Ann.  803;  and  the 
•ame  is  true  if  falss  statements  were  made  to  the  attccney:  Petertm  ▼• 
Tmgr,  80  Mich.  86a 


682  LouiBViLLB  STc.  B'y  Co.  v.  Nitbchb. 


Louisville,  New  Albany,  and  Chicago  Railway 

Company  v.  Nitsohb. 

[126  IHBIAXX.  229.] 

Railroads — NxouoBNCK—SnriNo  Firb  ok  Bight  ov  Wat. — Whan 
ft  railroad  company,  whose  right  of  way  as  well  as  snrroanding  lands  is 
oompoeed  of  one  rast  bed  of  tnrf  or  peat,  intentionally  sets  fire  to  sn^ 
right  of  way  in  a  season  of  great  drought,  it  is  gnilty  of  poaitiTe  tort^ 
and  not  of  mere  passire  negligence,  and  is  liable  for  all  loss  resnlttng  to 
adjoining  owners  or  others  to  whose  land  the  fire  is  oommunicated  by 
an  ordinary  wind. 

Railroads —NsouasNOB — Sbttino  Firb  ov  Right  ov  Wat. — A  rail- 
road company  may  remore  combustible  material  from  its  right  of  way, 
and  while  it  may  ordinarily  employ  fire  for  that  purpose  without  oom* 
mitting  negligence,  still,  when  the  use  of  fire  greatly  imperils  adjoining 
property,  it  is  a  positive  wrong  to  employ  fire  for  such  purpose,  for 
which  the  company  must  respond  in  damages  in  case  of  1< 


0.  W.  Friedley  and  E.  C.  Fiddj  for  the  appellant 

/.  Kopelle,  for  the  appellee. 

Elliott,  J.  Gathered  and  grouped  in  a  form  sufficiently 
lull  and  clear  to  exhibit  the  questions  of  law  which  arise  in 
this  case,  the  facts  as  they  appear  in  the  special  finding  may 
be  thus  stated:  The  appellee  is  the  owner  of  lands  used  for 
ordinary  farming  and  grazing  purposes,  adjoining  the  appel- 
lant's railroad.  On  the  nineteenth  day  of  July,  1887,  the 
section-hands  of  the  appellant,  by  order  of  its  road-master, 
set  fire  to  grass,  weeds,  and  other  combustible  materials 
on  the  appellant's  right  of  way,  a  short  distance  from  the 
appellee's  land,  and  burned  off  a  great  part  of  the  space 
occupied  by  the  track.  The  object  of  the  section-men  was  to 
remove  from  the  right  of  way  all  combustible  materials.  At 
the  time  the  fire  was  set  out  it  was  very  dry,  no  rain  having 
fallen  for  more  than  four  weeks.  The  section-men  extin* 
guished  all  the  blaze  and  fiame  caused  by  the  fire  set  out  by 
them,  but  fire  remained  in  some  pieces  of  turf  which  had  been 
ignited,  and  although  there  was  no  fiame,  the  fire  was  still 
alive  and  smoldering.  These  pieces  of  burning  turf  were  cast 
back  upon  the  space  which  had  been  burned  over.  The  ap- 
pellant's right  of  way  extended  over  beds  of  turf,  or  peat,  and 
the  same  material  formed  the  surface  of  the  body  of  adjoin- 
ing lands,  and  also  of  the  appellee's  land,  which  was  adjacent 
to  the  right  of  way  of  the  appellant.  Turf,  or  peat,  when 
dry,  will  ignite,  and  burn  to  the  depth  at  which  it  ceases  to  be 
dry.    On  the  twenty-second  day  of  July,  1887,  the  wind  shifted 
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to  the  northeast,  and  blew  fresh, but  not  unusually  strong  for  the 
locality.  The  fire  smoldering  in  the  pieces  of  turf  cast  back 
upon  the  track  was  kindled  into  a  flame,  and,  passing  from 
the  right  of  way,  communicated  fire  to  the  land  owned  by 
Hawkinson,  burned  there  for  a  time,  but  finally  all  the  fire 
that  was  visible  was  fought  out  and  extinguished  by  persons 
residing  in  the  neighborhood.  The  fire  had,  however,  com- 
municated with  the  turf  on  Hawkinson's  farm,  where  it  re- 
mained dormant  until  the  morning  of  the  twenty-third  day 
of  the  month  named;  on  that  day  it  broke  out  and  spread 
over  the  land  of  Schaffer.  For  the  second  time  neighbors 
extinguished  such  flame  as  was  visible,  but  the  turf  still  held 
fire,  and  burned  slowly.  On  the  twenty-fourth  day  of  the 
same  month  the  wind  shifted  to  the  south,  and  the  fire  from 
Schaffer's  land  was  communicated  to  the  turf,  or  peat,  on  the 
appellee's  farm.  For  the  third  time  such  fire  as  could  be 
seen  or  reached  was  extinguished  by  persons  residing  in  the 
neighborhood,  assisted  by  the  employees  of  the  appellant;  but 
still  the  fire  remained  in  the  turf,  smoldering,  but  not  ex- 
tinguished. On  the  second  day  of  August  the  wind  increased, 
but  it  did  not  blow  stronger  than  is  usual  in  the  locality,  and 
again  the  fire,  smoldering  in  the  turf  on  appellee's  farm,  broke 
out  It  ran  over  ten  acres,  and  caused  the  appellee  serious 
loss.  ''  By  reason  of  the  dryness  of  the  season  and  the  char- 
acter of  the  soil,"  says  the  trial  court  in  its  finding,  "  it  was 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  set  fire  to  and  bum 
off  the  right  of  way  at  the  place  and  time  where  the  same 
was  so  burned." 

An  essential  and  ruling  element  of  this  case  is,  that  it  was 
a  tortious  act  to  set  out  the  fire  which  caused  the  plaintiff's 
injury.  It  was  something  more  than  culpable  negligence  to 
start  a  fire  on  a  bed  of  turf,  or  peat,  in  a  season  of  great 
drought,  when  for  weeks  no  rain  had  fallen,  and  the  ground 
was  parched  and  dry.  The  act  of  the  defendant  in  setting 
out  a  fire  at  such  a  place  and  under  such  conditions  was  a 
positive  wrong;  for  the  law  forbids  that  one  person  should 
put  the  property  of  another  in  jeopardy  by  such  an  act.  In 
degree,  only,  is  there  a  difference  between  such  a  case  as  this 
and  one  in  which  a  person  kindles  a  fire  near  a  train  of  gun- 
powder leading  to  a  magazine  filled  with  explosive  sub- 
stances. In  essence,  the  case  is  the  same  as  that  of  one  who 
builds  a  fire  upon  materials  that  will  ignite  and  continue 
burning,  in  a  place  where  all  surrounding  materials  are  of  the 
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eame  oombofltible  character.  If  a  person  should  kindle  a 
fire  in  a  great  heap  of  inflammable  paper,  sorrounded  cm 
^very  side  hy  other  like  heaps,  with  the  line  of  communica- 
tion between  them  direct  and  unbroken,  no  one,  we  venture 
to  say,  would  hesitate  to  declare  that  he  by  whom  the  fire 
was  kindled  was  guilty  of  a  positive  tort,  and  not  of  mere 
|)assive  negligence. 

A  railroad  company  has  a  right  to  'remove  combuatible 
material  from  its  right  of  way,  and  ordinarily  it  may  not  be 
negligence  to  employ  fire  lor  that  purpose;  but  where  the 
conditions  are  such  as  to  put  in  great  peril  adjacent  property, 
fire  cannot  be  rightfully  used  for  such  a  purpose.  Fire  is  a 
necessary  agent,  in  common  use  in  life,  and  from  its  employ* 
ment,  under  ordinary  conditions,  negligence  or  wrong  ie  not 
necessarily  inferable;  but  it  may  be  so  used  as  to  make  the 
person  using  it  guilty  of  a  tortious  act  The  doctrine  we  as- 
eert  was  declared  in  the  early  years  of  the  common  law: 
Smith  V.  Frampton,  2  Salk.  644;  Tubervil  v.  Stamp^  1  Salk.  13; 
AnonymouBf  Cro.  Eliz.  10. 

The  rule  has  continued  in  unbroken  force  through  all  the 
ages  of  the  jurisprudence  of  the  English-speaking  nations: 
Catron  v.  Nichohj  81  Ma  80;  51  Am.  Rep.  222;  MilUr  v.  Mar^ 
tin,16  Mo.  608;  57  Am.  Dec.  242;  Clark  v.  Fooi^  8  Johns.  421; 
Barnard  v.  Poor,  21  Pick.  378;  Hanlon  v.  Ingram,  3  Iowa,  81; 
Fahn  v.  Reiehart,  8  Wis.  255;  76  Am.  Dec,  237;  FiUUer  v. 
Phippard,  11  Q.  B.  347;  McKenzU  v.  McLeod,  10  Bing.  385; 
Cleland  v.  Thornton,  43  Gal.  437;  Collim  v.  Groaeclou,  40  Ind. 
414.  A  lawful  act  may  be  done  in  such  a  mode  or  under 
euch  circumstances  as  to  make  it  wrongful,  and  where  fire 
is  used  in  an  improper  manner,  or  under  circumstances  such 
as  inexcusably  imperil  surrounding  or  adjacent  property,  the 
person  so  using  it  is  a  wrong-doer:  Oagg  v.  Vetter^  41  Ind. 
228;  13  Am.  Rep.  322;  Freemantle  v.  London  etc.  R'y  Co.,  2 
Post.  A  F.  337;  Aldridge  v.  Cheat  Western  etc.  R'y  Co.^  3  Man. 
A  G.  615;  Vaiighan  v.  MerUove,  3  Bing.  N.  G.  468;  Crogate 
V.  Morrii,  Brownl.  197;  Higgins  v.  Dewey,  107  Mass.  494;  9 
Am.  Rep.  63.  In  a  series  of  cases  our  court  has  held  that 
railroad  companies  are  not  liable  for  setting  out  fire  on  their 
own  right  of  way,  but  are  liable  for  negligently  sufiering  it  to 
escape  and  injure  adjacent  property:  Pittsburgh  etc.  R'y  Co.  v. 
Hixon^  79  Ind.  Ill,  and  cases  cited;  Pittsburgh  etc.  Ry  Co.  v. 
Jones,  86  Ind.  496;  44  Am.  Rep.  334;  Brinkman  v.  Bender,  92 
Ind.  234;  LotUsvUU  etc.  R'y  Co.  v.  Ehlert,  87  Ind.  839;  Indiema 
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etc.  JPy  Co.  ▼.  Adamson^  90  Ind.  60;  Indiana  etc.  Ky  Co,  v. 
MeBroom^ 91  Ind.  Ill;  Waba%h  etc.  Ry  Co.  ▼.  /aftfuon,  96  Ind. 
40;  PkUHmrgh  etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  Hixon,  110  Ind.  225.  Within 
the  principles  established  by  these  authorities,  the  person 
whose  land  was  first  reached  by  the  fire  would  undoubtedly 
be  entitled  to  recover;  for  the  use  of  fire,  under  the  circum- 
stances existing  at  the  time  the  fire  was  set  out  by  the  appel- 
lant,  was  wrongful,  and  the  conditions  were  such  as  to  make 
it  reasonably  oertain  that  it  would  leave  the  appellant's  right 
of  way  and  follow  the  continuous  beds  of  peat,  or  turf,  upon 
which  the  track  was  laid,  and  which  extended  on  every  side 
of  it,  covering  many  acres.  That  the  fire  would  escape  from 
the  right  of  way  was  so  probable  that  the  appellant  must  be 
held  responsible  for  what  did  actually  occur;  for  all  persons 
are  required  to  foresee  and  provide  against  the  probable  con- 
sequences of  their  acts.  Unusual  and  improbable  results  are 
not  to  be  anticipated,  but  usual  or  probable  ones  must  be: 
BUlman  ▼.  Indianapolia  etc.  R.  R,  Co.,  76  Ind.  166;  40  Am. 
Dec.  230;  Dunlap  v.  Wagner,  85  Ind.  529;  44  Am.  Rep.  42; 
Wabaeh  etc.  Ry  Co.  ▼.  LocUy  112  Ind.  404;  2  Am.  St  Rep. 
193;  LouieniUe  eU.  Ry  Co.  ▼.  Wood,  113  Ind.  544,  556,  and 
cases  cited;  Clare  v.  Mclntire,  120  Ind.  262,  265;  Cincinnati 
etc.  R.  R.  Co.  y.  Cooper,  120  Ind.  469,  472;  16  Am.  St  Rep. 
334;  Terre  Haute  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Clem,  123  Ind.  15;  18  Am. 
8t  Rep.  303;  Lane  ▼.  Atlantic  Worke,  111  Mass.  136;  HiU  v. 
Winsor,  118  Mass.  251. 

The  only  difficulty  which  this  case  presents  grows  out  of  the 
fact  that  the  fire  crossed  the  land  of  Hawkinson  and  of  Schaffer 
before  reaching  that  of  the  appellee;  but  the  difficulty  will  be 
found,  upon  scrunity  and  analysis,  to  be  apparent  rather  than 
real.  Its  apparel  of  seeming  strength  drops  when  the  tests  of 
reason  and  authority  are  applied,  for  neither  upon  principle 
nor  authority  can  it  be  justly  concluded  that  the  injury  was 
so  remote  as  to  defeat  a  right  of  recovery.  As  has  been  shown, 
the  act  of  setting  out  a  fire  at  such  a  season,  and  on  an  inflam- 
mable and  continuous  bed  of  peat,  was  a  positive  wrong  and 
not  mere  passive  negligence,  so  that  the  case  falls  within  the 
rule  declared  in  the  famous  ^*  Squib  case,"  which  our  own  and 
other  courts  have  so  often  and  so  strongly  approved:  Seoti  t. 
Shepherd^  2  W.  Black.  892;  BiUman  ▼.  Indianapolie  eU.  R.  R. 
Co.,  76  Ind.  166;  40  Am.  Dec.  280;  Dnrdap  v.  Wagner,  85  Ind. 
529;  44  Am.  Rep.  42;  Terre  Hants  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Buck,  % 
Ind.  846;  49  Am.  Rep.  168;  Louisville  etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  Faltey^ 
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104  Ind.  409;  Indianapolis  etc.  Ry  Co.  ▼.  Pitur,  109  Ind.  179 
(188);  58  Am.  Bep.  387;  Ohio  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Eecht,  115  Ind. 
443,  and  cases  cited;  LouisviUe  etc,  IVy  Co.  v.  Snyder^lVJ  Ind. 
435;  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  60;  Denver  etc.  R'y  Co.  ▼.  Harris,  122 
U.  8.  597;  Lake  Shore  etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  Rosenztoeig,  113  Pa.  St 
519;  Addison  on  Torts,  42;  Cooley  on  Torts,  70;  Bishop  on  Non- 
contract  Law,  sec.  45;  2  Shearman  and  Bedfield  on  Neg- 
ligence, 4th  ed.,  sec.  742.  The  wrong  of  the  appellant  put  in 
motion  the  destructive  agency,  and  the  result  is  directly  at- 
tributable to  that  wrong.  In  this  instance,  cause  and  effect 
are  interlinked;  there  is  no  break;  the  chain  is  perfect  and 
complete.  The  line  of  connection  is  as  continuous  and  almost 
as  closely  woyen  into  unity  as  the  beds  of  peat  which  the  rail- 
road traverses,  and  which  lie  in  one  vast  body  along  the  right 
of  way.  Firing  one  part  of  such  a  body  of  inflammable  ma- 
terial when  it  was  parched  by  the  long  drought  was,  in  legal 
contemplation,  firing  it  all,  for  the  spread  of  the  fire  was  so 
probable  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  appellant  to  foresee  the 
result  and  not  set  out  the  fire.  If  a  man  should  set  fire  to  a 
rope  saturated  with  inflammable  oil,  leading  from  house  to 
house,  and  the  fire,  following  the  rope,  should  destroy  a  third 
house,  we  suppose  it  to  be  perfectly  clear  that  he  would  be 
liable  to  the  owner  of  that  house;  and  what  is  true  of  the  imagi- 
nary case  is  true  of  the  actual  one,  for  the  line  of  causation 
is  even  more  complete  and  perfect  in  the  latter  than  in  the 
former.  We  discriminate  this  case  from  the  case  of  Penn- 
eylvania  Co.  ▼.  Whitlock,  99  Ind.  16;  50  Am.  Bep.  71.  There 
is  solid  reason  for  discriminating  between  the  two  cases.  In 
the  one  there  was  mere  passive  negligence,  in  the  other  a  posi- 
tive wrong.  There  is  also  another  element  of  difference,  for 
the  case  referred  to  proceeds  upon  the  theory  that  there  was 
an  intervening  agency  and  a  break  in  the  line  of  causation, 
while  here  no  such  theory  can  be  framed  without  violence  to 
the  facts,  since  the  fire  followed  the  continuous  inflammable 
bed  of  peat  upon  which  it  was  ignited  by  the  appellant  It 
must,  indeed,  be  owned  that  the  case  cited  carries  the  doc- 
trine to  the  utmost  verge.  The  doctrine  cannot,  at  all  events, 
be  extended,  for  even  limiting  it  to  the  facts  of  the  particular 
instance  then  before  the  court,  the  decision  is  in  conflict  with 
the  decisions  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  with 
those  of  almost  all  of  the  state  courts,  and  it  is  at  variance 
with  the  views  of  the  standard  text-writers:  Milwaukee  etc.  Rfy 
Co.  V.  Kellogsy  94  U.  S.  469;  Shearman  and  Bedfield  on  Negli- 
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gence,  4th  ed.,  sec.  666,  and  notee;  Cooley  on  Torts,  96,  and 
note;  Bishop  on  Non-contract  Law,  sec.  45;  8  Am.  &  Eng. 
Ency.  of  Law,  11,  and  cases  cited. 

It  is  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  find  a  substantial  reason 
for  holding  that  an  ordinary  wind  is  an  independent  interven* 
ing  agency;  for  what  occurs  in  the  usual  course  of  nature,  and 
is  not  abnormal  or  extraordinary,  cannot  be  regarded  as  an 
independent  agency.  We  think  it  very  clear  that  if  a  man 
should  erect  walls  too  weak  to  withstand  the  force  of  ordinary 
winds,  and  they  should  fall  upon  and  crush  an  adjoining 
building,  he  could  not  defeat  the  claim  of  the  owner  of  the 
ruined  building  upon  the  ground  that  the  walls  fell  before  an 
ordinary  wind.  Between  the  supposed  case  and  the  real  one 
before  us,  no  difiference  in  principle  can  be  discerned  by  the 
keenest  vision.  Extraordinary  winds  may  justly  be  regarded 
as  independent  intervening  agencies;  but  not  so  winds  which 
are  usual,  and  prevail  without  disturbing  the  normal  condi* 
tion  of  nature.  One  who  is  himself  without  fault  has,  in 
justice  and  common  fairness,  a  right  to  recover  from  one  who 
has  caused  him  loss  by  a  tortious  act,  although  an  ordinary 
natural  occurrence  entered  into  the  chain  of  events  which 
culminated  in  the  loss.  It  is  in  truth  impossible  to  conceive 
a  case  wherein  loss  from  fire  can  happen  wholly  indepen- 
dent of  natural  causes.  Fire  will  not  burn  without  air,  and 
yet  no  one  will  be  bold  enough  to  assert  that  because  this 
natural  agency  enters  into  every  conflagration,  therefore  the 
wrong-doer  is  absolved  from  responsibility. 

It  is  very  seldom  that  any  case  arises  in  which  some  break 
between  cause  and  efiect  is  not  discernible  upon  rigid  scrutiny 
and  by  captious  refinement;  but  the  law  is  a  practical  science, 
and  repudiates  subtle  refinements  and  speculative  inquiries. 
It  will  not  sacrifice  substantial  rights  to  such  impracticable 
processes,  but  will  reject  them  to  make  way  for  practical  jus- 
tice. Recondite  discussions  of  efficient  cause,  plurality  of 
causes,  and  kindred  topics,  are  for  the  metaphysician  and  the 
speculative  philosopher,  not  the  practical  lawyer  or  judge.  In 
the  ably  reasoned  opinion  pronounced  in  the  case  of  Milwaukee 
etc.  R.  R.  Go.  V.  Kellogg,  94  U.  8.  469,  the  supreme  court  of 
the  United  States  unanimously  declared  that  ''in  a  succes- 
sion of  dependent  events  an  interval  may  always  be  seen  by 
an  acute  mind  between  a  cause  and  its  effect,  though  it  may 
be  so  imperceptible  as  to  be  overlooked  by  a  common  mind. 
Thus  if  a  building  be  set  on  fire  by  negligence,  and  an  adjoin- 
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ing  building  be  destroyed  witbout  any  negligence  of  tbe  occn* 
pants  of  the  first,  no  one  would  doubt  that  the  destruction  of 
the  second  was  due  to  the  negligence  that  caused  the  burning 
of  the  first.  Yet,  in  truth,  in  a  very  legitimate  sense,  the 
immediate  cause  of  the  burning  of  the  second  was  the  burn* 
ing  of  the  first.  The  same  might  be  said  of  the  burning  of 
the  furniture  in  the  first  Such  refinements  are  too  minute  for 
rules  of  social  conduct  In  the  nature  of  things,  there  is  in 
every  transaction  a  succession  of  events,  more  or  less  depend- 
ent upon  those  preceding,  and  it  is  the  province  of  a  jury  to 
look  at  this  succession  of  events  or  facts,  and  ascertain 
whether  they  are  naturally  and  probably  connected  with  each 
other  by  a  continuous  sequence,  or  are  dissevered  by  new  and 
independent  agencies;  and  this  must  be  determined  in  view 
of  the  circumstances  existing  at  the  time."  Discussing  the 
same  general  principle  in  another  case,  that  high  tribunal 
said:  '*  In  the  sense  of  an  efficient  cause,  causa  eausans^  this 
is  no  doubt  strictly  true;  but  that  is  not  the  sense  in  which 
the  law  uses  the  term  in  this  connection.  The  question  is, 
Was  it  causa  sine  quo  noUj  —  a  cause  which,  if  it  had  not  ex- 
isted, the  injury  would  not  have  taken  place,  —  an  occasional 
cause?  and  that  is  a  question  of  fact,  unless  the  causal  con- 
nection is  evidently  not  proximate  ":  Hayes  v.  Michigan  Cen* 
tralR.R.  Co.,  Ill  U.  S.  228. 

In  the  case  of  JEtna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Boon,  95  U.  S.  117,  the 
court  said:  '^The  question  is  not  what  cause  was  nearest  in 
time  or  place  to  the  catastrophe.  This  is  not  the  meaning 
of  the  maxim,  Causa  proxima,  non  remota  spectatur.^*  In  the 
same  case  the  court  quoted  with  approval  from  the  case  of 
Brady  v.  Northwestern  Ins,  Co,,  11  Mich.  425,  the  following 
stawment  of  the  law:  '*  That  which  is  the  actual  cause  of  the 
loss,  whether  operating  directly  or  by  putting  intervening 
agencies  —  the  operation  of  which  could  be  reasonably 
avoided — in  motion,  by  which  the  loss  is  produced,  is  the 
cause  to  which  such  loss  shall  be  attributed." 

In  almost  every  branch  of  the  law  may  be  found  cases,  an- 
cient and  modern,  asserting  the  general  doctrine  outlined  in 
the  decisions  from  which  we  have  quoted.  Many  of  the  cases 
we  have  already  cited  assert  this  general  doctrine,  and  to  them 
may  be  added  OmsUier  v.  Philadelphia  Co.,  31  Fed.  Rep.  354; 
Lund  V.  T);ngsboro,  11  Cush.  563;  Louisiana  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Tweed,  7  Wall.  44;  Butler  v.  WUdman,  3  Barn.  &  Adol,  398; 
Barton  v.  Home  In$.  Co.,  42  Mo.  156;  97  Am.  Dec.  329;  Marcy 
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▼.  MerchanUf  Mnt.  Jtw.  Co.,  19  La.  Ann.  388;  Ring  ▼.  CUy  of 
Cohoe$,  77  N.  Y.  83;  33  Am.  Rep.  574;  Ehrgott  v.  Mayor  eU.^ 
96  N.  Y.  264;  48  Am.  Rep.  622. 

In  speaking  of  tbe  cases  of  Ryan  y.  New  York  Centred  R.  R^ 
Co.,  35  N.  Y.  210,  91  Am.  Dec.  49,  and  Penneylvama  R  R.  Co* 
v.  Kerr,  62  Pa.  St.  353,  1  Am.  Rep.  431,  which  declare  a  doc* 
trine  antagonistic  to  that  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States,  an  able  lawyer,  John  D.  Lawson,  says:  "  For 
they  are  not  only  opposed  to  all  the  English  decisions,  to- 
every  subsequent  American  case,  but  to  the  later  adjudica* 
tions  of  the  very  states  in  which  they  were  decided."  In  sup- 
port of  his  statement,  Mr.  Lawson  cites  a  great  number  of 
cases:  4  South.  L.  Rev.  760,  761.  Very  much  the  same 
statement  was  made  by  Judge  Cooley  in  his  work  on  torts,  to 
which  we  have  already  referred,  and  his  statement  is  quoted 
in  BiUman  v.  Indianapolie  etc.  R.  R.  Co,,  76  Ind.  166;  40  Am.. 
Dec.  230. 

Following  maxims  with  rigid  strictness  is  a  perilous  pro- 
ceeding. They  are  scant  covers  for  great  principles,  and  are- 
sometimes  as  misleading  as  the  wise  saws  or  musty  proverbs 
of  a  village  oracle.  It  is  idle  to  expect  a  terse  maxim  to  ade- 
quately express  a  great  principle;  the  most  it  can  ordinarily 
do  is  to  suggest  the  principle;  but  even  so  much  as  that  it  can 
only  do  in  shadowy  outline. .  *'  Legal  maxims,"  it  has  been 
said,  "  are  convenient  currency,  but  they  require  the  test,  from 
time  to  time,  of  a  careful  analysis."  *'  It  is  hardly  fair,  by 
the  way,"  said  an  eminent  English  lawyer, "  to  find  fault  with 
a  maxim  for  its  brevity,  though  brevity  should  make  us  be* 
ware":  5  Law  Quarterly  Rev.  444.  Mr.  Townshend  says: 
"We  believe  that  not  a  single  law  maxim  can  be  pointed 
out  which  is  not  obnoxious  to  objection":  Ram  on  Judg- 
ments, 45. 

These  are  echoes  from  the  opinions  of  the  judges  who  have^ 
frequently  shown  the  folly  of  depending  too  much  on  maxims: 
Blach  V.  IFard,  27  Mich.  191;  15  Am.  Rep.  171;  Thureton  v. 
City  oj  St.  Joeeph,  51  Mo.  510;  11  Am.  Rep.  463;  Bonomi  v. 
Backhouee,  27  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  378. 

It  is  certainly  true  that  the  court  which  follows  strictly  and 
without  expansion  the  maxim.  Causa  proxima,  non  remota  spec* 
iatur,  will  go  so  far  astray  as  to  be  unable  to  deal  out  justice 
to  deserving  snitors.  But  no  court  is  bound  to  "  stick  in  the 
bark  "  of  a  maxim;  on  the  contrary,  it  is  its  duty  to  ascertain 
and  give  effect  to  the  spirit  of  tbe  principle  which  the  maxink 


690  Simpson  9.  Dufoub.  [Indiana, 

dimly  indicates,  but  does  not  fully  express.  In  {his  instance, 
the  spirit  of  the  principle,  of  which  the  maxim  quoted  is  a 
glimmering  outline,  requires  that  it  should  be  adjudged  that 
the  appellant  shall  make  good  to  the  appellee  the  loss  sus- 
tained by  him  from  its  tortious  act. 
Judgment  affirmed.  

Railroads  ^Kiquobnob  —  Snmro  Fmss.  —  Whtre  a  railroad  eompanj 
negligently  seta  fire  to  ite  right  of  way,  and  the  property  of  adjaoent  ownen 
i«  thereby  injured,  the  qaeition  whether  or  not  the  latting  of  tho  fire  wai 
the  proximate  caosa  it  a  question  for  the  jury:  Haverlif  ▼.  StaU  elc  R,  EL 
O0.»  135  Pa.  St  50;  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  848.  It  it  a  presumption  of  law  whoa 
an  injury  is  done  by  a  fire  set  out  by  a  railroad  that  the  company  is  negli- 
gent; but  this  may  be  overcome  by  showing  that  the  company  axaroiaad  due 
oare  and  diligence:  Eag€  ▼•  Ohkago  etc  B*y  O0.9  77  Iow%  OdL 
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[Vm  IMDIAITA,  822.] 

OoMMOH  Cabrixb  — Attachmbnt  Of  Goods  in  Trahsit— Riqht  of  Car* 
BIX&  TO  Hold  Goods.  —  In  an  action  against  a  common  carrier  to  re- 
cover for  taking  goods  which  he  has  in  transit  from  the  posaeasion  of  a 
sheriff  who  has  levied  upon  them  under  a  writ  of  attachment^  it  is  a  good 
defense  that  the  property  sought  to  be  attached  was  not  the  property  of 
the  party  against  whom  the  writ  of  attachment  issued,  nor  anbject  to 
levy  and  attachment  against  him.    * 

C  S.  Tandy  and  L.  0.  SchroedeVy  for  the  appellant. 
F.  M,  Oriffith  and  W.  R,  Johnston^  for  the  appellees. 

CoFFBY,  J.  This  case  is  here  for  the  second  time,  and  is 
reported  in  95  Indiana,  302.  The  material  facts  as  disclosed 
by  the  complaint  are  set  out  in  the  complaint  as  copied  in 
the  above  report,  and  need  not  be  repeated  here.  Upon  a  re- 
turn of  the  cause  to  the  Switzerland  circuit  court  a  substituted 
complaint  was  filed,  and  the  appellant,  as  the  then  sheriff  of 
the  county,  was  substituted  for  Anderson,  as  plaintiff. 

The  appellee  Dufour  filed  an  answer  consisting  of  nine  para- 
graphs,  to  all  of  which  the  court  sustained  a  demurrer,  except 
the  first  and  eighth.  The  eighth  paragraph  avers,  substan- 
tially, that  there  was  in  force  in  the  state  of  Kentucky  a  gen- 
eral statute,  by  the  terms  of  which  all  persons  who  were  the 
owners  of  warehouses  in  which  were  stored  whisky,  tobacco, 
etc.,  were  denominated  warehousemen;  that  such  warehouse- 
men were  permitted  to  issue  warehouse  receipts  for  goods  on 
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hand  and  stored  in  such  warehouses;  that  such  warehouse  re- 
ceipts were  negotiable  as  inland  bills  of  exchange;  that  Darlingi 
on  the  sixth  day  of  April,  1878,  was  the  owner  of  a  warehouse, 
in  said  state,  in  which  was  stored  a  large  quantity  of  whisky, 
and  that  he  was,  by  virtue  of  said  statute  of  Kentucky,  a  ware- 
houseman; that  on  said  day  the  said  Darling  executed  a 
warehouse  receipt  for  193  barrels  of  whisky,  or  cologne  spirits, 
describing  the  barrels  by  their  serial  numbers  and  warehouse 
numbers;  that  the  40  barrels  sought  to  be  attached  was  a  part 
of  said  193  barrels;  that  said  warehouse  receipt  was,  on 
said  sixth  day  of  April,  indorsed  by  said  Darling  to  one  White- 
head,  and  was  by  said  Whitehead  indorsed  to  one  Ferdinand 
Schwill,  of  the  city  of  Cincinnati,  in  the  state  of  Ohio,  to  whom 
eaid  whisky,  on  being  shipped,  was  consigned;  that  by  reason 
of  said  Schwill  being  the  owner  and  holder  of  said  warehouse 
receipt  he  thereby  became  the  owner  of  said  whisky  on  the 
sixth  day  of  April,  1878,  four  days  before  the  same  was  shipped, 
and  was  entitled  to  hold  the  same;  that  said  warehouse  receipt 
was  issued  and  assigned  to  said  Schwill  by  virtue  of  a  written 
contract  entered  into  by  said  Schwill  and  Darling  and  said 
Whitehead,  in  the  fall  of  1877,  whereby,  in  consideration  that 
Schwill  would  advance  a  large  sum  of  money  with  which  to 
repair  said  Darling's  distillery,  and  furnish  grain  and  material 
with  which  to  operate  said  distillery,  and  also  to  purchase  all 
revenue  stamps  for  the  whisky  produced  at  said  distillery,  the 
said  Schwill  was  to  have  the  entire  product  thereof  until  he 
was  fully  repaid  all  money  so  advanced  and  paid  out  by  him; 
that  at  the  time  said  warehouse  receipt  was  transferred  to  said 
Schwill,  and  at  the  time  said  40  barrels  were  sought  to  be  at- 
tached. Darling  and  said  Whitehead,  under  the  terms  of  said 
contract,  were  indebted  to  said  Schwill  in  a  sum  exceeding  the 
value  of  the  whisky  covered  by  said  warehouse  receipt;  that 
by  reason  of  said  statute  of  Kentucky  the  said  Schwill  was  the 
owner  of  said  whisky,  and  the  same  was  not  subject  to  levy 
and  attachment  as  the  property  of  said  Darling. 

The  statute  of  the  state  of  Kentucky  is  set  out  in  this  an- 
swer. 

After  issues  formed,  the  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury,  resulting 
in  a  verdict  for  the  appellees,  upon  which  the  court  rendered 
judgment. 

The  first  assignment  of  error  calls  in  question  the  correct- 
ness of  the  ruling  of  the  circuit  court  in  overruling  the  de- 
murrer to  the  above  answer. 
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It  ii  oontended  by  the  appellant  that  it  is  no  defense  Cor 
Dafour  to  show  that  the  property  sought  to  be  attached  was 
not  the  property  of  Darling,  against  whom  the  writ  of  attach- 
ment was  issued,  and  that  it  was  the  duty  of  Dufour  to  have 
permitted  the  sheriff  to  seize  the  property  and  leaTe  the  court 
to  determine  the  question  of  ownership. 

We  are  not  inclined  to  adopt  this  view.  The  sheriff  had  no 
risht  to  seize  the  property  of  Schwill  on  a  writ  of  attachment 
against  Darling.  Had  he  done  so  he  would  have  been  a  tres- 
passer. It  is  true  that  in  refusing  to  permit  the  levy,  Dufour 
took  the  risk  of  rendering  himself  liable  in  the  event  it  should 
be  established  that  Darling  owned  the  property,  for  then  the 
sheriff  would  have  been  acting  rightfully  under  his  writ;  but 
if  the  property  was  in  fact  Sch will's  property,  the  sheriff  can- 
not be  heard  to  complain  that  the  appellee  prevented  him  from 
committing  a  trespass. 

The  appellee  was  a  common  carrier,  and  an  insurer  of  the 
property  in  controversy,  and  it  was  his  duty  to  hold  it  until 
such  time  as  it  reached  its  destination,  unless  taken  from  his 
possession  lawfully:  Sherlock  v.  AUing^  44  Ind.  184;  JKtts- 
burgh  etc.  R'y  Co.  v.  HoUowell,  65  Ind.  188;  32  Am.  Rep.  63; 
Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Poor,  103  Ind.  553;  McCulloch  ▼.  MeDofi' 
aid,  91  Ind.  240. 

If  it  was  the  property  of  Schwill  it  could  not  be  lawfully 
taken  from  his  possession  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  attachment 
against  Darling.  In  our  opinion,  this  answer  stated  a  good 
defense  to  the  cause  of  action  set  up  in  the  complaint. 

It  is  also  urged  by  the  appellant  that  the  court  erred  in 
overruling  his  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  court  erred  in  its  instructions  to  the 

jury. 

The  instructions  are  quite  voluminous,  and  no  good  purpose 
would  be  subserved  by  setting  them  out  here. 

We  have  given  them  a  careful  examination,  and,  when 
taken  as  whole,  we  think  they  state  the  law,  substantially, 
as  applicable  to  the  case  as  made  by  the  evidence. 

With  the  general  verdict  the  jury  returned  answers  to  spe- 
cial interrogatories,  by  which  it  is  made  to  appear  that  the 
facts  are  as  set  out  in  the  eighth  paragraph  of  the  answer.  The 
case  seems  to  have  been  correctly  decided  on  its- merits. 

There  is  no  substantial  error  in  the  record* 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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CoMifON  Carrixr  —  Attachmsnt  of  GrOODB  III  TRANSIT.  ~  Gk>ods  in  the 
handa  of  a  eommon  carrier.  Mixed  under  procem  against  the  owner  and 
taken  out  of  the  carrier's  possession,  releases  the  earner  from  liability  for 
non-delivery:  JeweU  y.  Olaen,  18  Or.  419;  17  Am.  St.  Bep.  746,  and  note. 
In  order  to  exercise  the  right  of  stoppage  in  trantUu  npon  goods  that  have 
been  attached,  it  is  essential  that  the  consignor  shall  learn  of  the  con* 
Bgnee's  insdlTency  after  shipment:  FeHkhauBen  ▼.  FeUow,  20  Ner.  812^ 


»  r 

Glbyeland,  Columbus,  Oinoinnati,  and  Indianap- 
olis Bailway  Company  v.  Closseb. 

(126  Indiana,  84&] 

OaiiMoy  Oaxbiiss — VAUtDirr  ov  Contraot  yoe  Bibati  to  Shifpbr.  — 
A  contract  between  a  common  carrier  and  a  grain  shipper,  by  which  the 
earner  agrees  to  receive  at  the  time  of  shipment  a  designated  ram  tm 
compensation  for  the  transportation  of  grain,  and  to  refund  a  certain  pari 
of  the  sum  reoei?ed  when  the  transportation  is  completed,  is  Talid  and 
binding. 

Odmioir  Cabrjxrs  —  Validitt  of  Contraot  tor  Bbbatr  to  Shippbb.  — 
To  give  an  illegal  character  to  a  contraot  between  a  common  carrier  and 
*  shipper  by  which  the  latter  is  to  receiYC  a  rebate  on  freight  charged 
when  the  transit  is  ended,  more  mnst  be  shown  than  the  mere  fact  that 
the  parties  stipulated  for  a  rebate,  as  it  cannot  be  presumed  that  fraud 
was  intended  or  practiced,  nor  that  there  was  any  wrongful  combination 
to  secore  an  undue  advantage  over  other  shippers,  nor  that  in  stipulat- 
ing for  a  rebate  the  carrier  intended  to  make^  in  favor  of  a  particular 
shipper,  a  discrimination  forbidden  by  law. 

CoiiifOB  OAjtBiBB  —  Validitt  oy  Contract  Diboriminatino  dt  FAVoKot 
OvB  Shiptbb.  —  A  mere  discrimination  will  not  invalidate  a  contract  be* 
iween  a  carrier  and  a  shipper.  To  have  that  effect^  other  elements  must 
enter  into  the  contract,  and  when  such  elements  are  present  in  such 
force  as  to  make  the  discrimination  unjust  or  oppressive,  the  contract 
will  be  illegaL  Whether  or  not  the  contract  is  impartial  dependi  upon 
the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case. 

OomfOH  Carrxbrs—Illboal  CoMBiNATioir  SnrLnro  CoMPBTmoir— 
Biosr  TO  Makb  Spbgial  Contraot  with  Shxppbr.  —A  contract  bo- 
tween  competing  carriers  forming  a  combination  or  '*pool "  for  the  pur* 
poee  of  preventing  or  stifling  competition  is  illegal  and  void,  mad  a 
oontract  between  one  of  the  associated  carriers  and  a  shipper,  stipulating 
for  a  special  rate,  and  containing  no  element  of  partiality,  oppression,  or 
improper  favoritism,  is  valid  and  enforceable. 

Cknotoir  Carbibbs — Combinatioh  to  Stdtlb  Compbtitiob  —  BuBimr  at 
Pboof.  —  A  oombination  between  common  carriers  to  prevent  oompetft- 
tion  is  yrkna  faae  illegal,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  carrier  to 
remove  the  presumption  by  affirmative  proof  that  the  object  of  the  com- 
bination was  only  to  prevent  ruinous  competition,  and  that  it  does  not 
establish  unreasonable  rates,  unjust  diseriminatioii%  or  oppressive  reg* 
ula^ions.  Until  the  presumption  is  thus  removed,  the  combination 
must  be  held  to  be  within  the  coudemnation  directed  against  all  oon^ 
teacts  which  violate  public  policy. 
Ax.  9t.  KBP.,  Vol.  XXIL  -88 
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PBAonoB  —  PaoBUcriair  of  EyiDViros  —  Rbmbbt. — Where  a  motion  re- 
quiring  a  party  to  produce  certain  books  and  papers  is  sustained,  tbe 
party  is  not  bound  to  disregard  the  order  of  tbe  trial  oourt»  suffer  for 
the  disobedienoe,  and  then  seek  redress  by  appeal  An  objection  made 
and  exception  reserved  in  proper  time  is  sll  that  is  required  to  be  done 
to  present  the  question  on  appeal. 

PRAcmoB  —  Probuctioh  and  Usi  07  Etidencb—  PBBSuicpnoH.  —  Where 
instruments  of  eyidence  are  used  in  the  mode  required  by  law,  it  can- 
not be  said  that  there  was  prejudicial  error,  although  the  motion  for  their 
production  may  have  been  defective,  or  the  order  made  upon  it  too 
broad.  In  such  case  it  will  be  presumed  on  appeal  that  there  was  no 
irregularity  or  error  in  the  ultimate  action  of  the  trial  court. 

Byidbrcb,  when  ADML38IBLB.  —  It  IS  sufficient,  to  entitle  evidence  to  ad- 
mission, that  there  is  some  evidence,  direct  or  circumstantial,  tending 
to  make  it  competent;  for  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  connecting  evi- 
dence should  distinctly  establish  the  facts  which  give  the  character  of 
competency  to  the  testimony,  as  the  courts  in  admitting  testimony,  does 
not  conclusively  adjudge  that  the  evidence  establishing  its  competency 
is  soffioient  to  fuUy  prove  the  requisite  faet.  It  simply  declares  that 
there  it  some  evidence  tending  to  make  the  testimony  oompetent. 

AoBNOT— ScoFB  — Dbolarations  AS  TO  Past  Tbansaotion.  — Where  an- 
thority  is  delegated  to  an  agent  to  transact  business,  and  thai  basin«aa 
.  requires  continuous  negotiations,  or  is  a  business  not  fully  ended  by  a 
•ingls  aot|  and  requires  a  series  of  acts  to  complete  it  according  te  the 
intention  of  the  parties  and  commercial  usages,  the  authority  of  the 
agent  does  not  expire  with  the  performance  of  one  act»  although  that  met 
may  be  of  prime  importance.  The  rule  is  the  same  when  tbe  agent  has 
authority  to  conduct  a  single  transaction;  for  at  to  that,  he  it  a  general 
•gent,  with  anthority  to  perform  all  acts  necessary  to  fully  eonsnmmate 
the  transaction.  This  rule,  however,  does  not  permit  the  deolarations 
of  an  agent  narrating  a  past  transaction  to  be  given  in  evidence. 

OcMfHON  Carribba  ~  Spbcial  Contraot  with  Shippbr — Right  ro  Rb- 
BATB.  —  Where  a  common  carrier  makes  a  special  contract  with  a  ship- 
per te  repay  part  of  the  sum  received,  he  must  perform  his  part  of  tbe 
contract,  unless  he  overthrows  the  presumption  of  fairness  and  right  by 
countervailiug  facts.  Tlie  shipper  need  not  first  prove  that  the  rate 
charged  aad  paid  under  the  contract  was  excessive  and  nnjust,  as  his 
right  to  recover  rests  upon  the  contract  stipulating  for  a  rebate. 

pRAonoB.  —  Spboial  Findings  must  bb  CoNsiDSirBD  as  a  Wholb,  and  can- 
not be  dissected  into  fragmentary  parts,  and  successfully  assailed  in  de- 
tail. One  part  must  be  considered  in  connection  with  other  connected 
parts,  or  parts  referring  to  the  same  transaction,  and  if,  taken  as  a  whole^ 
the  findings  legitimately  support  the  judgment,  it  will  be  upheld. 

Pbactiob  —  Special  Findings —SnvFicncNCT  07.  —  Where  by  a  special  find- 
ing the  sul>stanoe  of  the  issue  is  established,  it  is  sufficient;  and  t^t  it 
contains  more  facts  than  plaintiff  is  required  to  prove  does  not  vitiate  it, 
provided  such  facts  are  connected  with  the  main  issue,  support  it^  and 
do  not  establish  a  distinct  and  independent  cause  of  action. 

OoMMOH  Carbibrs — Sfboial  Contraot  with  Shipper — Vauditt  ov.  —  A 
contract  binding*  carrier  to  transport  as  many  car-loads  of  grain  as  the 
shipper  may  desire  transported  is  not  illegal  and  ineffective  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  shipper  is  under  no  obligation  to  ship  any  definite  or  desig- 
nated quantity  of  grain.     When  acts  are  done  in  performance  of  the 


Deo.  1890.]    Cleveland  etc.  R'y  Co.  v.  Clossbr.  595 

eontract,  it  is  valid  aa  to  those  acta,  althongh  the  contract  may  be  rev- 
ocable, for  antil  there  ia  an  efifective  revocation  the  contract  remains  in 
force. 
OoMMOir  Carbikrs — Special  Contract  with  Shipper — Waiyzr  bt 
AoBNT.  —  Where,  under  a  special  contract  between  a  carrier  and  a  ship* 
per,  it  appears  that  the  contracting  shipper  was  first  prohibited  from 
claiming  a  rebate  on  grain  consigned  by  him  to  a  certain  third  party, 
and  that  snbeeqnently  thereto  an  authorised  agent  of  the  company  en- 
tered into  a  contract  aa  to  rebates  with  the  shipper,  treating  the  former 
interdiction  as  withdrawn  and  inefifective,  and  inducing  the  shipper  to 
believe  that  it  had  no  force,  he  is  entitled  to  rebates  on  grain  aubse- 
quently  shipped  by  him  to  such  third  party. 

J7.  H.  Poppleion^  A.  C  HarrUj  and  W.  H.  Calkin$^  for  the 
appellant. 

B.  Harrison,  W.  H.  H.  MiUer,  J.  B.  Elam,  and  J.  Kopelh$f 
for  the  appellees* 

Elliott,  J.  The  appellees  were  partners,  under  the  name 
of  Closser  &  Co.,  and,  as  such,  prosecute  this  action  against 
the  appellant.  They  base  their  right  of  action  upon  contracts 
made  with  the  appellant,  wherein  it  undertook  to  transport 
grain  from  Indianapolis  to  the  sea-board,  and  they  charge  that 
the  appellant  agreed  to  receive,  at  the  time  of  the  shipment,  a 
designated  sum  as  compensation  for  the  transportation  of  the 
grain,  and  to  refund  to  them  a  certain  part  of  the  sum  re- 
<^ived.  They  demand  that  the  appellant  be  compelled  to 
respond  in  damages  for  a  breach  of  the  agreement  to  refund 
part  of  the  money  paid  to  it  as  freight  on  the  grain  carried 
under  the  contracts. 

In  the  first  paragraph  of  the  complaint  it  is  alleged  that  on 
the  fifteenth  day  of  September,  1884,  the  appellant  made  a 
contract  with  Closser  &  Co.,  wherein  it  agreed  to  transport 
grain  from  Indianapolis  to  Philadelphia,  *^  at  the  price  of  six- 
teen and  a  half  cents  per  hundredweight,  at  the  same  time 
stipulating  that  Closser  &  Co.  should  pay  the  defendant  at 
the  rate  of  twenty-one  cents  per  hundredweight,  but  should 
be  entitled  to  a  rebate  of  four  and  a  half  cents  per  hundred, 
weight,  to  be  repaid  to  Closser  &  Co.  promptly  after  such  ship- 
ments." 

The  contract  described  is  valid.  It  is  not  different  in  any 
material  respect  from  the  ordinary  one  in  which  the  carrier 
stipulates  directly  to  carry  goods  at  a  fixed  rate,  for  the  agree- 
ment to  repay  does  not  of  itself  change  the  legal  effect  of  the 
undertaking  to  such  an  extent  as  to  transform  it  into  an  ille- 
gal contract.    It  is,  in  contemplation  of  law,  nothing  more 
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than  an  agreement  to  carry  the  grain  at  the  compensation 
ultimately  agreed  upon,  inasmuch  as  the  provision  binding 
the  carrier  to  pay  back  part  of  the  nominal  compensation 
simply  fixes  the  amount  of  the  actual  compensation,  although 
it  does  provide  for  a  peculiar  mode  of  payment  There  is  no 
element  of  moral  or  legal  wrong  in  an  agreement  to  repay  part 
of  the  compensation  received.  To  give  an  illegal  character  to 
such  an  agreemeixt,  more  must  be  shown  than  the  mere  fact 
that  the  parties  stipulated  for  a  rebate.  In  simply  making  a 
rebate,  or  in  providing  for  a  drawback,  parties  violate  no  law, 
and  their  contract  must  stand.  It  cannot  be  presumed  that 
fraud  was  intended  or  practiced,  nor  can  it  be  presumed 
that  there  was  any  wrongful  combination  to  secure  an  undue 
advantage  over  other  shippers;  neither  can  it  be  presumed 
that  in  stipulating  for  a  rebate  the  carrier  intended  to  make, 
in  favor  of  the  particular  shipper,  a  discrimination  forbidden 
by  law.  It  is  by  no  means  every  favor  shown  a  particular 
shipper,  although  it  may  constitute,  in  some  measure,  a  dis* 
crimination  fj^vorable  to  him  and  unfavorable  to  other  ship- 
pers, that  impresses  upon  a  contract  for  the  carriage  of  goods 
the  seal  of  condemnation.  The  common-law  authorities  (and 
by  them  this  case  is  ruled)  fully  support  the  doctrine  that  a 
mere  discrimination  will  not  invalidate  a  contract;  to  have 
that  effect,  other  elements  must  enter  into  the  contract;  but 
when  such  elements  are  present  in  such  force  as  to  make  the 
discrimination  unjust  or  oppressive,  the  contract  will  be  ille- 
gal. It  is  not  necessarily  or  per  se  a  legal  wrong  for  a  carrier 
to  give  better  rates  to  one  who  ships  many  car-loads  of  grain, 
than  to  one  who  ships  a  single  car-load  or  a  single  bushel.  It 
is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge,  and  therefore  one  of  which 
judicial  notice  is  taken,  that  an  increase  in  the  volume  of 
business  is  desirable  and  advantageous;  and  in  the  rivalry  of 
business  competition  it  is  lawful  to  favor  those  whose. business 
is  great,  rather  than  those  whose  business  is  small  or  incon- 
siderable. 

In  the  case  of  Nicholson  v.  Oreat  Western  R^y  Co,y  7  Com.  B., 
N.  S.,  755,  1  Nev.  &  McN.  R'y  etc.  Cas.  143,  Erie,  C.  J.,  said: 
^'  I  take  the  free  power  of  making  contracts  to  be  essential  for 
making  commercial  profit  Railway  companies  have  that 
power  as  free  as  any  merchants,  subject  only  (as  to  this  court) 
to  the  duty  of  acting  impartially,  without  respect  of  persons; 
and  this  duty  is  performed  when  the  offer  of  contract  is  made 
to  all  who  wish  to  adopt  it.     Large  contracts  may  be  beyond 
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the  means  of  Bmall  capitalists;  contracts  for  long  distances 
may  be  beyond  the  needs  of  those  whose  traffic  is  confined  to 
a  home  district;  but  the  power  of  the  railway  company  to  con- 
tract is  not  restricted  by  these  considerations." 

It  is  obvious  that  whether  the  common  carrier  acts  impar- 
tially or  not  depends  upon  the  circumstances  of  the  particular 
case,  for  regard  must  be  had  to  such  circumstances  as  quan-' 
tity,  distance,  and  kindred  considerations.*  The  hinge  of  the 
question  is  not  found  in  the  single  fact  of  discrimination,  for 
discrimination  without  partiality  is  inoffensive,  and  partiality 
exists  only  in  cases  where  advantages' are  equal,  and  one  party 
is  unduly  favored  at  the  expense  of  another  who  stands  upon 
an  equal  footing.  Many  English  cases  support  this  general 
doctrine:  Garton  v.  Bristol  etc,  Ry  Co,,  1  Best  &  S.  112;  Hozier 
V.  Caledonian  Ry  Co,,  1  Nev.  &  McN.  R'y  Cas.  27;  Cheat 
Western  Ry  Co.  v.  Sutton,  L.  B.  4  H.  L.  226;  Ranaome  v.  East- 
tm  etc.  R'y  Co,,  1  Com.  B.,  N.  S.,  437;  Jones  v.  Eastern  etc,  Ry 
Co.^  1  Nev.  &  McN.  R'y  Cas.  45;  (Made  v.  North  EasUm  R'y 
Co.,  1  Nev.  &  McN.  R'y  Cas.  72;  Bazendale  v.  Railway  Co.f 
5  Com.  B.,  N.  S.,  336;  Bellsdyke  etc.  Co,  v.  North  British  R'y 
Co.,  2  Nev.  &  McN.  R'y  Cas.  105. 

The  current  of  judicial  opinion  in  America  flows  in  the  gen- 
eral channel  marked  out  and  opened  by  the  courts  of  Eng- 
land: Bayles  v.  Kansas  etc.  R'y  Co.,  13  Col.  181;  Spofford  v. 
Boston  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  128  Mass.  326;  Fitchburg  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Oagcj  12  Gray,  393;  Johnson  v.  Pensacola  etc.  R.  R.  Co.j  16 
Fla.  623;  26  Am.  Rep.  731;  Ragan  v.  Aiken,  9  Lea,  609;  42 
Am.  Rep.  684;  McDuffee  v.  Portland  etc.  R,  R.  Co.,  52  N.  H.  430; 
13  Am.  Rep.  72;  Hersh  v.  Northern  Central  R'y  Co.,  74  Pa.  St. 
181;  Christie  v.  Missouri  Pacific  R'y  Co,,  94  Mo.  453;  Chicago 
etc.  R.  R.  Co,  V.  People,  67  111.  11;  16  Am.  Rep.  599;  Toledo  eU. 
B'y  Co.  V.  Elliott,  76  111.  67;  Erie  and  Pacific  Despatch  y.  Cecily 
112  111.  185;  Root  v.  Long  Island  R.  R,  Co,,  114  N.Y.  300;  Kilmer 
w.  New  York  etc.  R,  R,  Co.,  100  N.  Y.  395;  53  Am.  Rep.  194; 
Stewart  v.  Lehigh  etc,  R,  R.  Co,,  38  N.  J.  L.  505;  Union  Pacific 
R'y  Co,  V.  United  States,  117  U.  S.  355;  Hays  v.  Pennsylvania 
Co.^  12  Fed.  Rep.  309;  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v. 
Baltimore  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  8  Railway  and  Corporation  Law 
Journal,  343. 

The  cases  of  State  v.  Cincinnati  etc.  R'y  Co.^  47  Ohio  St. 
130,  Scofield  V.  Lake  Shore  etc,  R'y  Co.,  43  Ohio  St.  571,  and 
Messenger  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R,  Co,,  36  N.  J.  L.  407,  13  Am. 
Rep.  457,  are  not  entirely  out  of  line  with  the  decisions  to 
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which  we  have  referred,  although  fragmentary  expressions 
found  in  some  of  the  opinions  seemingly  pass  the  lines  of 
principle.  It  is  very  doubtful  whether  the  reasoning  in  the 
case  of  Burlington  etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  Northwestern  Fuel  Co.,  81 
Fed.  Rep.  652,  can  be  regarded  as  sound,  or  be  made  to  har- 
monize with  the  reasoning  in  the  much  more  carefully  con- 
sidered case  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v.  Baltimore 
etc.  S.  R.  Co.,  8  Railway  and  Corporation  Law  Journal,  343;. 
but,  granting  the  reasoning  to  be  unimpeachable  and  the  con- 
clusion sound,  the  decision  cannot  be  regarded  as  of  control- 
ling influence  in  such  a  case  as  the  one  at  our  bar.  In  the  case 
upon  which  we  are  commenting,  a  recovery  was  adjudged  on 
the  ground  that  the  difference  in  the  rate  charged  shippers  of 
large  quantities  of  goods  and  that  charged  shippers  of  small 
quantities  was  so  gross  as  to  be  against  public  policy.  We 
have  no  such  question  here.  So  far  as  concerns  the  question 
of  the  right  to  discriminate  between  shippers,  we  concur  with 
the  general  doctrine  of  the  case  cited,  for  we  have  no  doubt 
that  an  unjust,  unfair,  or  oppressive  discrimination  is  pro- 
hibited by  the  soundest  considerations  of  public  policy;  but, 
as  we  have  already  suggested,  we  do  not  believe  that  from 
the  sole  fact  that  there  is  a  discrimination  a  conclusion  can 
be  inferred  which  invalidates  the  special  contract  between 
the  carrier  and  the  shipper,  for  to  warrant  such  a  conclusion^ 
without  defying  principle,  another  element  must  be  added  ta 
the  premises,  and  that  element  is  this:  the  discrimination  is 
unjust  or  oppressive. 

In  the  later  case  of  Stewart  v.  Lehigh  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  38 
N.  J.  L.  505,  the  decision  in  Messenger  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R. 
Co.,  36  N.  J.  L.  407,  13  Am.  Rep.  457,  is  explained,  and  it 
was  said:  ^'The  contract  held  invalid  in  the  Messenger  case^ 
above  cited,  was  indeed  one  inuring  to  the  benefit  of  the  in. 
dividual  and  against  the  corporation;  but  its  terms  were  such 
that  it  could  not  possibly  be  effectuated  without  giving  the 
plaintiff  a  preference  over  the  public;  it  was,  in  effect,  that 
whatever  rate  should  be  charged  against  any  one  else  twenty 
per  centum  less  should  be  charged  to  the  plaintiff.  Plainly^ 
such  a  contract  was  not  consistent  with  the  company's  duty  of 
impartiality.  As  soon  as  the  general  rates  were  reduced  U> 
the  standard  of  the  plaintiff 's,  he  was  entitled  to  have  his 
rates  reduced  twenty  per  centum  lower."  It  is  evident  from 
this  that  the  courts  of  New  Jersey  did  not  hold,  nor  mean  to 
hold,  that  a  contract  giving  a  special  rate  and  providing  for  a 


Deo.  1890.]    Clxvkland  etc.  B'y  Co.  v.  Glosses.  599 

drawback  was  in  itself  illegal  and  void.  We  do  not  regard 
the  decision  in  the  case  of  Indianapolia  etc.  R,  R.  Co,  v.  Srvinf 
27  Am.  A  Eng.  R.  B.  Gas.  8,  as  relevant  to  the  point  under 
immediate  consideration,  and  for  this  conclusion  we  assign 
these  reasons:  The  decision  is  founded  upon  an  express  stat- 
ate,  and  proceeds  upon  the  assumption  tiiat  the  discrimina- 
tion was  an  unjust  one.  Whether  that  case  does  or  does  not 
overrule  the  earlier  cases  decided  by  the  same  court  we  need 
not  inquire,  for,  however  this  maj  be,  the  reasoning  in  the 
earlier  cases  harmonizes  with  the  doctrine  of  the  standard 
authorities,  and  commands  our  assent  We  believe  those 
oafes  are  right  in  asserting  that  a  preferential  rate,  although 
made  effective  by  a  provision  for  a  drawback,  does  not,  of  its 
own  force,  destroy  the  contract;  but  in  assenting  to  the  con- 
clusion stated,  we  do  not  mean  to  be  understood  as  asserting 
that  where  a  preferential  rate  is  given,  the  fact  that  a  draw- 
back is  provided  for  may  not  exert  an  important  influence 
upon  the  decision  of  the  question  whether  the  discrimination 
is  or  is  not  an  unjust  one;  on  the  contrary,  we  mean  to  do  no 
more  than  affirm  that  the  single  fact  will  not  justify  a  judicial 
declaration  of  illegality.  Whether  it  may  be  considered,  in 
connection  with  other  facts,  as  tending  to  show  an  unjust  dis- 
crimination is  a  different  question  from  the  one  before  us. 

The  conclusion  that  common  carriers  may,  within  the  lim. 
its  of  fairness  and  impartiality,  consult  their  own  interests 
underlies  the  decisions  which  we  have  referred  to  as  correct 
exponents  of  the  law;  and  this  general  conclusion  is  affirmed 
in  our  own  case  of  Louisville  etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  Flanagan^  113 
Ind.  488;  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  674;  and  from  the  doctrine  of  that 
case  we  see  no  reason  for  departing.  This  principle  has  been 
given  force  in  many  other  cases:  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Iowa,  94  U.  S.  165;  Easton  v.  Houston  etc.  R  R.  Co.,  82  Fed. 
Rep.  897;  Qlasgow  Steamship  v.  Maehinnon,  27  Am.  &  Eng. 
B.  R.  Gas.  1;  Mogul  Steamship  Co.  v.  McGregor,  39  Alb.  L.  J.  50. 

The  second  paragraph  of  the  complaint  alleges  that  the  de- 
fendant is,  and  long  has  been,  a  common  carrier  of  goods,  and 
that  its  custom,  of  long  standing,  is  to  make  contracts  for 
carrying  grain  from  Indianapolis  to  the  Eastern  cities;  that 
the  plaintiffs  have  long  been  engaged  in  the  business  of  buy- 
ing, selling,  and  shipping  grain;  that  on  the  first  day  of  No- 
vember, 1884,  the  plaintiffs,  under  the  firm  name  of  Closser 
&  Go.,  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  defendant  whereby  it 
undertook  to  transport  grain  from  a  station  on  its  road,  known 
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as  Union  City,  to  the  city  of  New  York;  that  at  the  time  thia 
contract  was  made  "  there  was  no  open  and  eetablished  rate 
of  freight  charges  for  carrying  such  grain,  except  a  certain 
rate  agreed  npon  between  the  defendant  and  other  railway 
companies  owning  competing  lines;  the  rate  so  fixed  by  the 
competing  companies  was  established  by  an  agreement  made 
by  them  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  competition,"  and  was 
enforced  and  maintained,  in  so  far  as  it  was  enforced  and 
maintained,  by  an  agency  of  such  companies  established  for 
that  purpose,  and  called  a  *'  pool ";  that  the  "  pool "  was  man. 
aged  by  a  person  selected  by  the  companies  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  called  a  ^*  pool  commissioner  ";  that  at  the  time 
mentioned  all  the  railway  companies  that  '^  were  so  located 
or  situated  as  to  be  competitors  for  such  freight  were  parties 
to  said  arrangement  and 'pool';  that  the  rate  established 
by  the  combination  of  common  carriers  was  twenty-one  and  a 
half  cents  per  hundredweight;  that  the  defendant,  "notwith* 
standing  such  combination  and  pool,  offered  and  gave  to 
Closser  &  Co.  an  inducement  for  shipping  freight  over  its  line 
at  a  rate  lower  than  that  fixed  by  the  combination  and  '  pool '; 
but  in  order  to  do  this,  and  be  able  to  report  to  the  pool  com. 
niissioner  that  such  pool  rate  had  been  charged,"  the  defend- 
ant ''requested  Closser  &  Co.,  when  shipping  freight  over  its 
lines,  to  pay  the  pool  rate,  and  agreed  at  the  same  time  with 
Closser  &  Co.  to  pay  a  certain  portion  of  the  pool  rate  so 
charged,  as  a  rebate,  in  order  that  the  shippers  might,  in  the 
end,  be  only  required  to  pay  the  rate  fixed  by  the  defendant"; 
that  "  in  this  manner  and  for  this  purpose  the  defendant  did, 
on  the  same  day,  agree  with  Closser  &  Co.,  in  respect  to  the 
shipment  of  grain,  that  Closser  A  Co.  should  pay  the  pool 
rate  of  twenty-one  and  a  half  cents  per  hundredweight,  and 
that  the  defendant  would  thereupon  repay  to  them  four  and  a 
half  cents  on  every  hundredweight  of  grain  so  shipped  as  a 
rebate,  so  that  they  should,  in  the  end,  pay  as  freight  upon 
such  shipment  but  seventeen  cents  per  hundredweight,  which 
was  then  in  fact  the  rate  of  the  defendant  for  such  freight 
between  said  points  as  then  agreed  upon,  which  rebate  the  de- 
fendant  agreed  to  pay  promptly  after  such  shipment."  It  is 
also  alleged  that  grain  was  shipped  by  Closser  &  Co.  under 
the  contract,  and  that  they  paid  the  "  pool "  rate. 

The  third  paragraph  is  essentially  the  same  as  the  second, 
so  far  as  concerns  the  combination  and  pool,  the  agreement 
for  rebate,  and  the  like,  but  it  counts  upon  a  contract,  similar 
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to  that  described  in  the  second  paragraph,  made  on  the  tenth 
day  of  November,  1884,  and  also  alleges  that  the  defendant 
jrefosed  to  famish  fortj-two  cars  demanded  by  the  appellees 
and  needed  by  them  for  the  transportation  of  wheat  which 
they  had  ready  for  shipment. 

The  fonrth  paragraph  of  the  complaint  contains,  substan- 
tially, the  same  allegations  respecting  the  combination  and 
^'pool''  as  those  found  in  the  two  preceding  paragraphs,  but 
it  is  alleged  that  on  the  thirtieth  day  of  September,  1884,  and 
the  second  day  of  October  of  that  year,  the  open  and  estab« 
lished  rate  was  twelve  cents  per  hundredweight  It  is  also 
alleged  in  this  paragraph  that  Closser  &  Co.  entered  into 
contracts  with  the  defendant  on  the  days  named,  wherein  it 
was  agreed  that  it  would  transport  all  the  grain  that  they 
might  buy  and  tender  for  shipment  at  that  rate,  although  the 
oombination  might  increase  the  rate.  It  is  further  alleged 
that  wheat  was  shipped  under  the  contract;  that  rates  were 
increased  by  the  combination;  that  the  appellees  paid  the 
increased  rate,  and  are  entitled  under  their  agreement  to  a 
rebate. 

The  central  question  presented  for  our  decision  is  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  contract  between  the  rival  railroad  companies, 
described  in  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  paragraphs  of  the 
complaint;  for  if  that  contract  was  valid,  it  established  an 
open  rate,  and  a  shipper  would  have  no  right  to  unite  with 
one  of  the  competing  companies  to  secure,  by  an  undue  pref- 
erence, an  advantage  over  other  shippers,  or  by  that  means 
defraud  or  mislead  other  carriers  who  were  parties  to  the  agree- 
ment creating  the  ^'  pool."  If  the  combination  was  a  lawful 
one,  then  those  who  had  notice  of  its  existence  were  bound  to 
refrain  from  assisting  a  party  to  it  in  defrauding  or  deceiving 
•other  members  of  the  combination  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
an  advantage  for  himself  over  other  shippers.  If,  to  descend 
from  a  generalization  to  the  particular  instance,  the  combina- 
tion  of  the  competing  carriers  was  a  lawful  one,  and  was  known 
to  Closser  &  Co.,  and  they  contracted  for  a  rebate  in  violation 
of  the  terms  of  the  contract  which  bound  the  carriers  together, 
and  established  a  rate  to  which  all  were  under  a  duty  to  con- 
form, they  cannot  recover  back  the  sum  paid  in  excess  of  the 
Tate  established  by  the  combined  companies.  If,  however, 
their  agreement  was  illegal,  the  courts  will  turn  them  away 
with  the  answer  that,  in  substance  at  least,  has  been  so  often 
given  suitors:  *'  No  polluted  hand  shall  touch  the  pure  fountains 
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of  justice.''  One  whose  road  lies  through  a  corrupt  contract 
—  a  contract  which  violates  the  rules  of  public  policy  or  of 
commercial  honesty — cannot  recover  back  money  paid  under  it 
The  courts  will  leave  the  parties  where  it  found  them.  But 
if  the  contract  which  bound  the  rival  carriers  together  wa» 
illegal,  then  it  was  incapable  of  conveying  any  right  to  any 
person,  since  a  void  thing  is  as  a  thing  without  existence  or 
capacity  for  existence.  If  that  contract  was  totally  destitate 
of  force,  then  no  person  was  under  an  obligation  to  regard  or 
respect  it,  for  all  were  bound  to  know,  as  matter  of  law,  that 
it  was  ineflfective  for  any  purpose. 

It  further  follows  that  if  the  contract  creating  the  combi* 
nation  was  not  entitled  to  respect,  there  was  no  obstacle  bar* 
ring  the  way  to  a  contract  between  a  carrier  and  a  shipper 
stipulating  for  a  special  rate.  It  still  further  follows  that  if 
the  contract  between  the  associated  carriers  was  ntterly  with* 
out  force,  it  is  inconceivable  that  it  should  obstruct  the  other* 
wise  unfettered  power  to  make  contracts  for  the  transportation 
of  goods  where  no  element  of  partiality,  oppression,  or  improper 
favoritism  entered  into  the  transaction.  Do  but  grant  that 
the  contract  between  the  carriers  was  void,  and  it  must  inevi- 
tably follow  that  it  neither  obstructs  the  right  to  provide  by 
special  contract  for  a  special  rate,  nor  makes  an  act  which 
ignores  or  disregards  the  attempt  to  form  such  a  combination 
as  that  described  in  the  complaint  wrongful  or  illegal. 

The  line  of  thought  we  are  pursuing  naturally  leads  to  the 
suggestion  that  where  a  contract  is  so  corrupted  by  illegality 
as  to  be  utterly  void,  no  one  of  the  parties  to  it,  nor  any  one 
basing  a  claim  upon  it,  can  successfully  assert  that  a  third 
person  who  disregards  it  has  committed  any  wrong  or  violated 
any  duty;  for  it  seems  perfectly  clear  that  no  right  entitled 
to  respect  can  arise  out  of  a  contract  prohibited  and  con- 
demned by  law.  It  is  evident  that  whatever  path  be  chosen 
in  this  instance,  it  leads  at  last  to  the  pivotal  question  whether 
the  contract  upon  which  rests  the  combination  formed  by 
the  associated  carriers  possesses  any  vitality. 

We  preface  our  discussion  of  the  central  question  by  saying 
that  we  are  not,  at  this  point,  dealing  with  a  case  where  a 
combination  is  formed  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  ruinoua 
competition,  and  in  which  there  is  no  design  to  stifle  fair  com. 
petition.  We  are  not  required  to  decide,  nor  do  we  decide^ 
that  combinations  fair  to  the  public,  untainted  by  any  sinister 
design,  and  formed  solely  to  prevent  the  destruction  of  busi.^ 
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ness  by  unregulated  competition,  may  not  be  valid.  There 
aroy  we  know,  cases  sanctioning  the  doctrine  that  combina* 
tions  may  be  formed  where  the  purpose  is  lawful,  and  the 
means  employed  not  forbidden  by  positive  law  or  high  con* 
sideraiions  of  public  policy:  Central  Trust  etc,  Co.  v.  Ohio  Cenr 
iral  R.  R.  Co.,  23  Am.  <fc  Sng.  R.  R.  Gas.  666;  BoBion  Chamber 
of  Commerce  v.  Lake  Shore  etc.  Ry  Co.,,  82  Am.  A  Eng.  R.  R. 
Gas.  618;  Hare  v.  London  etc.  Ky  Co.,  2  Johns.  &  H.  80;  Leslie 
T.  LarUlard,  110  N.  Y.  519;  Mancheeter  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Cm-^ 
card  RaOroadj  8  Railway  and  Corporation  Law  Journal,  443. 
The  doctrine  of  these  cases  we  neither  affirm  nor  deny;  we  dor 
however,  declare  that  they  are  not  relevant  to  the  matter  here 
in  dispute.  It  is,  however,  both  appropriate  and  necessary  ta 
^judge  that  a  combination  between  common  carriers  to  pre* 
vent  competition  is,  at  least,  prima  facie  illegal.  The  doubt 
iB,  as  to  whether  any  ultimate  purpose  can  save  it  from  the 
condemnation  of  the  law;  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  unez* 
plained,  such  a  combination  for  such  a  purpose  is  condemned 
by  public  policy.  If  such  a  combination  can,  in  any  event, 
be  admitted  to  be  legal,  it  can  only  be  so  where  it  is  affirma* 
tively  shown  that  its  object  was  to  prevent  ruinous  competi- 
tion, and  that  it  does  not  establish  unreasonable  rates,  unjust 
discriminations,  or  oppressive  regulations.  If  such  a  contract 
can  stand,  it  must  be  upon  an  affirmative  showing,  and  one 
so  full,  complete,  and  clear  as  to  remove  the  presumption  (to 
which  its  existence,  in  itself,  gives  rise)  that  it  was  formed  to- 
do  mischief  to  the  public  by  repressing  fair  competition.  The 
burden  is  on  the  carrier  to  remove  the  presumption,  and  until 
it  is  removed  the  agreement  providing  for  the  combination 
gives  way  before  this  presumption,  and  the  agreement  must 
be  held  to  be  within  the  condemnation  directed  against  all 
contracts  which  violate  public  policy. 

Goming  to  the  question  which  awaits  our  judgment,  and  to 
which  we  have  cleared  our  path,  we  affirm  that  a  contract  be* 
tween  corporations  charged  with  a  public  duty,  such  as  is 
that  of  common  carriers,  providing  for  the  formation  of  a 
combination  having  no  other  purpose  than  that  of  stifling 
competition,  and  providing  means  to  accomplish  that  object, 
is  illegal.  The  purpose  to  break  down  competition  poisons 
the  whole  contract,  and  there  is  here  no  antidote  which  will 
rescue  it  from  legal  death.  The  element  which  destroys  the 
contract  is  the  purpose  to  stifle  competition;  for  a  combination 
of  rival  carriers,  moved  and  controlled  by  that  purpose  alone» 
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is  destructive  of  public  interesti  and  to  the  last  degree  antag- 
onistic to.  sound  public  policy.  The  principle  on  which  this 
rule  rests  is  a  very  old  one,  and  its  place  in  the  law  is  very 
firm.  The  overshadowing  element  in  this  case  and  in  kin« 
dred  oases  is  the  purpose  which  influences  the  parties  in 
uniting  themselves  in  a  combination,  and  concerting  means  to 
make  its  purpose  effective,  for  the  law  abhors  a  combinatioa 
which  has  for  its  principal  object  the  suppression  of  competi- 
tion in  matters  of  commerce  in  which  the  public  have  an  in* 
terest  Among  the  early  cases  establishing  and  enforcing 
ihe  general  principle  which  now  occupies  our  attention  are 
those  wherein  it  is  held  that  an  agreement  to  prevent  or 
hinder  competition  at  public  sales  is  void.  For  illustrations, 
although  there  is  a  vast  number  of  cases,  we  need  not  look 
beyond  our  own  reports.  Our  court  has  again  and  again  en- 
forced the  general  principle  we  have  stated:  Hunter  v.  Pfeiffer^ 
108  Ind.  197;  Board  etc.  v.  Verharg,  63  Ind.  107;  Maguire  ▼. 
Smock,  42  Ind.  1;  13  Am.  Rep.  353;  Q%a>eH  v.  CarUr^  10  Ind. 
16;  68  Am.  Dec.  655;  Forelander  v.  HickSy  6  Ind.  448;  Plaeter 
V.  Burger,  5  Ind.  282;  Bur^U  v.  Cole,  7  Blackf.  265;  41  Am. 
Dec.  226. 

"  No  one,"  said  the  court  in  Hunter  v.  Pfeiffer,  108  Ind.  197, 
''*can  predicate  an  enforceable  right  upon  such  an  agreement" 
In  support  of  this  statement  the  court  cited  Ateheson  v.  Mai" 
Zon,  43  N.  Y.  147;  3  Am.  Rep.  678;  Woodworth  v.  Bennett,  43 
N.  Y.  273;   8  Am.  Rep.  706;   Oibba  v.  Smith,  115  Mass.  592; 
Hannah  v.  Fife,  27  Mich.  172.     Relevant  and  striking  illus* 
trations  of  the  scope  and  force  of  the  general  principle  are 
supplied  by  what  are  known  as  the  Sugar  Trust  Cases,  de- 
cided by  the  courts  of  New  York,  —  cases  rich  in  argument 
and  authority:  People  v.  North  River  Sugar  Refining  Co.,  22 
Abb.  N.  C.  164.     See  also  Law  Literature  of  Trust  Combina- 
tions, etc.,  23  Abb.  N.  C.  317;   People  v.  North  River  Sugar 
Refining  Co.,  121  N.  Y.  582;    18  Am.  St.  Rep.  843.    The  au- 
thorities collected  in  those  cases  demonstrate  the  proposition 
that  a  trust  or  combination  having  for  its  purpose  the  sup- 
pression of  free  competition  cannot  live  where  the  common 
taw  prevails.     There  are,  however,  cases  which  in  their  facts 
bear  a  closer  resemblance  to  the  present  than  the  Sugar  Trust 
Cases;  but  after  all,  it  may  be  said  with  propriety,  the  impor- 
tant thing  to  be  secured  is  a  sound  and  salutary  general  prin- 
ciple, and  not  merely  cases  with  closely  resembling  facts. 
There  is  no  difficulty  in  securing  the  principle  we  seek,  for 


Dec.  1890.]    Cleveland  etc.  B'y  Co.  v.  Closseb.  605 

cases  almost  without  number  assert  and  enforce  it  in  an  almost 
endless  variety  of  forms  and  phases. 

One  of  the  cases  near  akin  to  the  one  before  us  is  that  of 
Hooker  Y.  Vandewater^  4  Denio,  849;  47  Am.  Dec.  258.  In  that 
case,  competing  canal  companies  combined  and  agreed  to  fix 
an  established  rate  of  freight,  and  to  divide  profits.  The 
agreement  was  adjudged  illegal,  the  court  saying,  among 
other  things,  that  *4t  is  a  general  proposition  that  an  agree- 
ment to  do  an  unlawful  act  cannot  be  supported  at  law; 
that  no  right  of  action  can  spring  out  of  an  illegal  contract; 
and  this  rule  applies  not  only  when  the  contract  is  expressly 
illegal,  but  whenever  it  is  opposed  to  public  policy."  Still 
closer  is  the  resemblance  between  this  case  and  that  of  Texa$ 
etc.  R'y  Co.  v.  Southern  Pacific  Ry  Co.,  41  La.  Ann.  970;  17 
Am.  St  Bep.  445.  The  court  there  held  a  ^'  pooling  contract,'' 
substantially  the  same  as  the  one  described  in  the  appellees' 
complaint)  to  be  void,  and  in  support  of  its  ruling  referred  to 
the  cases  of  Gibbs  v.  ConeolidaUd  Gas  Co.^  180  U.  S.  896; 
Woodstock  Iron  Co,  v.  Siehmond  etc.  Extension  Co.,  129  U.  S. 
648;  Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Barclay  Coal  Co.y  68  Pa.  St.  178; 
Amoi  V.  Kttston  etc.  Coal  Co.,  68  N.  Y.  558;  23  Am.  Rep.  190; 
Craft  V.  McConoughy,  79  111.  346;  22  Am.  Rep.  171;  Morrill  v. 
Boston  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  65  N.  H.  531;  Jackson  v.  McLean,  86  Fed. 
Rep.  218;  Santa  Clara  Valley  etc.  Co.  v.  Hayes,  76  Cal.  887; 
9  Am.  St  Rep.  211;  Firemen^s  Charitable  Ass'n  v.  Berghaus^ 
13  La.  Ann.  209;  India  Bagging  Ass'n  v.  Kock,  14  La.  Ann. 
168;  Glasscock  v.  Wells,  23  La.  Ann.  517;  and  Cummings  v.  Saux^ 
80  La.  Ann.  207. 

The  authorities  found  on  every  hand  not  only  fully  support 
our  conclusion  that  a  contract  between  competing  oarriera 
forming  a  combination  for  the  purpose  of  stifling  competition 
is  prima  facie  illegal,  but  many  of  them  carry  the  principle  to 
a  much  greater  length;  it  is  enough  for  us,  however,  that  the 
law,  as  it  has  long  existed,  sustains  the  conclusion  we  here 
affirm,  since  it  is  neither  necessary  nor  proper  for  us  to  go  be- 
yond the  case  before  us  for  judgment 

Questions  respecting  rulings  upon  matters  of  evidence  next 
require  our  attention.  The  first  of  these  questions  arises  od 
the  ruling  sustaining  the  motion  of  the  appellees  requiring  the 
production  of  books  and  papers.  Counsel  for  the  appellees  re* 
spend  to  the  argument  of  their  opponents  upon  this  question 
by  asserting,  as  their  primary  proposition,  that  the  appellant 
is  not  in  a  situation  to  avail  itself  of  this  ruling,  inasmuch  as 
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was  agreed  that  they  should  be  allowed  a  drawback,  or  rebate, 
on  grain  consigned  to  them.  On  the  25th  of  September,  18849 
after  the  first  contract  described  in  the  fourth  paragraph  of 
the  complaint  had  been  entered  into,  but  before  the  second 
contract  there  described  was  made,  the  appellant,  by  one  of 
its  officers,  forbade  the  allowance  of  drawbacks  on  grain 
shipped  to  Gill  and  Fisher,  and  the  evidence  shows  that  no- 
tice of  the  interdiction  was  given  to  Closser  &  Co.  on  the 
twenty-sixth  day  of  the  same  month.  If  no  more  than  this 
appeared,  we  should  be  inclined  to  hold  that  there  was  a  valid 
revocation  and  an  effective  interdiction  upon  contracts  allow- 
ing Closser  A  Co.  a  drawback  on  grain  consigned  to  Gill  and 
Fisher;  but  more  does  appear,  for  it  appears  that  a  person 
representing  the  company  —  one,  too,  who  had  acted  for  it  in 
making  former  contracts  with  Closser  A  Co.  —  solicited  and 
obtained  the  contract  entered  into  on  the  2d  of  October,  treated 
the  order  referred  to  as  ineffective,  and  induced  Closser  &  Ca 
to  believe  that  it  had  no  force.  It  is  probably  true  that  the 
evidence  is  not  so  satisfactory  upon  the  question  of  the  author- 
ity of  the  agent  who  represented  the  appellant  in  making  the 
contract  of  October  2d,  or  as  to  whether  the  interdiction  was 
abrogated  or  withdrawn,  as  might  be  desired;  but  there  is 
evidence  tending  to  prove  that  an  agent,  superior  to  the  one 
who  gave  the  order  forbidding  drawbacks  on  grain  shipped  to 
Gill  and  Fisher,  authorized  the  contracts  to  be  made,  and 
that  all  agents  of  the  company  concerned  in  the  transactions 
declared  that  the  interdiction  was  withdrawn,  and  treated  it 
as  devoid  of  force.  In  this  state  of  the  evidence  we  must,  in 
obedience  to  a  long-settled  rule,  decline  to  disturb  the  de- 
cision of  the  trial  court  upon  the  controverted  question  of 
fact 

A  cross-error  assigned  by  the  appellees  challenges  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  conclusion  of  law  which  denies  a  full  recovery 
upon  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  third  paragraph  of  the 
complaint,  and  we  have  carefully  studied  the  finding  upon 
that  branch  of  the  case.  The  result  of  our  examination  is, 
that  the  facts  stated  are  not  so  full  and  clear  as  to  authorize 
us,  as  in  favor  of  a  party  having  the  burden  of  proof,  to  over- 
throw the  conclusion  of  law  stated  by  the  trial  court,  although 
the  question  is  a  very  close  one,  and  our  conclusion  upon  it  is 
reached  with  some  hesitation. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Jan.  1891.]  Kinqman  v.  Paulson*  611 

Common  Cabkieb  —  Right  to  Disobimixatb. — Acommoii  carrier  must 
carry  for  all  who  apply,  but  he  may  diecriminate  at  to  ratei,  lo  long  mm  no 
anreaaonable  charge  ii  made:  Avingtr  r.  South  Carolina  R,  H.  Co.,  29  S.  0. 
265;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  716.  Aa  to  the  right  of  carriers  to  discriminate,  and 
what  are  just  and  what  unjust  discriminationsi  see  extended  note  to  Rooi  ▼• 
S.  H.  Co,,  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  647-655.  An  agreement  to  give  ezcluslTe  priv* 
ileges  is  against  public  policy  and  Toid;  Cravens  ▼.  RodgerB,  101  Mo.  247. 
A  contract  tending  to  create  a  monopoly  is  against  publio  policy  and  Toids 
Baylu  ▼.  KanwM  Oc  S.  R.  Co,,  13  CoL  181. 

Common  Cabbieb — Rebats.  —  A  common  carrier  can  contract  to  ship 
freight  at  a  lower  rate  than  the  regular  tariff  rate  unless  such  rate  is  granted 
azclasively  to  one  shipper,  which  would  render  it  Toidx  Chrittk  ▼.  Missouri 
«e.  A  J2.  Ok,  94  Ma  45a 

Agbnot  —  SoopB  OF  Aobnt'b  Authobitt.  —  a  general  agent  may  bind 
his  principals  by  an  act  contrary  to  special  instnictions»  if  such  act  was  made 
within  the  scope  of  his  authority:  Ruggles  ▼.  Amerioan  etc  Ins,  Co,,  114  N.  Y. 
415;  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  674^  and  note.  An  agent  authoriaed  to  make  a  eon* 
tract  is  authorized  to  do  everything  necessary  to  bring  about  such  oontractt 
Buseh  V.  WUeox,  82  Mich.  815;  Wise  v.  Newatney,  26  Neb.  88;  Man  T. 
Mars,  27  S.  a  182;  ftaynor  ▼.  Bryant,  43  Kan.  492. 
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JVSOMBNT  BT  CONTESSION  RbNDIBBD  IN  AnOTHBB   StATB  OANNOT  BB  OoI.- 

LATBBALLT  Attaokbd.  —  A  judgment  by  confession  rendered  by  a  eonrt 
of  general  jurisdiction  in  another  state,  the  record  being  regular,  and 
showing  an  appearance  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  and  that  such  ap« 
pearanoe  was  authorized  by  power  of  attorney  duly  executed  by  such 
defendant^  cannot  be  collaterally  attacked  in  a  sister  state.  The  same 
faith  and  credit  must  be  given  such  judgment  as  if  rendered  within  the 
state. 
JvsOMBNT — CoLLATBBAL  ATTACK. — A  judgment  IS  not  void  unless  the 
thing  lacking  or  making  it  so  is  apparent  in  the  record;  and  unless  b 
judgment  is  Toid,  it  cannot  be  collaterally  attacked,  although  it  may  be 
roidable. 

JUDOMBNT  BT  CONCESSION    ReNDEBBD    IN  AnOTHBB    StATB  —  CoLLATBBAL 

Attack  —  Res  Judicata.  —  A  judgment  by  confession  rendered  by  a 
court  of  general  jurisdiction  in  another  state,  against  a  man  and  his  wife^ 
fixes  her  status  and  relation  to  the  debt  on  which  the  action  was  brought, 
and  her  liability  for  its  payment;  and  in  attachment  proceedings 
against  her  property  instituted  on  the  judgment  in  another  state,  she 
cannot^  for  the  first  time,  set  up  as  a  defense  that  the  debt  represented 
by  the  judgment  is  the  debt  of  her  husband,  and  that  she  was  only 
surety  upon  the  note  sued  upon  and  merged  in  each  judgmcnk 

J.  C.  Blacklidgej  W.  E.  Blaellidge,  and  B.  0.  Moon,  for  the 
appellants. 

J.  F.  Elliott  and  L.  J.  Kirhpatrich^  for  the  appellee. 
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Olds,  C.  J.  This  action  was  brought  by  the  appellee, 
William  A.  Paulson,  against  the  appellants,  Martha  A.  King- 
man  and  Arthur  L.  Kingman,  in  the  Howard  circuit  court, 
upon  a  judgment  rendered  in  the  superior  court  of  Cook 
County,  Ulinois,  in  favor  of  said  appellee  against  said  ap- 
pellants. Attachment  proceedings  were  also  instituted  in 
this  case,  and  the  property  of  the  appellant  Martha  A.  King- 
man was  attached. 

Two  questions  are  presented  by  the  record  and  discussed 
by  counsel.  It  is  first  contended  by  counsel  for  appellants 
that  the  judgment  of  the  superior  court  of  Cook  County  is  not 
conclupive,  and  that  it  may  be  attacked  collaterally  in  this 
case.  The  record  of  the  judgment  in  the  superior  court  shows 
it  to  be  a  judgment  by  confession  upon  a  promissory  note,  the 
note  executed  by  the  appellants  being  payable  to  J.  Robson 
Weddell,  and  afterwards  indorsed  by  him  to  the  appellee. 
The  appellants  executed  a  power  of  attorney  appointing  and 
authorizing  the  appellee,  William  A.  Paulson,  or  any  attorney 
of  any  court  of  record,  to  be  their  true  and  lawful  attorney, 
irrevocable,  for  them  and  in  their  names,  place,  and  stead 
to  appear  before  any  court  of  record,  either  in  term  time  or 
in  vacation,  in  any  of  the  states  or  territories  of  the  United 
States,  at  any  time  after  the  expiration  of  said  note,  to  waive 
the  issuing  and  service  of  process,  and  confess  judgment,  etc. 
The  note  is  payable  at  the  office  of  Weddell  in  Chicago. 

The  record  shows  an  appearance  by  Clifford,  Anthony,  and 
Paulson  on  behalf  of  the  appellee  herein,  the  plaintiff  in  said 
cause,  and  the  filing  of  the  complaint,  and  by  William  P. 
Winners,  the  attorney  for  the  defendants  in  said  cause,  the 
appellants  herein,  the  filing  of  the  warrant  of  attorney  as  his 
authority  to  appear,  and  that  proof  of  its  execution  was  duly 
made,  and  the  judgment  is  regular  in  form. 

The  question  presented  is  as  to  whether  or  not  a  judgment 
of  a  court  of  a  sister  state  having  general  jurisdiction,  the 
record  being  regular,  and  showing  an  appearance  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant  or  defendants,  and  a  confession  of  judgment 
against  them,  and  that  such  appearance  was  authorized  by  a 
power  of  attorney,  duly  executed  by  such  defendants,  author- 
izing such  appearance  and  confession  of  judgment,  can  be 
attacked  collaterally;  that  it  cannot  be  attacked  is  too  well 
settled  to  be  open  to  discussion.  Section  1,  article  4,  of  the 
constitution  of  the  United  States  provides  that  ^^full  faith  and 
credit  shall  be  given  in  each  state  io  the  public  acts,  records. 
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and  judicial  proceedings  of  every  other  state."  Freeman,  in 
his  work  on  judgments,  third  edition,  section  560,  says:  '*  The 
language  of  the  supreme  court  in  MiUa  y.  Duryee,  which,  sub- 
stantially, was  but  a  quotation  from  the  act  of  1790,  that  a 
judgment  must,  in  every  state,  be  given  the  same  faith  and 
credit  to  which  it  is  entitled  where  it  was  rendered,  was  so 
comprehensive  and  distinct  as  to  seem  to  negative  the  exist- 
ence of  any  exception  to  the  broad  rule  here  laid  down,  and 
to  impart  to  such  a  judgment  in  all  cases  and  in  all  localities 
ihe  full  eCTect  of  a  domestic  judgment."  Giving  to  the  judg- 
ment the  same  faith  and  credit  as  given  to  a  judgment  ren* 
dered  by  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  within  this  state,  it 
cannot  be  collaterally  attacked;  and  this  same  rule  applies  to 
judgments  by  confession:  Freeman  on  Judgments,  sec.  557. 
As  applicable  to  this  case,  there  having  been  an  appearancoi 
it  is  well-settled  law  that  a  judgment  is  not  void  unless  the 
thing  lacking,  or  making  it  so,  is  apparent  in  the  record.  If 
it  do  not  BO  appear,  the  judgment  is  not  void,  though  it  may 
be  voidable:  Smith  y.  Hess^  91  Ind.  424.  And  unless  a  judg- 
ment be  void,  it  cannot  be  attacked  collaterally:  Lantz  v.  Maf* 
Jett,  102  Ind.  23;  BaUey  v.  MaHxn,  119  Ind.  103. 

In  CdUy  v.  Mdrgan^  114  Ind.  850,  it  is  held  that  when  a 
party  submits  himself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  competent  court 
and  confesses  judgment,  and  the  court  enters  judgment  for  the 
amount  admitted  to  be  due,  it  will  be  presumed  that  all  the 
preliminary  steps  necessary  to  confer  jurisdiction  were  taken. 
In  the  case  at  bar,  it  affirmatively  appears  by  the  record  of  the 
judgment  in  the  superior  court  of  Cook  County  that  all  things 
existed  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction,  and  to  permit  it  to  be 
attacked  in  this  case  would  be  to  impeach  and  contradict  the 
record  collaterally,  and  this  cannot  be  done.  If  for  any  rea- 
son the  superior  court  did  not  have  jurisdiction,  or  the  judg- 
ment was  obtained  by  fraud,  as  contended  by  counsel  for 
appellant,  such  facts  might  be  grounds  for  setting  aside  and 
avoiding  the  judgment  in  a  direct  attack;  but  until  it  is  so 
attacked  and  set  aside  it  is  binding  upon  the  parties,  and  its 
validity  cannot  be  questioned  in  a  suit  upon  the  judgment. 

The  further  contention  by  counsel  for  appellant  is,  that  as 
a  defense  to  the  judgment  and  attachment  proceedings  it  may 
be  shown  by  the  appellant  Martha  A.  Kingman  that  she  and 
her  co-appellant,  Arthur  L.  Kingman,  are  husband  and  wife, 
and  that  the  debt  represented  by  the  judgment  is  the  debt  of 
her  husband,  and  that  she  was  only  surety  upon  the  note  sued 


614  KiNQMAN  V.  Paulson.  [Indiana, 

upon,  and  merged  in  the  judgment  rendered  in  tne  superior 
court  of  Cook  County,  Illinois,  and  that  the  property  attached 
is  her  individual  property,  and  not  liable  for  the  debt  We 
cannot  agree  with  this  contention  of  counsel.  The  judgment 
in  the  superior  court  fixed  her  itatut  and  relation  to  the  debt, 
und  liability  for  its  payment  That  is  an  individual  judg« 
ment  against  her  and  her  husband,  both  as  principals,  and 
for  which  her  property  is  liable,  and  by  that  judgment  she  is 
bound. 

The  time  for  her  to  have  established  her  suretyship  was 
when  she  was  sued  upon  the  note.  In  the  case  of  LUh  v. 
Idehtenstein^  121  Ind.  483,  Mrs.  Lieb  was  sued  in  the  superior 
court  of  Cook  County,  Illinois,  and  a  judgment  rendered 
against  her  upon  a  note  which  was  signed  by  her  and  her 
husband,  and  secured  by  mortgage  on  real  estate  situate  in 
Elkhart  County,  Indiana;  and  in  the  suit  to  foreclose  the  mort- 
gage it  was  sought  by  Mrs.  Lieb  to  show  that  the  debt  for  which 
Judgment  was  rendered  was  the  debt  of  her  husband,  and  she 
was  only  surety,  and  the  property  mortgaged  for  its  payment 
was  her  individual  property,  and  therefore  was  not  liable,  and 
it  was  held  that  she  could  not  make  such  defense;  that  having 
failed  to  set  up  her  suretyship  when  sued  in  the  superior  court, 
she  was  bound  by  the  judgment  which  fixed  her  liability  for 
the  debt. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  record. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs. 

JuDQifXHT.  —  A  jadgmeat  regularly  entered  by  a  ooart  of  ooxnpetont  }«- 
rUdictioQ  cannot  be  oollaterally  impeached:  WUhenon  r,  Shoonmaeker,  77 
Tex.  616;  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  803;  WUlianu  ▼.  ffaynes,  TJ  Tez.  283;  19  Am. 
8t  Rep.  252,  and  note.  As  to  the  validity  and  ooncluaiveneas  of  jndgmenti 
of  oonrte  of  aiater  atates,  lee  note  to  Hood  ▼.  State,  26  Am.  Rep.  27-33;  note 
to  BarUeU  v.  Knighi,  2  Am.  Deo.  42-46;  Kmckerbodoar  ▼.  WUeiu;,  83  Mioh. 
200;  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  696. 

JuDGMXirTS  or  SiSTSB  Stato.  —  It  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rale 
that  the  judgment  of  a  sister  state  is  entitled  to  fall  faith  and  credit  in 
OTery  other  state,  and  cannot  be  collaterally  attacked:  Thomas  ▼.  iTorriMtf, 
76  Oa.  384;  Draks  ▼.  Granger,  22  Fla.  348;  McDonald  ▼.  Drew,  64  N.  H. 
647;  Rea  ▼.  ScuUif,  76  Iowa,  343;  QUus  ▼.  BtackweO,  48  Ark.  60. 

JODOMKNTB  —  FORUON  —  WkSN  THIT  MAT  BS  OOLLATBRALLT  AtTACKIDi 

—  A  foreign  judgment  obtained  without  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the 
defendant  may  be  attacked  directly  or  oollaterally:  Tho/m  ▼.  Sabnonmrnt  37 
Kan.  441;  Stone  t.  Wainwrighi,  147  Masa.  20L 

JuBQHBirT — Rn  JfTOiOATA.  —  A  final  daeree  or  jndgment  Is  oonelnsiTe 
vpon  all  the  parties  in  respect  to  all  matters  determined  by  it^  and  as  to  all 
■satters  which  the  parties  were  bound  to  litigate  and  bring  to  a  deoisions 
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Behy  ▼.  Whidden,  «2  N.  H.  473;  Wohferton  ▼.  Baier,  86  CaL  691;  SmUh  ▼. 
HraOoer,  77  Ga.  289;  Lowry  ▼.  Davenport,  80  Ga.  742;  JiTM^uib  ete.  Co.  ▼. 
Keokuk,  80  Iowa,  137;  H^e^  v.  JIfidb,  131 IIL  521;  Sanders  ▼.  Perl;,  131  DL 
408;  Culver  r.  Phflpa,  130  lU.  217;  Howe  ▼.  LeioM,  121  Ind.  110;  Aahmead  ▼. 
Nuri,  126  Ind.  506;  Z;t^6  ▼.  LkhUnatein,  121  Ind.  483;  iriekU»$  ▼.  Pearson,  129 
Ind.  477;  5ei^  ▼.  Batik  etc.,  86  Ky.  123;  Succesinonof  DM,  42  La.  Ann 
253;  i^«<in  ▼.  ^oard  ete.,  40  La.  Ann.  705;  Fuller  ▼.  Eastman,  81  Me.  284, 
Ouil/ord  T.  fKefCern  «te.  (7o.,  43  Minn.  434;  Murphy  y,  De  France,  101  Mo.  152; 
Burke  t.  Perry,  26  Neb.  414;  P/u7^2»  v.  PulUn,  45  N.  J.  £q.  831;  CampbeU 
etc  Mfg,  Co.  r.  W<Uker,  114  N.  Y.  7;  il?fe»  v.  SaUnger,  103  N.  C.  15;  Peck 
▼.  Culberson,  104  N.  C.  425;  <Stoar<  ▼.  Heiskell,  86  Va.  191;  Jourolman  r. 
MassengiU,  86  Tenn.  81;  HunlUy  ▼.  /Toft,  59  Conn.  102;  21  Am.  Sfc.  Rep. 
71,  and  note.  But  the  judgment  does  not  bind  persons  not  partiesi  or  their 
privies,  and  binds  no  persons  as  to  matters  not  litigated  or  in  issne:  Ernsi 
Bros.  ▼.  Hogue,  86  Ala.  502;  McWhorther  v.  Andrews,  53  Ark.  307;  Schuster 
T.  Bader,  13  Col.  330;  Florida  Southern  etc  R,  B,  Co.  t.  Brown,  23  Fia.  106; 
Henderson  ▼.  Foao,  80  Ga.  479;  Lhingston  r,  Marshall,  82  Ga.  281;  Lmdleyv, 
Snelk  80  Iowa,  104;  Carson  etc  Co.  v.  Knapp,  80  Iowa,  617;  Wilson  ▼.  Brook' 
shire,  126  Ind.  497;  Telford  ▼.  Carrels,  132  IIL  551;  ShnmsT.  Simms,  88  Ky. 
642;  Deal  t.  SchUmberg,  20  NeT.  330;  2'}i66^  ▼.  Perry,  28  a  a  566. 
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Hxohahio'b  Lmr.  <— A  mochanie  to  whom  any  article  is  intmsted  to  alter  eat 
repair,  and  who  famishes  material  and  labor  in  its  alteration  and  repftir, 
has  a  lien  thereon  which  is  enforceable  under  sections  5303  and  5804  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  Indiana. 

UoRTOAGB  AND  MiCHAifio'B  Lun,  Pbiozdsitcb  BvrwuN.  —If  the  mort* 
gagee  of  a  railway  and  the  rolling  stock  thereon  permits  a  locomotive  and 
tender  to  remain  in  the  possession  and  use  of  the  mortgagor,  and  through 
such  use  it  becomes  in  need  of  alterations  and  repairs,  whereupon  it  is 
intrusted  to  a  mechanic  to  alter  and  repair,  he  has  a  lien  thereon  for  the 
amount  due  him  which  has  precedence  over  such  mortgage. 

Iv  ▲  MoBiroAOBB  ov  Machinery  vpon  Which,  thbouoh  Usb,  repairs 
and  alterations  will  become  necessary  leaves  it  in  the  possession  of  the 
mortgagor  to  be  used  by  him,  it  will  be  presumed  that  they  contemplated 
that  repairs  thereon  would  become  necessary,  and  that  the  mortgagor  was 
authorised,  if  necessary,  to  intrust  it  to  a  mechanic  for  repairs;  and  when 
it  is  so  intrusted,  the  mechanic  hsM  a  lien  thereon  paramount  to  the  lien 
of  the  mortgage  for  materials  and  labor  furnished  in  such  repairs. 

pRACTics.  —  If  a  party  has  filed  an  answer  in  bar,  he  cannot  afterwards  fiU 
an  answer  in  abatement  even  by  leave  of  the  court. 

QuixTXNO  Tttlb  to  Pebsonaltt.  —  Though  an  original  action  cannot  be 
oiaintained  to  quiet  title  to  personal  property,  yet  when  an  action  is 
eommenoed  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  thereon,  one  who  is  made  a  party 
defendant  may,  by  a  eross-oomplaint,  set  up  his  title  to  the  property,  and 
ask  to  have  his  ownership  declared  and  the  foreclosure  enjoiiied;  and 
having  done  so,  he  cannot  Im  deprived  of  h&i  right  to  have  his  ownership 
declared  by  a  dismiisal  of  the  caae  as  to  him. 
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W.  N.  TVacBweU  and  R.  J.  Tracewell^  for  the  appellanta. 
If.  Z.  Stannard^  for  the  appellees. 

Olds,  C.  J.  On  September  12,  1883,  ike  Louisville,  New 
Albany,  and  Corjdon  Railway  Company,  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  the  payment  of  its  negotiable  bonds  and  interest 
coupons  thereto  attached,  executed  to  appellant  a  mortgage 
upon  its  real  estate,  its  road,  and  its  equipments,  including 
an  engine  called  the  Samuel  J.  Wright,  which  mortgage  was, 
on  said  day,  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  recorder  of  Harrison 
County,  Indiana,  in  record  No.  12.  On  August  4,  1887,  ap- 
pellant filed  in  the  Harrison  circuit  court  his  complaint  for 
the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage,  making  defendants  to  said 
action,  among  others,  the  appellees  Sweeney  and  Sweeney. 
Appellees  Sweeney  and  Sweeney  filed  an  answer  to  the  com- 
plaint, and  also  filed  a  cross-complaint.  Appellant  then  dis- 
missed his  complaint  as  to  Sweeney  and  Sweeney.  Issues 
were  joined  between  appellees  and  appellant  Watts,  trustee, 
upon  the  cross-complaint,  and  a  trial  was  had,  and  judgment 
rendered  upon  the  cross-complaint  in  favor  of  the  appellees. 

The  following  errors  are  assigned:  1.  That  the  court  erred 
in  overruling  the  separate  demurrer  of  the  appellant  to  the 
first  paragraph  of  the  cross-complaint  of  the  appellees;  2.  The 
court  erred  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  of  the  appellees  to 
the  plea  in  abatement  filed  by  appellant  to  the  cross-com- 
plaint of  the  appellees;  3.  The  court  erred  in  sustaining  the 
demurrer  of  the  appellees  to  the  second  paragraph  of  the  sep- 
arate answer  of  the  appellant  to  the  cross-complaint  of  appel- 
lees; 4.  The  court  erred  in  overruling  the  separate  motion  of 
appellant  to  separately  docket  and  try  the  cross-complaint  of 
appellees;  5.  The  court  erred  in  overruling  the  motion  by  ap- 
pellant for  a  new  trial  on  appellees'  cross-complaint;  6.  The 
cross-complaint  of  appellees  does  not  contain  sufficient  facts 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  against  appellant. 

It  is  alleged  in  the  cross-complaint  "that  on  the  fifteenth 
day  of  May,  1885,  and  for  three  years  prior  thereto,  and  ever 
since  said  date,  the  appellees  Sweeney  and  Sweeney  were,  and 
had  been,  engaged  under  the  firm  name  of  M.  A.  Sweeney  and 
Brother,  in  running  and  operating  a  foundry  and  machine-shop 
at  the  city  of  Jeffersonville,  county  of  Clark,  and  state  of  In- 
diana, for  the  purpose  of  building  and  repairing  engines,  loco- 
motives, and  other  machinery  for  railroad  companies,  steamboat 
companies,  and  the  general  public;  that  they  admit  the  exe- 
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cution  of  the  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff  in  trust,  as  in  his  com- 
plaint herein  set  forth  and  declared,  and  that  the  same  was 
for  the  uses  and  purposes  therein  mentioned.  It  is  further 
admitted  that  the  conditions  of  said  mortgage  were  broken  by 
non-payment  of  interest  upon  the  bonds  referred  to  and  secured 
thereby  and  at  the  time  therein  set  out,  and  that  then  and 
there,  and  by  reason  thereof,  the  plaintiff  became  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  all  the  personal  property  covered  by  said 
mortgage,  including  the  said  engine  and  tender  number  one 
(1),  and  named  the  Samuel  J.  Wright;  but  the  defendants 
aver  that  notwithstanding  the  premises,  the  plaintiff  permitted 
their  co-defendant,  the  Louisville,  New  Albany,  and  Corydon 
Railway  Company,  the  mortgagor  thereof,  to  continue  to  hold, 
use,  and  operate  the  railroad,  machinery,  and  rolling  stock 
named  in  said  mortgage  (including  said  engine  and  tender), 
for  a  long  time  after  the  same  became  forfeited  as  aforesaid, 
to  wit,  for  more  than  two  years  thereafter;  that  during  all  of 
said  time,  by  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  and  to  enable  said 
mortgagor  to  pay  the  principal  and  interest  of  the  debt  se- 
cured by  said  mortgage,  their  said  co-defendant  was  allowed 
to  remain  so  in  possession  and  control  of  and  operate  the  said 
railroad,  and  to  run  the  said  locomotive-engine  and  tender; 
that  by  reason  of  such  use  of  said  engine  and  tender  in  the 
manner  and  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  the  same  became  worn 
out,  broken,  out  of  repair,  and  of  no  service  to  the  plaintiff  or 
said  mortgagor,  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  and  in  order  to  ren- 
der said  engine  and  tender  fit  for  use,  the  same  being  then  and 
there  the  only  locomotive-engine  and  tender  owned  by  the 
plaintiff  or  said  mortgagor,  and  to  be  used  in  operating  said 
mortgaged  railroad,  and  thereby  to  earn  the  means  of  liqui- 
dating said  debt  and  interest,  repairs  became  necessary  thereto; 
that  said  Louisville,  New  Albany,  and  Corydon  Railway  Com- 
pany, while  so  possessing  and  operating  said  railroad,  locomo- 
tive-engine and  tender^  intrusted  the  said  engine  and  tender 
to  the  appellees  as  machinists  and  mechanics  at  their  said 
place  of  business,  at  the  said  city  of  Jefferson ville,  to  the  end 
that  the  same  might  be  by  the  said  firm,  as  such  mechanics, 
overhauled,  repaired,  altered,  remodeled,  and  rendered  fit  for 
use;  that  while  said  engine  and  tender  were  so  intrusted  to 
them  and  under  their  care  and  control,  and  in  their  custody 
for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  they,  as  such  firm,  at  the  special 
instance  and  request  of  said  mortgagor,  expended  and  bestowed 
a  large  amount  of  money,  to  wit,  11,163.56,  in  providing  mate- 
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rial  and  labor  in  and  about  the  necessary  repairs,  refitting  and 
rendering  fit  for  service  the  said  engine  and  tender,  thereby 
imparting  increased  value  thereto  in  said  sum;  that  the  re* 
pairs  so  made  by  these  cross-complainants  were  necessary  to 
be  done,  and  the  amount  so  expended  was  a  reasonable  charge 
for  such  repairs." 

It  is  further  averred  **  that  long  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit  the  said  repairs  upon  said  engine  and  tender  were 
completed,  and  their  said  reasonable  charge  for  the  same  be- 
came then  and  there  due,  yet  the  same  was  not  paid,  and  said 
engine  and  tender  taken  away,  nor  were  said  charges  paid  or 
tendered  to  said  cross-complainants,  or  any  one  for  them;  that 
the  said  charges  for  said  repairs  became  due  and  payable  to 
these  cross-complainants  on  the  fifteenth  day  of  July,  1885; 
that  after  six  months  had  elapsed  from  said  last-named  date, 
to  wit,  on  the  twenty-seventh  day  of  March,  1886,  these  cro68- 
complainants,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  and  satisfying  their 
said  charges,  the  same  not  having  previously  been  paid,  sold 
the  said  locomotive-engine  and  tender  at  public  auction  on 
Pearl  Street,  between  Court  Avenue  and  Maple  Street,  in  the 
city  of  Jefferson ville,  Clark  County,  state  of  Indiana,  for  cash, 
at  the  hour  of  ten  o'clock,  a.  m.,  on  the  twenty-seventh  day  of 
March,  1886,  the  same  not  being  susceptible  of  division  with- 
out injury  thereto;  that  said  articles  exceeded  in  value  the 
sum  of  ten  dollars,  and  before  making  said  sale  said  cross- 
complainants,  as  such  mechanics,  gave  public  notice  of  the 
time,  place,  and  terms  thereof  by  advertisement  for  three  weeks 
successively  next  before  said  sale,  in  the  National  Democrat, 
a  weekly  newspaper  of  general  circulation,  printed  and  pub- 
lished in  said  county  of  Clark,  the  same  being  the  county  in 
which  said  articles  were  so  repaired  and  sold;  that  said  cross- 
complainants,  being  the  highest  and  best  bidders  therefor,  be- 
came the  purchasers  of  the  said  engine  and  tender,  and  have 
ever  since  said  time  owned,  held,  and  possessed  the  same  in 
pursuance  of  said  sale  and  purchase;  that  said  plaintiff  and 
the  cross-complainants'  co-defendant  each  claim  to  own  some 
interest  in  said  property  by  virtue  of  a  mortgage  filed  with 
plaintiff's  complaint  and  sought  to  be  foreclosed  in  this  ao* 
tion,  a  copy  of  which  is  filed  herewith,  made  a  part  hereof, 
and  marked '  Exhibit  A* ;  but  these  cross-complainants  allege 
that  neither  said  plaintiff  nor  their  co-defendant  has  any  in- 
terest whatever  therein  nor  title  thereto,  and  that  their  said 
claim  and  pretense  cast  a  cloud  upon  the  title  of  these  cross* 
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complainants  to  said  property,  and  materially  interfere  with 
their  use  and  enjoyment  thereof,  and  prevent  them  from  sell- 
ing and  disposing  of  the  same.  Wherefore  these  cross-com- 
plainants pray  that  the  said  cloud  be  removed  from  their  title 
to  said  property,  and  their  title  quieted  therein;  that  plaintiff 
may  be  enjoined  from  foreclosing  its  said  mortgage  herein  upon 
said  engine  and  tender,  and  for  such  other  and  necessary  re- 
lief in  the  premises  as  the  nature  and  circumstances  of  this 
case  may  require." 

The  first  question  presented  upon  the  facts  alleged  in  the 
cross-complaint  is  as  to  the  priority  of  the  lien  of  the  appel- 
lees over  that  of  the  mortgagee.  The  appellees  had  a  lien 
upon  the  property  for  the  materials  furnished  and  labor  per- 
formed in  making  the  repairs;  this  they  would  have  had  at 
common  law,  but  the  same  lien  which  they  had  at  common 
law  is  declared,  and  a  method  for  its  enforcement  provided, 
by  sections  6304  and  5305,  Revised  Statutes  of  1881. 

This  section  is  very  awkwardly  worded.  It  provides  that 
**  whenever  any  person  shall  intrust  to  any  mechanic  or 
tradesman  materials  to  construct,  alter,  or  repair  any  article 
of  value,"  etc.  It  is  a  remedial  statute,  and  must  be  con- 
strued liberally,  and  a  reasonable  construction  of  it  is,  that 
it  was  intended  to  apply  to  cases  where  articles  of  value  are 
intrusted  to  a  mechanic  or  tradesman  to  alter  or  repair;  and, 
indeed,  literally  construed,  it  would  apply  to  the  case  under 
consideration,  for  the  engine  and  tender  were  intrusted  to  the 
appellees  to  alter  and  repair;  and  when  so  altered  and  re- 
paired, the  engine  and  tender  so  intrusted  to  them  were  a  part 
of  the  material  which  entered  into  and  constituted  a  part  of 
the  same  as  repaired.  This  section  does  not  declare  a  lien, 
bat  provides  the  manner  of  enforcing  a  lien  which  the  me- 
chanic has  at  common  law,  and  it  would  be  an  imputation 
upon  the  intelligence  of  the  legislative  body  enacting  the 
section  to  hold  that  it  was  only  intended  to  apply  to  a  case 
where  materials  were  furnished  to  alter  or  repair  an  article 
of  value,  and  that  it  does  not  apply  where  the  mechanic  is 
intmsted  with  the  article  to  be  altered  or  repaired,  furnish- 
ing his  own  materials  for  the  repairs,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
there  is  no  other  statute  relating  to  such  a  case.  The  rights 
of  the  appellees  are  therefore  governed  by  sections  5304  and 
5305,  Sevised  Statutes  of  1881,  in  enforcing  their  lien. 

The  case  presented  by  the  cross-complaint  shows  the  en- 
gine repaired  was  mortgaged  with  the  other  equipments  of 
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the  railroad;  tbat  it  was  the  only  engine  belonging  to  the 
mortgagor  and  used  in  operating  the  railroad,  and  bj  the 
terms  of  the  mortgage  was  left  in  the  possession  of  the  mort- 
gagor, and  after  the  debt  became  due  it  was  still  permitted 
by  the  mortgagee  to  remain  in  the  possession  of  the  mort- 
gagor, to  be  used  by  him  in  operating  the  railroad  and  earn- 
ing the  money  to  pay  the  mortgage  debt;  and  that  by  virtae 
of  such  use  it  became  worn,  out  of  repair,  and  unfit  for  use, 
and  was  by  the  mortgagor  in  possession,  long  after  the  debt 
matured,  and  after  there  was  a  forfeiture  of  the  conditions 
in  the  mortgage,  intrusted  to  the  appellees  to  repair.  Under 
such  circumstances  the  necessary  implication  was,  and  the 
fair  presumption  is,  that  the  engine  thus  mortgaged,  but  re* 
tained  by  the  mortgagor  to  be  used  by  him  in  earning  money 
to  pay  the  mortgage  debt,  was  to  be  kept  in  repair;  and  the 
further  presumption  follows,  that  it  being  machinery  requir- 
ing skilled  mechanics  and  machinists  to  repair,  it  would 
be  intrusted  to  machinists  to  make  necessary  repairs,  and 
such  being  the  understanding  of  the  parties  to  the  mortgage, 
as  fairly  inferred  from  the  nature  of  the  machinery  and  use  to 
be  made  of  it,  and  by  permitting  it  to  be  retained  and  used  by 
the  mortgagor  long  after  the  mortgage  debt  matured  and  the 
conditions  of  the  mortgage  forfeited,  the  mortgagee  was  bound 
to  know  that  such  mechanic  or  machinist  would  hare  a  lien 
for  the  amount  of  the  repairs. 

When  the  mortgagee  intrusts  machinery  of  the  character 
in  controversy  to  the  custody  of  the  mortgagor  for  a  long 
period  of  time,  to  be  used  by  the  mortgagor  in  operating  the 
railroad,  it  will  be  presumed  against  the  mortgagee  that  all 
necessary  repairs  were  contemplated,  and  the  mortgagor  was, 
in  case  of  needed  repairs,  constituted  the  agent  of  the  mort* 
gagee  in  procuring  such  repairs,  and  in  such  case  equity 
gives  the  mechanic  a  lien  for  his  services  and  materials.  The 
repairs  add  to  the  value  of  the  property,  and  they  are  for  the 
benefit  of  the  mortgagee  as  well  as  the  mortgagor. 

Where  property  is  to  be  retained  and  used  by  the  mort- 
gagor for  a  long  period  of  time,  it  will  be  presumed  to  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  mortgage,  where  it  is 
property  liable  to  such  repairs,  that  it  is  to  be  kept  in  repair; 
and  when  the  property  is  machinery,  or  property  of  a  charac- 
ter which  renders  it  necessary  to  intrust  it  to  a  mechanic  or 
machinist  to  make  such  repairs,  the  mortgagor  in  poesession 
^ill  be  constituted  the  agent  of  the  mortgagee  to  procure  the 
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repairs  to  be  made;  and  as  such  necessary  repairs  are  for  the 
betterment  of  the  property,  and  add  to  its  value  to  the  gain 
of  the  mortgagee,  the  common-law  lien  in  favor  of  the  me- 
chanic for  the  value  of  the  repairs  is  paramount  and  superior 
to  the  lien  of  the  mortgagee.  The  mortgagee  is  presumed,  in 
such  case,  to  have  contracted  with  a  knowledge  of  the  law 
giving  to  a  mechanic  a  lien. 

Where  the  lien  is  purely  a  statutory  one,  or  where  the  prop- 
erty is  of  such  a  character  that  it  would  not  be  reasonable  to 
anticipate  the  necessity  for  any  needed  repairs  for  the  period 
of  tini3  the  property  is  to  or  does  remain  in  the  possession 
of  the  mortgagor,  or  when  it  is  but  reasonable  to  expect  the 
mortgagor  in  person  to  care  for  or  repair  the  property, — in 
such  cases,  a  diCTerent  rule  may  prevail. 

In  the  case  of  Hanch  v.  Ripley,  127  Ind.  151,  it  was  held 
that  the  lien  of  an  agister  for  feeding  horses  was  not  superior 
to  a  chattel  mortgage;  but  the  agister  is  given  a  lien  by  stat- 
ute, and  it  would  be  the  natural  presumption  that  if  the  mort- 
gagor retained  the  possession  of  horses  or  live-stock,  he  was  to 
feed  and  care  for  the  same. 

In  Jones  on  Chattel  Mortgages,  2d  ed.,  section  473,  it  is 
said:  ** Where  the  subject  of  a  mortgage  was  a  hack  let  for 
hire,  and  it  was  described  as  *  now  in  use '  at  certain  stables, 
and  it  was  stipulated  that  the  mortgagor  might  retain  posses* 
sion  and  use  it,  it  was  regarded  as  the  manifest  intention  of 
the  parties  that  the  hack  should  continue  to  be  driven  for 
hire,  and  should  be  kept  in  a  proper  state  of  rept^r  for  that 
purpose,  not  merely  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagee,  but  for 
that  of  the  mortgagor  also,  by  preserving  the  value  of  the 
security  and  afifording  a  means  of  earning  wherewithal  to  pay 
off  the  mortgage  debt";  and  this  is  the  holding  in  the  case  of 
Hammond  v.  Danielson^  126  Mass.  294. 

It  is  the  recognized  rule  that  when  the  mortgagee  of  a  ship 
allows  the  mortgagor  to  continue  in  possession  as  the  ap- 
parent owner,  making  it  a  source  of  profit  wherewithal  to  pay 
off  the  mortgage  debt,  the  mortgagor  has  the  implied  right  to 
do  all  that  is  necessary  to  keep  the  ship  in  repair,  and  it  is 
inferred  that  he  has  the  right  to  procure  such  repairs  to  be 
made  on  the  usual  and  ordinary  terms,  and  such  terms  give 
the  shipwright  a  lien  for  the  work  done  and  the  labor  ex- 
pended: Jones  on  Chattel  Mortgages,  sec.  535;  The  De  Smet,  10 
Fed.  Rep.  483,  and  note  on  p.  489;  Scoii  v.  Delahunt,  65  N.  Y. 
128.  See,  on  question  of  liens,  Jackson  v.  Cummine,  6  Mees. 
&  W.  841. 
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In  1  Jones  on  Liens,  section  744,  the  doctrine  is  stated  to 
be,  that  the  mortgagor's  authority  for  the  creation  of  a  lien  on 
the  mortgaged  property  may  be  implied  from  the  mortgagor 
being  allowed  to  remain  in  possession  of  the  chattel;  and  the 
lien  of  the  mechanic  is  prior  to  the  lien  of  the  mortgagee. 

The  averments  of  the  complaint  show  that  section  5305  was 
fully  complied  with  in  making  the  sale.  Notice  was  published 
in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  said  section,  and  a  sale 
made  in  accordance  with  the  sections;  a  sale  under  sections 
6304  and  5305  passes  a  complete  title  to  the  property  to  the 
purchaser.  There  was  no  error  in  overruling  the  demurrer  to 
the  complaint 

The  next  question  presented  is  as  to  the  ruling  of  the  court 
on  the  demurrer  to  the  appellant's  plea  in  abatement  This 
plea  shows  that  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  action 
appellant  had  filed  his  complaint  in  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  district  of  Indiana  against  the  appellees 
in  replevin,  alleging  that  the  appellant  had  a  special  property 
in  the  engine  and  tender  by  reason  of  the  mortgage,  and  was 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  same  by  reason  of  the  failure 
to  comply  with  the  conditions  of  the  mortgage;  and  the  appel- 
lees had  alleged  in  their  answer  in  said  cause  the  same  ser- 
vice performed  on  the  engine  and  tender,  the  sale,  and  that 
they  were  the  owners,  alleging  in  said  answer  the  same  facts 
set  up  in  their  cross-complaint  in  this  action,  and  that  said 
cause  was  pending  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this 
action  and  the  filing  of  the  cross-complaint,  and  is  still  pend« 
ing;  also,  alleging  other  formal  matters  showing  that  the 
United  States  court  had  jurisdiction  in  said  action  of  replevin. 
The  appellant  first  appeared  to  the  cross-complaint,  and  filed 
an  answer  in  bar,  and  then,  with  leave  of  court,  withdrew  the 
answer  in  bar,  and  filed  an  answer  in  abatement 

That  when  a  party  first  files  an  answer  in  bar  he  cannot 
afterwards  file  an  answer  in  abatement,  even  by  leave  of  court, 
has  been  settled  by  a  decision  of  this  court  in  the  case  of  Brink 
V.  Reid^  122  Ind.  257;  and  having  been  so  held,  and  the  stat- 
ute, section  365,  Revised  Statutes  of  1881,  providing  that  an- 
swers in  abatement  must  precede  and  cannot  be  pleaded  with 
an  answer  in  bar,  we  deem  it  best  to  adhere  to  the  decision  in 
that  case.  Pleas  in  abatement  being  dilatory  pleas,  a  strict 
rule  should  be  held  in  regard  to  them.  The  answer  in  abate- 
ment in  this  case  having  been  filed  after  the  filing  of  an  an- 
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Bwer  in  bar,  the  same  was  subject  to  be  struck  out  on  motion. 
The  same  result  was  reached  by  sustaining  a  demurrer  thereto, 
and  there  is  no  available  error  in  the  ruling. 

The  next  alleged  error  discussed  is  the  ruling  of  the  court 
in  sustaining  appellees'  demurrer  to  the  second  paragraph  of 
appellant's  answer. 

This  paragraph  disclaims  any  intention  on  the  part  of 
appellant  to  affect  in  any  way  the  appellees  by  the  fore- 
closure of  the  mortgage,  and  states  facts  showing  that  the 
engine  and  tender  were  personal  property  in  the  hands  of  the 
appellees. 

It  is  contended  that  this  paragraph  of  answer  is  good,  for 
the  reason  that  the  appellees,  haying  the  possession,  cannot 
maintain  a  suit  to  determine  and  quiet  their  title.  However 
this  may  be  as  to  maintaining  an  independent  suit,  in  this 
case  the  appellant,  in  his  complaint,  sought  a  foreclosure  of 
his  mortgage  upon  the  engine,  and  the  appellees  were  made 
parties  to  the  suit,  and  filed  their  cross-complaint,  asking  to 
have  their  ownership  declared,  and  to  enjoin  and  prevent  a 
foreclosure  against  them  as  to  the  engine  and  tender.  After 
the  filing  of  the  cross^complaint,  appellant  dismissed  his  case 
as  to  the  appellees.  This  did  not  take  appellees'  cross-com- 
plaint out,  and  the  appellees  had  the  right  to  have  their  title 
to  the  property  settled  and  determined  as  between  them  and 
the  mortgagee. 

The  facts  alleged  in  the  cross-complaint  entitled  the  appel- 
lees to  some  relief,  and  the  answer  did  not  state  facts  showing 
they  were  not  entitled  to  any.  No  objection  is  made  as  to  the 
form  of  the  judgment. 

The  next  objection  urged  relates  to  the  ruling  of  the  court 
on  the  motion  to  separately  docket  and  try  the  case  on  the 
cross-complaint;  but  it  is  conceded  that  this  was  a  matter 
within  the  discretion  of  the  trial  court,  and  not  a  matter  to 
which  the  appellant  was  entitled  as  of  right  There  was  no 
error  in  this  ruling. 

The  next  question  presented  arises  on  the  ruling  of  the  court 
in  overruling  the  motion  for  a  new  trial.  It  is  contended  that 
the  evidence  as  to  the  notice  and  sale  of  the  engine  and  tender 
was  improperly  admitted,  for  the  reason  that  such  sale  was 
unauthorized.  This  objection  is  not  well  taken.  The  statute 
authorized  the  sale. 

Lastly,  it  is  urged  that  the  evidence  does  not  support  the 
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finding.    There  is  eufficient  evidence  to  enpport  the  finding, 
and  in  such  a  case  it  will  not  be  disturbed  hj  this  court 

There  is  no  error  in  the  record. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs. 


MiOHANio's  Lmr  —  Sxbyiois.  ~  Aa  artiaan  who  hu  bestowed  his  Ubor 
upon  property  held  by  him  m  bailee  has  a  lien  thereon  for  the  ralne  of  hie 
•ervioes:  OHnnelir,  Cook,  8  Hill, 486;  3S  Am.  Deo.  &&,  and  note;  Arkuu  t. 
Briekley,  66  Wia.  26;  66  Am.  Rep.  611;  note  to  Mclniyre  ▼.  Carver,  37  Am. 
Deo.  622,  623;  PhiUip$  r.  Freyer,  80  Mioh.  254;  Boyoe  r.  Poore.  84  Oa.  674 
A  laborer's  general  lien  on  personal  property  takes  precedenoe  over  ordinary 
mortgages,  even  those  oreated  prior  to  the  oontraot  for  labor:  Albred  t.  Hiule, 
84  Ga.  670.  A  mechanio  s  lien  is  snperior  to  the  landlord's  lien  for  rent,  aa 
weU  as  to  a  chattel  mortgage  plaoed  upon  the  improToments  after  they  are 
made,  but  before  proceedings  are  instituted  to  establish  the  mechanic's  lien: 
National  L.  Co,  t.  Bowman^  77  Iowa,  706.  But  the  lien  of  a  chattel  mortgage 
upon  a  horse  is  superior  to  the  subsequently  acquired  statutory  lien  of  a  liv- 
ery-stable keeper,  even  though  the  latter  had  no  knowledge  of  tiie  ezistenoe 
of  the  mortgage:  MeOhte  ▼.  Bdwardt,  87  Tenn.  506.  Contra,  Smith  ▼.  Steven*^ 
36  Minn.  303.  The  bona  fide  purchase  of  personalty  in  payment  of  an  ante- 
cedent debt,  prior  to  its  seisure  under  a  laborer's  lien,  will  take  precedence 
over  such  lien,  no  notice  thereof  haying  been  brought  home  to  the  pnrohaBeri 
Fin^M  V.  aMobaUt  84Ga.  641. 


Cabb  u  State. 

[127  IVDIAITA,  204.J 

A  Stati  Enterino  nno  Comtraoib  lays  aside  its  attributes  of  sorereigntj, 
and  binds  itself,  substantially,  as  one  of  its  citisens  does  when  he 
enters  into  a  contract. 

CoNTRAOTS  ov  A  Stati  arb  Imtkrpreted  as  the  contracts  of  individuals  are^ 
and  controlled  by  the  same  laws. 

A  Stati  has  No  Powib  to  Annul  or  Iicpair  its  Owh  ConnLAcr.  Its 
legislature  may,  by  failing  to  make  an  appropriation,  defeat  the  pay- 
ment of  a  just  claim  or  block  the  wheels  of  government,  but  it  has, 
under  the  constitution,  no  right  to  do  sa 

BrrWEKN  A  GONTRAOT  O?  THB  StATB    AND  OnB  OV  ITS  CiTZZBNS  THXRB  IS 

This  Diffrrbnob,  that  the  latter  cannot  defeat  the  enforcement  of  a 
contract,  while  the  former  may,  because  not  liable  to  suit  without  its 
consent,  and  not  compellable  to  make  appropriations  to  provide  means 
of  payment. 

Crbditors  Aoobftino  Oblxgations  of  THB  Statb  arb  Bound  to  Know 
that  they  cannot  enforce  their  claims  against  the  state  directly,  nor 
against  its  officers,  when  no  appropriation  has  been  made  as  the  constita* 
tion  requires. 

If  No  Appropriation  has  bbbn  Madb  to  Pat  a  Dbbt  of  a  Statb,  No 
Action  oan  Lib  aoainot  thb  Offiokrs  of  thb  Statb  thbrbon. 
Unless  there  is  an  appropriation,  courts  have  no  power  to  «nforoo  aoon- 
tract  of  a  state,  though  they  do  not  doubt  its  validity. 
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AFPmoFBiAnov.  —  Fromisx  to  Pat  a  Debt  ov  ▲  Stati,  contained  in  a 
oertifioato  thereof  isau'^d  by  itsanthority,  is  not  an  appropriation. 

APFROPRfATioir  NSSD  NOT  BS  Madk  III  ExpRBSS  Tkbhs.  It  is  sufficient 
that  an  intention  to  make  it  is  clearly  evinced  by  the  language  of  the 
■tatnte,  or  that  no  effect  can  be  given  to  the  statute  unless  it  is  consid* 
ered  as  making  the  necessary  appropriation. 

Appbopriation  vob  Payhbnt  of  Salary.  —  If  the  salary  of  a  public  officer 
is  fixed  and  the  times  of  payment  prescribed  by  law,  no  special  appropri- 
ation is  necessary  to  authorize  the  issuing  of  a  warrant  for  its  payment. 

Appropriation*  ~  If  a  Statotb  Sbts  Apart  thb  Monrtb  in  thb  Stati 
Dbbt  Sinking  Fund  for  the  payment  of  the  principal  of  certain  in- 
debtedness of  the  state,  this  is  a  valid  appropriation;  and  if  that  statute 
is  afterwards  abrogated  by  another  statute,  declaring  that  the  state  sink- 
ing fund  shall  be  discontinued,  merged  in,  and  oonstitute  part  of  the 
general  fund,  and  all  sums  of  money  payable  out  of  the  state  sinking 
fund  shall  be  payable  out  of  the  general  fnnd  of  the  state  treasury,  thii 
latter  statute  is  also  an  appropriation. 

CbMTRAor  Law  Changino  Place  of  Patuent.  —  The  holder  of  a  eertifi- 
oate  of  indebtedness  payable  at  a  designated  place  cannot  be  deprived 
of  his  rights  by  a  subsequent  law  or  order  making  it  payable  elsewhere, 
and  declaring  if  it  is  not  there  presented  for  payment  interest  thereon 
shall  cease.  The  only  method  in  which  a  debtor  can  escape  liability  i» 
by  having  money  ready  for  the  creditor  at  the  place  of  payment  named 
in  the  contract. 

Constitutional  Law.  —  A  Statute  cannot  be  Changed  or  Repealed 
BT  A  Subsequent  Act  Wuich  is  Void  because  uncoostitntiouaL  An 
unconstitutional  act  can  neither  tear  down  nor  build  up,  neither  create 
new  rights  nor  destroy  existing  ones. 

Constitutional  Law.  —  Statute  ATTEMtrriNo  to  Withdraw  an  Appro- 
priation BT  Annulling  a  Contract  cannot  accomplish  such  purpose, 
because  the  legislature  has  no  power  to  annul  contracts. 

Ihtbrest,  when  Due  on  a  Contract  of  the  State.  —  If  a  statute  au- 
thorises the  issue  of  certificates  for  the  payment  of  the  principal  and 
interest  to  which  the  faith  of  the  state  is  pledged,  and  declares  that 
the  interest  shall  be  paid  half-yearly  at  the  city  of  Kew  York,  but  that 
if  interest  is  not  demanded  before  the  expiration  of  thirteen  months 
after  it  falls  due  then  it  shall  be  demandable  only  at  the  treasury  of 
the  state,  such  certificates  bear  interest  to  their  maturity. 

IiTTERBST.  —  A  Sovereign  is  not  Bound  to  Pat  Interest  unless  it  has 
contracted  so  to  do. 

Rate  of  Interest  on  Contracts  of  the  State  aitbb  their  Maturity 
is  the  rate  mentioned  in  the  statute  authorizing  such  contracts,  and  not 
the  rate  specified  in  the  general  statutes  of  the  state  giving  interest  on 
contracts. 

Interest  on  Interest  n  not  Allowable  on  a  Contract  or  Obligation 
OF  A  State,  unless  it  has  expressly  promised  to  pay  such  interest. 

Appropriation  to  Pat  the  Principal  and  Interest  of  a  Bond  of  a 
state  does  not  authorize  the  payment  of  interest  upon  interest. 

A,  0.  SmitK  (Uiomey^general^  and  J.  IT  OUUtt^  for  the  ap- 
pellants. 

/.  P.  Oray  and  P.  Gray,  for  tde  appellee. 

Am.  St.  Bar.,  Vol.  XXU.-40 
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Elliott,  J.  The  legislature  of  the  state,  in  1846  and  1847, 
passed  laws  providing  for  the  funding  and  payment  of  the 
public  debt  Those  acts  authorized  the  auditor  and  treasurer 
of  the  state  to  execute  certificates  pledging  the  irrevocable 
faith  of  the  state  to  the  payment  of  the  sum  named  in  each 
of  the  certificates.  Among  the  certificates  issued  were  those 
upon  which  this  action  is  founded.  They  are  dated  the  third 
day  of  May,  1852,  and  are  payable  at  the  pleasure  of  the  state 
at  any  time  after  twenty  years  from  the  nineteenth  day  of 
January,  1846.  They  provide  for  the  payment  of  interest 
semi-annually,  at  the  rate  of  five  per  centum  per  annum;  the 
days  of  such  semi-annual  payments  are  designated  as  the  first 
days  of  January  and  July  in  each  year.  The  payee  of  the 
certificates  is  described  as  Jean  Baptiste  Maurice  du  Coetlos- 
quet,  of  Paris,  and  provision  is  made  for  the  registry  of  the 
certificates.  The  place  of  payment  of  principal  and  interest 
is  declared  to  be  the  city  of  New  York. 

No  question  is  made  as  to  the  validity  of  these  certificates, 
nor  could  any  be  successfully  made.  The  certificates  were 
issued  under  valid  legislative  authority,  and  in  accordance 
with  duly  enacted  laws.  There  is  therefore  a  complete  and 
binding  contract;  no  element  is  wanting,  nor  is  any  incident 
absent. 

As  there  is  a  perfect  contract,  the  state  is  bound  to  perforin 
it  according  to  its  legal  tenor  and  efiect,  and  to  redeem  tbe 
pledge  it  has  declared  to  be  irrevocable.  In  entering  into  the 
contract  it  laid  aside  its  attributes  as  a  sovereign,  and  bound 
itself,  substantially,  as  one  of  its  citizens  does  when  he  enters 
into  a  contract.  Its  contracts  are  interpreted  as  the  contracts 
of  individuals  are,  and  the  law  which  measures  individual 
rights  and  responsibilities  measures,  with  few  exceptions, 
those  of  a  state,  whenever  it  enters  into  an  ordinary  business 
contract:  Hartman  v.  Oreenhow^  102  U.  S.  672;  Poindexter  v, 
Oreenhow,  114  U.  8.  270;  Keith  v.  Clark,  97  U.  S.  454;  Murray 
V.  Charleston,  96  U.  S.  432;  Gray  v.  State,  72  Ind.  567;  State  v. 
Cardozo,  8  S.  C.  71;  28  Am.  Rep.  275;  People  v.  Canal  CommWa^ 
5  Denio,  401;  Georgia  etc.  Co,  v.  Nelms,  71  Ga.  301;  Lowry  v. 
Francis,  2  Yerg.  534;  Orogan  v.  San  Francisco,  18  Cal.  590. 

The  principle  that  a  state,  in  entering  into  a  contract,  binds 
itself,  substantially,  as  an  individual  does  under  similar  cir- 
cumstances necessarily  carries  with  it  the  inseparable  and 
subsidiary  rule  that  it  abrogates  the  power  to  annul  or  im- 
pair its  own  contract.     It  cannot  be  true  that  a  state  is  bound 
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by  a  contract,  and  yet  be  true  that  it  has  power  to  cast  off  its 

obligation  and  break  its  faith,  since  that  would  involve  the 

manifest  contradiction  that  a  stat^  is  bound  and  yet  not 

bound  by  its  obligation.     It  may  have  the  might  and  means 

of  defeating  the  enforcement  of  a  contract,  yet,  in  a  just  sense, 

have  no  power  to  do  so.     Might  and  opportunity  do  not  con- 

stitute  power  in  the  true  sense;  to  constitute  power,  another 

element  mu8t:be  present,  and  that  element  is  right.     If  right 

is  absent,  there  is  no  power.     Legislatures  may,  by  a  failure 

to  make  an  appropriation,  defeat  a  just  claim,  or,  indeed, 

block  the  wheels  of  government;  but  under  the  constitution 

they  have  no  power  to  do  any  such  thing.    It  seems  very  clear, 

therefore,  that  there  is  no  constitutional  power  to  annul  or  im- 

pair  a  valid  contract  entered  into  by  a  state,  and  so  it  has 

long  been  settled:  Fletcher  v.  Peck^  6  Cranch,  87;  Terrett  v. 

Taylor^  9  Cranch,  48;  Trustees  etc.  Co.  v.  Beers^  2  Black,  448; 

Davis  V.  Gray,  16  Wall.  203;  Hall  v.  Wisconsin,  103  U.  S.  5; 

People  V.  Plattf  17  Johns.  195;  Montgomery  v.  Kasson,  16  Gal. 

189;  StaU  ex  rel.  v.  Barker,  4  Kan.  379;  96  Am.  Dec.  175. 

There  is  one  essential  and  far-reaching  difference  between 
the  contracts  of  citizens  and  those  of  sovereigns,  not,  indeed, 
as  to  the  meaning  and  effect  of  the  contract  itself,  but  as  to 
the  capacity  of  the  sovereign  to  defeat  the  enforcement  of  its 
contract  The  one  may  defeat  enforcement,  but  the  other 
cannot.  This  result  flows  from  the  established  principle  that 
a  state  cannot  be  sued:  Hans  v.  State,  24  Fed.  Rep.  55.  Nor 
is  this  the  only  method  under  such  a  constitution  as  ours  by 
which  a  state  may  defeat  the  enforcement  of  its  obligation,  for 
the  failure  to  make  the  necessary  appropriation  will  effectu* 
ally  accomplish  that  object:  State  ex  reL  v.  Porter,  89  Ind.  260; 
May  V.  Rice,  91  Ind.  546;  Rice  v.  State  ex  rel.,  95  Ind.  33. 
The  legislature  has  therefore  the  ability  to  avoid  payment  of 
the  obligations  of  the  state  by  a  failure  or  refusal  to  make  the 
necessary  appropriation,  although  that  body  cannot  impair  the 
obligation  of  the  contract.  Creditors  who  accept  the  obliga- 
tions of  a  state  are  bound  to  know  that  they  cannot  enforce 
their  claims  by  an  action  against  the  state  directly,  nor  by  an 
action  against  its  officers,  where  no  appropriation  has  been  made 
as  the  constitution  requires.  If,  however,  there  is  an  effective 
appropriation,  then  an  officer  whose  duty  it  is  to  draw  a  war- 
rant upon  the  fund  set  apart  by  statute  may  be  coerced  into 
a  performance  of  that  duty:  Gray  v.  State  ex  reL,  72  Ind.  567. 
But  there  is  no  power  that  can  coerce  the  legislature  into 
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making  an  appropriation,  no  matter  how  strong  the  jostice  of 
the  creditor's  claim,  nor  how  plain  the  duty  seems.  Neither 
directly  nor  indirectly  can  such  a  result  be  accomplished; 
hence  it  is  that  where  there  is  no  statute  making  an  appro- 
priation no  action  will  lie  against  the  officers  of  the  state: 
State  y.  Stanton,  6  Wall.  60;  Hans  v.  StaU,  24  Fed.  Rep.  55. 
Whether  an  appropriation  shall  or  shall  *  not  he  made  is  a 
legislative  question,  and  over  purely  legislative  questions  the 
courts  have  no  supervision  or  control.  A  question  of  that 
character  is  beyond  the  touch  of  the  judiciary,  for  one  depart- 
ment of  government  cannot  enter  the  domain  of  another: 
Smith  v.  MyerSj  109  Ind.  1;  58  Am.  Rep.  375,  and  authorities 
cited;  State  ex  rel.  v.  Haworth,  122  Ind.  462,  and  authorities 
cited;  Wilson  v.  Jenkins j  72  N.  C.  5;  Goddin  v.  Crump,  8  Leigh, 
154;  Bureh  v.  Earhart,  7  Or.  58;  Franklin  v.  State  Board  etc^ 
23  Cal.  173;  People  v.  Pacheco,  27  Cal.  175. 

The  right  of  the  relator  to  compel  the  auditing  and  pay- 
ment of  his  claim  must,  it  is  evident,  depend  upon  whether 
there  is  an  appropriatiou  upon  which  a  warrant  can  be  right- 
fully drawn,  and  out  of  which  it  can  be  lawfully  paid;  for  if 
there  is  no  such  appropriation,  the  courts  are  powerless  to  as- 
sist him  to  enforce  his  contract,  although  they  may  not  doubt 
its  validity. 

It  is  clear,  upon  authority,  that  the  promise  to  pay,  con- 
tained in  the  certificate,  is  not  an  appropriation:  Ristine  v. 
State  ex  rel,  20  Ind.  328;  State  ex  rel.  v.  Ristine,  20  Ind.  345; 
Newell  V.  People,  7  N.  Y.  9;  Sunbury  etc.  R,  R.  Co.  v.  Cooper, 
83  Pa.  St.  278. 

It  does  not,  however,  follow  that  because  no  claim  can  be 
enforced  where  there  is  no  appropriation,  the  appropriation 
must  be  made  in  a  particular  form  or  in  express  terms.  It  is 
sufficient  if  the  intention  to  make  the  appropriation  is  clearly 
evinced  by  the  language  employed  in  the  statutes  upon  the 
subject,  or  if  it  is  evident  that  no  efifect  can  possibly  be  given 
to  a  statute  unless  it  be  construed  as  making  the  necessary 
appropriation.  In  Ristine  v.  State  ex  rel.,  20  Ind.  328,  it  was 
said:  *'An  appropriation  of  the  money  to  a  specified  object 
would  be  an  authority  to  the  proper  officers  to  pay  the  money, 
because  the  auditor  is  authorized  to  draw  bis  warrant  upon  an 
appropriation,  and  the  treasurer  is  authorized  to  pay  such  war- 
rant if  he  has  appropriated  money  in  the  treasury.  And  such 
an  appropriation  may  be  prospective;  that  is,  it  may  be  made 
in  one  year,  of  the  revenues  to  accrue  in  another  or  futurs 
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years,  the  law  being  so  framed  as  to  address  itself  to  such 
future  revenues.    So  a  direction  to  the  officers  to  pay  money 
out  of  the  treasury  upon  a  given  claim,  or  for  a  given  object, 
may,  by  implication,  include  in  the  direction  an  appropria- 
tion."   The  point  affirmed  in  the  case  of  Reynolds  v.  Taylor^ 
43  Ala.  420.  is  thus  stated  by  the  reporter:  '*  If  the  salary  of 
a  public  officer  is  fixed,  and  the  times  of  payment  prescribed 
by  law,  no  special  annual  appropriation  is  necessary  to  au- 
thorize the  auditor  to  issue  his  warrant  for  its  payment."    To 
the  same  effect  is  the  decision  in  Nichoh  y.  Comptroller^  4  Stew. 
&  P.  154.    The  same  principle  was  asserted  in  a  case  where 
the  constitution,  in  general  terms,  provided  what  salary  should 
be  paid  a  public  officer:  Thomas  v.  Owens^  4  Md.  189.    That 
case  was  followed  and .  approved  in  the  case  of  Qreen  y.  Par* 
neUj  12  Md.  829.    In  the  fully  considered  case  of  State  ex  rel. 
▼.  Hickman,  10  Mont.  497,  the  doctrine  of  the  Maryland  cases 
was  approved  and  enforped.    A  similar  doctrine  was  declared 
in  the  case  of  State  ex  rel.  v.  Weston,  4  Neb.  216.  The  question 
as  to  what  constitutes  an  appropriation  was  discussed  by 
Field,  C.  J.,  in  McCatUey  v.  Brooks,  16  Gal.  11,  28,  in  an  able 
opinion,  and  it  was  there  said:  *^To  an  appropriation  within 
the  meaning  of  the  constitution,  nothing  more  is  requisite 
than  a  designation  of  the  amount,  and  the  fund  out  of  which 
it  shall  be  paid.    It  is  not  essential  to  its  validity  that  the 
funds  to  meet  the  same  should  be  at  the  time  in  the  treasury. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  have  seldom  been  in  the  treasury  the 
necessary  funds  to  meet  the  several  amounts  appropriated 
under  the  general  appropriation  act  of  each  year."    It  is 
evident  from  these  authorities  that  an  appropriation  may  be 
implied,  and  the  debatable  question  is,  What  provisions  are 
sufficient  to  create  such  an  implication?    To  determine  this 
question,  it  is  necessary  to  examine  the  legislative  enactments 
subsequent  to  those  under  which  the  bonds  were  issued,  and 
firom  them  ascertain  whether  an  appropriation  has  been  made. 
The  decisions  in  the  cases  of  Ristine  v.  State  ex  reL,  20  Ind. 
828,  and  State  ex  rel,  v.  Ristine,  20  Ind.  345,  declare  that  the 
acts  of  1846  and  1847  did  not  make  the  requisite  appropria- 
tion, and  hence  we  must  search  for  it  elsewhere. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  acts  of  1846  and  1847  cannot, 
under  the  decisions  referred  to,  be  considered  as  making  an 
appropriation,  still  they  do  exert  some  influence  upon  the 
question,  and  cannot  pass  unheeded.  They  do  pledge  the 
faith  of  the  state  to  the  payment  of  the  debt,  and  do  provide 
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that  the  certificates,  together  with  the  interest  thereon,  shall 
be  paid  out  of  the  state  revenues:  Acts  of  1847,  p.  1.  Inde- 
pendently of  any  provision  of  this  character,  the  presumption 
is,  and  ought  to  be,  that  the  state  meant  to  pay  its  debt;  for  the 
law,  as  well  as  equity,  imputes  an  intention  to  fulfill  an  obli- 
gation.  In  justice  a  state  has  no  right  to  repudiate  its  con- 
tract, either  directly  or  by  indirection,  and  no  such  purpose 
should  be  imputed  to  it  In  McCauley  v.  BrookSj  16  Cal.  11, 
it  was  said:  '*  We  deny  both  the  right  to  repudiate  and  the 
fact  of  repudiation.  The  state  possesses  no  such  right,  but 
upon  her  rests  the  same  obligations  to  do  justice  and  keep 
faith  as  rest  upon  individuals.''  In  view  of  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  1847  and  of  the  general  principles  of  equity  and 
justice,  the  courts  must  assume,  unless  a  contrary  intention  is 
clearly  manifested,  that  the  state  did  not  intend  to  defeat  its 
creditors  by  direct  or  indirect  measures;  hence  we  must  as- 
sume in  the  construction  of  subsequent  statutes  (unless  to 
make  this  assumption  violates  the  language  employed)  that 
the  state  meant  to  make  good  its  declaration  in  the  act  of  1847, 
and  perform  the  promise  contained  in  the  contract  of  1852. 
A  series  of  acts,  extending  over  a  period  of  many  years,  shows 
an  intention  to  provide  means  for  the  payment  of  the  state 
debt,  for  various  statutes  provide  measures  for  raising  money 
to  pay  the  certificates  issued  to  the  creditors  of  the  state 
under  the  acts  of  1846  and  1847:  1  Rev.  Stats.  1852,  p.  408; 
Acts  of  1861,  p.  107;  Acts  of  1871,  p.  6. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  refer  to  all -of  those  acts,  but  of  two  of 
them  it  is  necessary  to  speak   with  some  particularity.     In 
1865  an  act  was  passed  wherein  it  was  declared  that  it  was 
the  purpose  of  the  general  assembly  to  provide  for  the  prompt 
payment  of  the  bonds  or  certificates  issued  under  the  acts  of 
1846  and  1847,  and  in  that  act  duties  concerning  the  pay- 
ment of  such  evidences  of  indebtedness  were  imposed  upon 
certain  of  the  state  officers:  Acts  of  1865  (Special  Sess.),  p.  49. 
That  act  contains,  among  others,  this  provision:  ''All  the 
money  and  funds  properly  belonging  to  either  of  said  funds 
shall  be  denominated  the  State  Debt  Sinking  Fund,  and  all 
such  moneys  are  hereby  set  apart  for  the  payment  of  such 
principal    exclusively,  and  shall    not,  under  any  circum- 
stances, be  drawn  or  paid  out  of  the  state  treasury  for  any 
other  purpose  whatever."    This  provision,  taken  in  connection 
with  other  provisions  of  the  act,  so  clearly  makes  an  appro- 
priation that  there  is  no  room  for  controversy,  much  less  neces- 
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Bity  for  amplification.  So  far  we  encounter  no  difficulty;  but 
Buch  difficulties  as  we  do  encounter  arise  out  of  the  act  of 
December  13,  1872.  The  third  section  of  that  act  reads 
thus:  — 

**  Sec.  3.  That  the  state  debt  sinking  fund  as  a  separate 
fund  of  the  state  treasury  be  discontinued  from  and  after  the 
first  day  of  February,  A.  D.  1873,  and  be  merged  in  and  con- 
Btitate  a  part  of  the  general  fund  of  said  treasury,  and  all 
sums  of  money  or  claims  now  lawfully  payable  out  of  the 
said  state  debt  sinking  fund  shall,  after  the  date  last  afore- 
said, be  payable  out  of  the  general  fund  of  the  state  treasury.'' 

This  provision,  even  if  it  stood  alone,  must  be  regarded  as 
making  an  appropriation  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitu* 
lion;  but  if  it  were  true  that  there  might  be  doubt  if  the  pro- 
visioQ  were  isolated  from  all  others  and  considered  in  itself, 
there  can  possibly  be  none  when  it  is  considered,  as  it  must 
be,  in  connection  with  the  prior  statute  and  under  the  rules 
of  the  law  we  have  stated;  so  that  if  there  is  no  valid  provision 
in  other  sections  of  the  act  of  1872  contravening  that  contained 
in  section  3,  it  must  be  held  that  there  was  a  valid  appropria- 
tion. If  there  is  a  provision  destroying  the  appropriation,  it 
must  be  that  contained  in  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  1872, 
since  no  other  act  professes  to  annul  the  appropriation.  That 
section  reads  thus:  ^'That  the  said  action  of  the  said  board  of 
state  debt  of  sinking-fund  commissioners,  in  stopping  the  in- 
terest  on  the  two  and  a  half  and  five  per  cent  certificates  of 
state  stocks,  as  aforesaid,  is  hereby  ratified  and  approved,  and 
that  from  and  after  the  first  day  of  February,  A.  D.  1873,  the 
principal  of  such  of  said  certificates  as  are  still  outstanding, 
with  the  interest  that  may  have  accrued  thereon  prior  to  the 
stoppage  of  interest  thereon,  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  payable  at 
the  treasury  of  the  state,  and  not  elsewhere.'' 

To  understand  this  section  it  is  necessary  to  quote  one  par- 
agraph of  the  preamble  of  the  act,  and  to  mention  what  action 
of  the  sinking-fund  commissioners  it  refers  to.  The  para- 
graph of  the  preamble  to  which  we  refer  reads  as  follows: 
'*And  whereas  the  board  of  state  debt  sinking-fund  commis- 
sioners of  this  state,  on  or  about  the  first  day  of  September, 
1870,  stopped  the  payment  of  interest  on  all  the  two  and  a  half 
and  five  per  cent  certificates  of  state  stocks  then  outstanding, 
because  of  their  non-presentment  for  payment,  due  notice 
having  been  given  requiring  their  presentment  for  payment 
at  the  state  agency  in  the  city  of  New  York,  where  the  money 
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was  on  deposit  to  redeem  them.''  The  action  of  the  sinking, 
fund  commissioners  to  which  reference  is  made  consisted  in 
ordering  a  presentment  for  payment,  and  in  giving  notice  by 
publication  that  unless  the  certificates  were  presented  within 
a  given  time  interest  should  cease.  If  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 1  are  valid,  there  is  no  appropriation;  but  if  they  are  in* 
valid,  the  appropriation  made  by  the  act  of  1866  has  not  been 
annulled,  since  the  effect  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  1872  is  to 
continue  the  appropriation;  the  only  change  made  is  in  char- 
ging the  general  fund  instead  of  the  state  debt  sinking  fund. 
That  the  appropriation  as  to  the  principal  continued  in  force 
admits  of  no  debate,  and  our  judgment  is,  that  there  is  little 
doubt  that  it  continues  in  force  as  to  the  interest  promised  to 
be  paid  by  the  state. 

The  board  of  sinking-fund  commissioners  had  no  authority 
to  alter  or  abrogate  the  contract  made  in  1852,  nor  to  impair 
it  in  any  material  particular,  for  no  statute  assumed  to  confer 
upon  them  any  such  power.  Into  that  contract  the  law  en- 
tered, as  it  does  into  every  contract,  as  an  important  factor: 
LoThg  y.  Sirau$,  107  Ind.  94;  57  Am.  Rep.  87;  Coggeshall  v. 
StatBj  112  Ind.  561.  The  elements  of  law  embodied  in  a  con- 
tract  are  as  unchangeable  as  the  elements  of  fact.  The  rights 
flowing  from  a  contract  cannot  be  impaired  by  taking  any  ele- 
ment of  law  from  the  obligation.  As  the  law  existed,  and 
long  has  existed,  the  holder  of  a  registered  certificate  of  in- 
debtedness, payable  at  a  designated  place,  cannot  be  deprived 
of  his  rights  by  a  subsequent  order  of  the  debtor  that  it  shall 
be  payable  elsewhere,  or  that  in  the  event  that  it  is  not  pre- 
sented at  the  place  designated,  the  interest  should  cease.  The 
only  method  in  which  the  debtor  can  escape  liability  is  by 
having  the  money  ready  for  the  creditor  at  the  place  of  pay- 
ment designated  by  the  contract:  City  of  Jeffer$anviUe  v.  PcU- 
Unofty  26  Ind.  16;  89  Am.  Dec.  448;  Olatt  y.  FoHman,  120  Ind. 
884;  Wallace  v.  McConnell,  18  Pet.  136;  Oelpche  y.  CUy  of  Dvr 
hwpu,  1  Wall.  176;  Ward  y.  Smith,  7  Wall.  447.  The  author- 
ity conferred  upon  the  board  of  sinking-fund  eommissioners 
was  to  pay  the  debt,  not  to  change  the  contraet,  so  that  its 
action  in  assuming  to  alter  the  contract  was  entirely  destitute 
of  force. 

As  the  action  of  the  board  of  sinking-fund  commissioners 
was  ineffective,  the  question  necessarily  turns  upon  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  1872,  which  assume  to  infuse  vitality 
into  the  action  of  the  board  by  confirming  it    We  do  not 
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deem  it  necessary  to  inquire  whether  a  void  act  can  be  rati* 
fied  or  validated  in  such  a  case  as  this;  for  if  the  appropria- 
tion was  annulled,  the  question  is  not  important,  and  if  it  was 
not  annulled,  the  question  is  of  still  less  importance.  The 
pivotal  question  is,  whether  the  appropriation  was  annulled; 
for,  as  we  have  seen,  if  there  was  no  appropriation  this  action 
cannot  be  maintained. 

The  act  of  1872  does  not  annul  the  appropriation.  In  the 
first  section  of  that  act,  the  general  assembly  assumes  to 
change  the  contract  made  by  the  state  with  its  creditor,  and 
this  that  body  had  no  power  to  do.  If  there  was  no  power  to 
alter  or  annul  the  contract,  then  the  appropriation  previously 
made  remains  unaffected  and  in  force.  We  suppose  it  clear 
that  no  law  can  be  changed  or  repealed  by  a  subsequent  act 
which  is  void  because  unconstitutional.  If,  for  illustration, 
the  legislature  should  incorporate  a  provision  annulling  an 
appropriation  for  the  payment  of  the  state  debt  in  an  act 
regulating  the  taking  up  of  estrays,  no  one  would  doubt  that 
the  attempt  to  annul  the  appropriation  would  be  utterly 
futile,  and  that  the  appropriation  would  remain  in  full  force. 
The  principle  involved  in  the  imagined  case  is  the  same  as 
that  involved  in  the  actual  case;  for  the  repeal  of  a  statute 
cannot  be  accomplished  by  an  unconstitutional  act.  An  act 
which  violates  the  constitution  has  no  power,  and  can,  of 
course,  neither  build  up  nor  tear  down.  It  can  neither  create 
new  rights  nor  destroy  existing  ones.  It  is  an  empty  legisla- 
tive declaration,  without  force  or  vitality. 

The  right  of  the  auditor  to  refuse  to  audit  a  claim  where 
an  appropriation  has  been  annulled  by  an  effective  statute 
must  be  conceded,  for  the  principle  which  requires  that  con- 
clusion is  declared  in  the  case  of  Louisiana  v.  Jumel^  107 
U.  8.  711.  But  the  question  here  is,  not  whether  the  effective 
withdrawal  of  the  appropriation  will  defeat  the  creditor,  but 
the  question  is,  Was  there  a  valid  enactment  annulling  the 
prior  statutes  which  made  the  appropriation?  It  can  make 
no  difference  for  what  cause  the  statute  assuming  to  abrogate 
the  appropriation  is  unconstitutional;  if  in  reality  it  is  uncon- 
stitutional, the  cause  of  its  infirmity  is  immaterial.  Here 
the  infirmity  is,  that  the  general  assembly,  instead  of  directly 
annulling  or  repealing  the  appropriation,  attempted  to  accom- 
plish that  end  by  annulling  the  contract  of  the  state;  and  as 
that  body  cannot  annul  the  contract,  its  action  is  fruitless. 
Either  this  conclusion  must  be  aflSrmed,  or  else  it  must  be 
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affirmed  that  a  state  may  annul  its  contract;  and  this,  aa  we 
have  shown,  the  constitation  forbids. 

There  is  no  question  in  this  case  as  to  th6  power  of  the 
state  to  withdraw  a  remedy,  and  thus  defeat  its  creditor.  As 
we  have  seen,  the  question  here  is,  whether  the  appropriation 
made  by  prior  statutes  was  destroyed  by  the  act  of  1872;  if 
it  was  not,  the  remedy  is  unaffected,  for  there  is  no  suggestion 
in  any  statute  looking  in  the  direction  of  a  change  of  the 
rule  that  has  so  long  prevailed  in  this  state,  namely,  that 
where  there  is  a  valid  claim  and  an  effective  appropriation, 
the  auditor  will  be  compelled  by  mandate  to  draw  the  proper 
warrant.  In  holding,  as  we  do,  that  this  action  will  lie,  we 
do  not  adjudge  that  a  state  is  bound  to  continue  a  remedy 
or  an  appropriation  once  provided;  we  decide  simply  that 
where  an  appropriation  is  once  effectively  made,  it  will  stand 
until  annulled  by  some  constitutional  statute,  and  that  an 
enactment  assuming  to  impair  a  contract  of  the  state  is  not 
such  a  statute. 

Courts  are  bound  to  ascertain  and  give  effect  to  the  legisla* 
tive  intention  when  expressed  as  the  constitution  sanctions; 
but  neither  the  courts  nor  the  legislature  can  disregard  the 
commands  of  the  constitution.  No  enactment  can  carry  into 
effect  a  legislative  intention  if  it  be  expressed  in  an  unconsti- 
tutional mode.  The  infirmity  in  the  first  section  of  the  act 
of  1872  consists  in  assuming  to  do  what  the  legislature  has 
no  power  to  do.  It  assumes  to  do  what  cannot  be  done  with- 
out  a  violation  of  the  constitutional  provision  forbidding  the 
impairment  of  the  obligation  of  a  contract  It  is,  as  every 
one  knows,  the  duty  of  the  judiciary  to  declare  all  enact- 
ments void  which  clearly  infringe  the  provisions  of  the  para- 
mount law,  and  in  the  discharge  of  that  duty  we  must 
adjudge  that  the  attempt  to  annul  the  contract  evidenced  by 
the  obligations  of  the  state  is  utterly  futile.  As  there  is  no 
constitutional  expression  of  a  legislative  intention  to  abrogate 
the  appropriation  made  for  the  payment  of  the  state  debt, 
there  is  no  intention  which  the  courts  can  carry  into  effect; 
hence  there  is  but  one  thing  for  us  to  do,  and  that  is  to 
adjudge  that  the  appropriation  remains  unannuUed. 

Freely  granting,  as  we  do,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  ju- 
diciary to  ascertain  and  give  effect  to  the  properly  expressed 
legislative  intention,  we  nevertheless  affirm  that  we  have  no 
right  to  give  life  and  vigor  to  an  act  which  the  constitution 
makes  lifeless  and  powerless.    If  it  could  be  granted  that  the 
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courts  can  give  life  to  an  unconstitutional  statute,  then  the 
conclusion  stated  in  the  very  able  argument  of  the  counsel  for 
the  appellant  would  necessarily  follow;  but  this  no  court  can 
do,  so  that  the  conclusion  falls  to  the  ground.  Without  the 
premise,  the  conclusion  is  absolutely  foundationless. 

It  is,  in  truth,  unnecessary  to  inquire  or  decide  whether  the 
act  of  1872  does  or  does  not  make  an  appropriation,  for, 
conceding  that  it  does  not,  and  conceding,  also,  that  it  is 
proper  to  consider  the  invalid  provisions  of  that  act,  still,  the 
result  must  be  the  same,  for  if  there  was  no  repeal  of  the  ap- 
propriation made  by  former  acts,  that  appropriation  remains 
in  full  force  and  vigor. 

The  contract  of  the  state,  as  we  constme  it,  contains  a 
promise  to  pay  interest,  and  that  promise,  under  the  settled 
rule  to  which  we  have  referred,  binds  the  state  to  pay  interest 
upon  the  principal  sum.  This  disposes  of  the  general  question 
as  to  the  right  of  the  relator  to  interest  under  the  contract;  but 
the  entire  question  is  not  disposed  of  by  the  principle  stated, 
since  the  general  rule  that  a  state  is  not  liable  for  interest, 
unless  it  contracts  to  pay  it,  exerts  an  important  influence 
upon  another  phase  of  the  question.  To  justly  apply  this 
general  rule  that  a  state  is  not  liable  for  interest,  in  the 
absence  of  a  contract  agreeing  to  pay  it,  and  to  ascertain 
whether  our  construction  of  the  contract  is  correct,  we  must 
look  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  to  the  language  of  the 
contract,  and  to  the  facts  bearing  upon  the  question  of  inter- 
est. Section  5  of  the  act  of  1846  reads  as  follows:  '*The 
interest  on  the  stock  hereby  created  shall  be  payable  half- 
yearly,  at  the  city  of  New  York,  on  the  first  days  of  January 
and  July  of  each  year,  commencing  on  the  first  day  of  July, 
1847.  But  if  the  interest  for  any  half-year  shall  not  be 
demanded  before  the  expiration  of  thirteen  months  from  the 
time  the  same  became  due,  it  shall  only  be  demandable  after- 
ward  at  the  treasury  of  the  state;  and  for  the  payment  of  the 
interest  and  the  redemption  of  the  principal  as  herein  pro- 
vided, the  faith  of  the  state  is  hereby  solemnly  pledged." 
The  certificates  show  on  their  face  that  they  were  issued 
under  the  provisions  of  this  statute,  and  subsequent  statutes, 
as  we  have  indicated,  recognize  the  obligation  to  pay  interest. 
The  provision  we  have  quoted  from  the  act  of  1847  contem- 
plates payment  of  the  interest  upon  the  principal  debt  after 
the  maturity  of  the  obligations,  for  it  provides  for  cases  where 
the  installments  remain  unpaid  for  thirteen  months  after 
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maturity.  The  act  of  1846  provides  that  the  oertificateB  shall 
**be  redeemable  at  the  pleasure  of  the  state  after  twenty 
years."  These  provisions  clearly  express  a  promise  to  pay 
interest  on  the  principal  debt  after  maturity,  and  that  promise 
is  embodied  in  the  certificates.  It  seems  quite  clear,  there- 
fore, that  there  is  a  contract  binding  the  state  to  pay  interest 
on  the  principal  debt,  and  until  it  performs  its  contract  that 
promise  remains  valid  and  enforceable. 

The  next  question  which  naturally  arises  is.  What  rate  of 
interest  did  the  state  contract  to  pay?  The  law,  as  we  have 
said,  is,  that  a  sovereign  is  bound  to  pay  only  such  interest 
as  it  binds  itself  by  contract  to  pay:  United  States  y.  North 
Carolina,  186  U.  8.  211;  United  States  v.  Bayard,  127  D.  8. 
251;  United  States  v.  Sherman,  98  U.  8.  565;  In  re  Oosman, 
17  Ch.  Div.  771.  The  contract  of  a  sovereign  with  respect  to 
the  payment  of  interest  is  governed  by  a  different  rule  from 
that  which  prevails  in  cases  of  contracts  of  citizens,  for  where 
there  is  no  promise  to  pay  interest  a  sovereign  is  exempt* 
We  are  therefore  required  to  determine  what  rate  the  sov- 
ereign  agreed  to  pay;  and  when  that  is  determined,  the  rate 
recoverable  is  ascertained  and  fixed.  In  this  instance  the 
only  rate  mentioned  in  the  statutes  or  contract  is  five  per 
centum,  and  no  other  can  be  recovered,  since  the  only  rate 
recoverable  is  that  fixed  by  the  contract  It  is  probably  true 
that  the  opinion  in  the  case  of  Oray  v.  State^  72  Ind.  567, 
contains  some  propositions  not  easily  harmonized  with  the 
doctrine  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States;  but 
however  this  may  be,  there  is  an  essential  difference  between 
that  case  and  the  one  now  at  our  bar.  One  essential  differ* 
ence  is,  that  in  this  case  it  appears  affirmatively  that  no 
coupons  were  issued  for  the  interest,  while  in  the  case  re- 
ferred to  there  were  coupons.  Another  difference  is,  that  it 
here  appears  that  thirteen  months  elapsed  without  the  pres- 
entation of  the  certificates  on  New  York,  thus  giving  the 
state  the  right  to  pay  at  its  own  treasury,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  1847;  and  this  fact  exerts  an  important  influence 
upon  the  question.  Under  these  circumstances  it  seems  clear 
that  the  interest  recoverable  is  that  fixed  by  the  statutes  and 
the  eontract,  for  the  state  undoubtedly  had  a  right  to  declare 
what  interest  it  would  pay.  This  it  did  by  providing  that  the 
certificates  should  run  for  twenty  years  at  five  per  centum  per 
annum  interest,  and  that  after  twenty  years  it  might,  at  ite 
pleasure,  redeem  them.    We  can  conceive  no  tenable  ground 
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upon  which  it  oan  be  asserted  that  the  rate  of  interest  in* 
creased  after  twenty  years,  for  it  .seems  clear  to  us  that  no 
matter  how  long  the  bonds  were  allowed  to  run,  the  rate  of 
interest  was  that  fixed  by  the  statutes  and  the  contract.  Our 
final  conclusion  upon  this  branch  of  the  case  is,  that  the  re- 
lator is  entitled  to  interest  on  the  principal  sum  at  the  rate 
fixed  by  the  statutes  and  the  contract  made  under  them,  but 
to  no  more. 

The  remaining  question  is  this:  Is  the  relator  entitled  to 
interest  upon  interest?  The  contention  of  his  counsel  is,  that 
he  is  not  asking  compound  interest,  but  that  he  is  asking  in- 
terest upon  each  semi-annual  installment  of  interest  which  the 
state  failed  to  pay.  This  question  must  be  examined  in  the 
light  of  the  rule  that  a  sovereign  state  is  not  liable  for  interest 
except  in  cases  where  it  has  promised  to  pay  interest.  If 
there  is  no  such  promise,  no  liability  exists.  The  authorities 
to  which  we  have  referred  seem  to  us  to  be  satisfactory,  and 
to  settle  the  question  against  the  relator;  but  we  have  exam- 
ined others,  and  find  them  strongly  against  him.  In  the  case 
of  State  ex  rel,  v.  Board  etc.,  36  Ohio  St  409,  it  was  held  that 
in  the  absence  of  a  promise  to  pay  interest  none  can  be  re- 
covered against  a  state,  and  that  a  state  is  not  within  the 
provisions  of  a  general  statute  providing  for  the  payment 
of  interest  in  cases  where  money  is  wrongfully  withheld  from 
a  creditor.  The  court  put  its  decision  upon  the  familiar  rule 
that  a  sovereign  is  not  bound  by  the  words  of  a  statute  unless 
it  is  expressly  named,  and  in  support  of  its  conclusion  cited 
these  cases:  Trustee  etc.  v.  Campbell^  16  Ohio  St.  11;  Joaelyn 
y.  Stone,  28  Miss.  753;  StaU  v.  Kinney  41  N.  H.  238;  Attorney- 
Oeneral  v.  Cape  Fear  etc,  Co.,  2  Ired.  £q.  444;  Auditorial 
Board  v.  Aries,  15  Tex.  72;  State  v.  Thompsonj  10  Ark.  61.  In 
Wightman  v.  United  States,  23  Ct.  of  CI.  144,  the  general  rule 
was  stated,  and  it  was  said:  *^  Hence  there  is  no  law  fixing  a 
rate  of  interest  for  all  classes  of  the  public  debt,  and  a  long- 
established  public  policy  has  been  to  pay  interest  only  where 
it  is  a  subject  of  express  agreement  or  of  positive  enactment." 
It  was  held  in  the  case  of  TUlsoa  y.  United  States,  100  U.  S, 
43,  that  a  statute  referring  a  claim  did  not  authorize  a  re- 
covery of  interest,  in  the  absence  of  words  expressly  providing 
for  the  payment  of  interest.  It  is  impossible  to  escape  the 
effect  of  these  authorities,  and  considerations  may  be  readily 
anggested  which  increase  their  force.  One  is,  that  there  is  no 
right  to  coerce  the  payment  of  a  debt  due  from  a  sovereign, 
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and,  of  conrse,  a  eovereign  may  impose  limitations  upon  its 
liability.  This  it  does  when  it  provides  for  the  payment  of 
interest,  since  it  agrees  to  pay  that  rate,  and  no  other;  and 
indeed,  in  the  absence  of  such  a  provision,  no  enforceable 
liability  would  exist  to  pay  any  interest  whatever.  Again, 
under  constitutions  like  ours,  there  is  no  enforceable  liability 
until  an  appropriation  is  lawfully  made,  and  an  appropriation 
cannot  be  construed  as  extending  to  claims  which  a  state  is 
not  under  an  express  contract  to  pay.  If  this  be  true,  it  must 
also  be  true  that  an  appropriation  to  pay  the  principal  and  in- 
terest of  a  bond  only  authorizes  the  payment  of  interest  upon 
the  principal,  and  not  upon  the  interest. 

We  do  not  inquire  whether  an  individual  would  or  would 
not  be  liable  for  interest  upon  interest,  as  it  is  enough  to  ad- 
judge that  a  sovereign  state  is  not  liable  where,  as  here,  there 
is  no  contract  to  pay  interest  upon  interest 

Judgment  affirmed.  

Afpbopriations,  What  ars.  — The  oonstitationi  of  the  different  states 
very  generally  provide  that  money  shall  not  be  drawn  from  the  treasury 
except  in  pursuance  of  an  appropriation  made  by  law;  State  t.  Hickman,  9 
Mont.  370;  People  ▼.  Spruanee,  8  06L  &30;  BaygeU  y.  Dmn,  69  Gal.  75;  Wee- 
ton  T.  Dane,  61  Me.  461;  Martin  ▼.  Fi-ancis,  13  Kan.  220;  Rietine  t.  State,  20 
lad.  328-345.  Uonce  has  arisen  the  necessity,  in  many  instances,  of  deter- 
mining what  is  an  appropriation,  and  whether  a  demand  for  a  warrant  upon 
the  treasury  of  the  state  has  been  preceded  by  an  appropriation  sufficiently 
specific  to  justify  the  proper  officer  in  issuing  the  warrant  demanded. 
.  The  supreme  court  of  Indiana,  in  considering  this  question,  first  viewed  it 
negatively,  and  determined  what  was  not  an  appropriation,  saying:  "  What^ 
then,  is  an  appropriation  by  law?  What  is  a  definition  of  it?  Judicial  decis- 
ions are  not  cited  to  any  extent  on  this  point.  It  has  rarely  arisen  in  the 
courts  of  this  state,  and  yet  it  is  one  of  great  importance  in  the  correct  ad- 
ministration of  the  government,  and  ought  to  be  definitely  settled,  and  when 
it  is  so,  carefully  observed.  There  are  some  things  which,  plainly  enough,  are 
not  severally  an  appropriation.  A  promise  by  the  government  to  pay  money  is 
not  an  appropriation.  A  duty  on  the  part  of  the  legislature  to  make  an 
appropriation  is  not  such.  A  promise  to  make  an  appropriation  is  not  an 
appropriation.  The  pledge  of  the  faith  of  the  state  is  not  an  appropriation  of 
money  with  which  to  redeem  the  pledge.  Usage  of  paying  money  in  the 
abseikce  of  an  appropriation  cannot  make  an  appropriation  for  future  pay- 
ment. The  question  is  to  be  settled  upon  the  meaning  of  the  constitution. 
Usage  may  be  evidence  of  the  meaning  the  administrative  officers  have  put 
npon  that  instrument,  and,  as  such,  entitled  to  respectful  consideration;  but 
it  is  no  binding  interpretation,  and  the  late  usage  was  in  fact  probably  com- 
menced without  much  consideration*':  Ristine  v.  State,  20  Ind.  337.  The 
court  then  proceeded  to  view  the  question  affirmatively,  and  said:  "An 
appropriation  may  be  made  in  different  modes.  It  may  be  made  by  an  act 
setting  apart  and  specially  appropriating  the  money  derived  from  a  particnlar 
source  of  revenue  to  a  particular  purpose.     Our  swamp-land  set  is  of  this 
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chsnoler.  •  .  •  •  'Appropriation/  as  applicable  to  the  general  fnnd  in  the 
trearary,  mty  perhaps  be  defined  t<»  be  an  anthority  from  the  legislature, 
given  at  the  proper  time  and  in  legal  form,  to  the  proper  oflSoers,  to  apply 
sums  ol  Booey  ont  of  that  which  may  be  in  the  treasury,  in  a  giyen  year,  to 
specified  objects  or  demands  against  the  state.  An  appropriation  of  the 
money  to  a  specified  object  would  be  an  authority  to  the  proper  officers  to 
pay  the  money,  because  the  auditor  is  authorized  to  draw  his  warrant  upon 
an  appropriation,  and  the  treasurer  is  authorised  to  pay  such  warrant  if  he 
has  appropriated  money  in  the  treasury.  And  such  an  appropriation  may  be 
prospective;  that  is,  it  may  be  made  in  one  year,  of  the  revenues  to  accrue  in 
another  or  future  years,  the  law  being  so  framed  as  to  address  itself  to  such 
future  revenues.  So  a  direction  to  the^  officers  to  pay  money  out  of  the  treas- 
ury upon  a  given  daim  or  for  a  given  object  may,  by  implication,  include  in 
the  direction  an  appropriation  ":  Pages  338,  839. 

In  the  case  from  which  the  foregoing  quotations  were  made,  it  appeared 
that  the  state  was  indebted  for  a  large  sum,  and  that  the  interest  thereon  be- 
came due  semi-annually  on  the  first  day  of  January  and  July  of  each  year,  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  and  that  the  faith  of  the  state  was  solemnly  pledged 
to  the  payment  of  such  interest;  that  a  statute  required  the  treasurer,  at 
some  convenient  time  prior  to  the  falling  due  of  the  interest  of  the  debt  of 
the  state,  to  transnit  toNew  York,  without  stating  to  whom  the  transmission 
should  be  made;  that  the  constitution  declared  all  revenues  derived  from 
public  works,  and  any  surplus  remaining  in  the  treasury  derived  from  taxes, 
after  paying  the  ordinary  expenses  of  government  and  the  interest  on  the 
bonds  of  the  state,  should  be  applied  annually,  under  direction  of  the 
general  assembly,  to  the  payment  of  the  public  debt  It  was  held  that  there 
was  no  appropriation  of  money  for  the  payment  of  the  interest,  and  there- 
fore that  the  auditor  was  justified  in  refusing  to  draw  his  warrant  on  the 
treasurer  for  the  amount  of  such  interest:  Histine  v.  State,  20  Ind.  328. 

If  a  statute  provides  for  the  appointment  of  an  officer,  fixes  his  salary,  and 
declares  that  it  is  payable  monthly  out  of  any  money  in  the  general  fund  not 
otherwise  appropriated,  this  is  not  an  appropriation  justifying  the  drawing 
of  a  warrant  for  the  amount  of  his  salary  when  there  is  no  money  in  the  gen- 
eral fund  of  the  state  not  appropriated  to  other  purposes:  BaggeU  v.  Dunn, 
69  Cal.  76;  Marshall  v.  Dunti,  69  Cal.  223. 

In  Colorado^  under  a  constitution  declaring  that  the  general  appropriation 
bOl  shall  embrace  only  the  appropriations  for  the  ordinary  expenses  of  the 
executive,  legislative,  and  judicial  departments  of  the  state,  interest  on  the 
bonded  debt^  and  for  public  schools,  and  that  all  other  appropriations  shall 
be  made  by  special  bills,  each  embracing  but  one  subject,  the  court  held  that 
a  statute  creating  a  horticultural  bureau,  and  declaring  that  to  enable  the 
bureau  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  act  *'  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars 
is  hereby  appropriated  out  of  any  moneys  not  otherwise  appropriated,"  did 
noty  of  itself,  make  an  appropriation  such  as  was  required  by  the  constitution; 
PwpU  T.  Spmance,  8  Col.  630. 

We  apprehend  that  if  the  decisions  to  which  we  have  referred,  or  any 
others  that  may  be  found,  imply  that  an  appropriation  must  be  made  ia  any 
set  form  of  words,  they  are  not,  in  that  respect,  sustained,  either  by  reason 
or  by  the  majority  of  the  adjudications  upon  the  subject.  The  appropria- 
tions required  by  the  constitutions  of  the  several  states  are  nothing  beyond 
expressions  of  the  legislative  will.  That  will  may  be  expressed  in  an  act 
which  styles  itself  an  appropriation  bill,  or  it  may  be  in  some  other  act  In 
either  event  the  words  used  may  amount  to  an  appropriaticm;  the  only  dif- 
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ferenoa  being  iStuii,  In  a  atatote  vhioh  did  not  purport  to  make  an  appropiia* 
tion,  perhaps  the  intent  to  make  one  may  need  to  be  ezpresied  in  language 
more  olear  and  definite  than  if  it  were  oimtained  in  a  etatate  profniring  to 
be  an  appropriation  bilL 

"  To  an  appropriation  within  the  meaning  of  the  statnte^  nothing  more  is 
requisite  than  the  designation  of  the  amount^  and  the  fund  oat  of  which 
it  shoald  be  paid.  It  is  not  essential  that  funds  to  meet  the  same  should 
be  at  the  time  in  the  treasury":  McOaule^  t.  Brookt^  16  CaL  29.  And 
there  are  few,  if  any,  instances  in  which  the  fund  from  which  payinent 
must  be  made  need  be  named  in  the  statute.  Therefore  it  was  held,  in 
the  case  last  cited,  that  a  valid  appropriation  had  been  effected  where 
officers  of  the  state  had  been»  by  statute,  empowered  to  lease  lands  and 
buildings  to  be  used  as  a  state  prison,  and  the  statute  had  declared  that 
**  the  sum  of  fifteen  thousand  dollars  per  month,  or  such  sum  per  month  leas 
than  that  amount^  in  accordance  with  the  contract  to  be  made^  is  hereby 
appropriated  out  of  any  money  in  the  treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated, 
and  the  controller  is  hereby  authorised  and  required  to  draw  his  warrants 
on  the  treasury  of  the  state  for  that  sum."  When  this  case  was  determined, 
there  was  in  force  in  the  state  a  statute  prohibiting  the  drawing  of  any  war- 
rants unless  there  was  an  unexpended,  specific  appropriation  to  meet  them; 
but  the  court  declared  this  statute  constituted  no  impediment  to  the  iaan* 
ing  of  the  warrants  by  the  controller  to  meet  the  payment  required  to  be 
made  under  the  contract  entered  into  nnder  the  statute  for  the  leasing 
of  the  prison,  because  ''it  means  only  that  the  treasurer  shall  not  draw 
a  warrant  for  a  specific  object  when  he  has  already  drawn  for  the  full 
amount  of  the  appropriation  made  for  that  object."  In  an  earlier  case,  in 
the  same  state,  it  appeared  that  a  statute  had  been  enacted  creating  the 
office  of  state  printer,  and  requiring  the  controller  to  draw  his  warrants  on 
the  treasury  for  such  amounts  as  may  be  due  the  state  printer,  and  that  the 
controller  had  refused  to  draw  a  warrant,  on  the  ground  that  the  statute  did 
not  constitute  a  specific  appropriation;  and  the  claim  of  the  controller  was 
sustained,  the  court  saying:  "No  fund  is  appropriated;  there  is  no  named 
amount  which  is  capable  of  being  exceeded.  The  state-printer  acts  required 
warrants  to  be  drawn,  but  this  was  in  contemplation  that  there  would  be  a 
specific  appropriation,  according  to  the  settled  financial  system  adopted  by 
the  legislature,  and  without  which  the  requirement  must  be  in  abeyance  ": 
Bedding  y.  BeU,  4  CaL  333.  This  case  was  reaffirmed  at  a  later  day,  and 
was  preferred  to  McCauley  v.  Brooks,  16  Cal.  29,  so  far  as  any  oonfiiot  be- 
tween them  exists;  and  it  was  said  that  *'by  a  specific  appropriation  ws 
understand  an  act  by  which  a  named  sum  of  money  has  been  set  aside  in 
the  treasury,  and  devoted  to  the  payment  of  a  particular  claim  or  demand  "< 
Stratton  v.  Oreen,  45  OaL  149.  The  case  last  cited  was  an  application  for  a 
writ  of  mandate  to  compel  the  controller  of  state  to  draw  his  warrant  for  the 
payment  of  the  salary  of  the  petitioner  as  a  member  of  the  board  of  tide- 
land  commissioners  of  California.  The  salary  of  each  member  was,  by  stat- 
ute, fixed,  and  was  declared  to  be  payable  quarterly  out  of  the  general  fnnd 
on  the  first  day  of  January,  April,  October,  and  December.  The  petitioner 
bad  done  all  the  acts  required  of  him  to  authorise  the  payment  of  his  salary, 
but  no  specific  appropriation  for  such  payment  had  been  made,  unless  made 
by  the  provisions  of  the  statute  declaring  the  amount  of  his  salary  and  the 
times  when  it  was  payable.  The  claim  of  the  controller  was,  that  this  did 
not  constitute  a  specific  appropriation;  and  in  sustaining  it  the  court  said: 
**  By  a  tpecifio  appropriation  we  understand  an  act  by  which  a  named  sun 


Feb.  1891.]  Caer  v.  State.  641 

of  mcmey  hma  been  tet  apart  in  th«  treasury,  and  devoted  to  the  payment  of 
a  partionlar  claim  or  demand.  The  act  of  )  869-70  (p.  641),  in  ita  aixth  aeo- 
tion,  provides  that  npon  the  prodaction  of  the  certified  approTal  of  the  state 
board  the  controller  shall  draw  his  warrant  vpon  the  general  fnnd  for  the 
payment  of  the  amonnt;  bnt  it  can  soarcely  be  claimed  that  the  entire  'gen- 
oral  fund '  named  is  specifically  appropriated  by  the  act  for  the  payment  of 
this  particular  claim.  If  it  has  been  so  appropriated  for  that  purpose,  the 
authority  to  draw  the  warrant  would  continue  until  the  general  fund  had 
been  exhausted,  and  then  ceasing  for  a  time,  would  reyive  again  so  soon  as 
other  moneys  should  be  received  thereafter  into  that  fond.  The  fund  upon 
which  a  warrant  must  be  drawn  must  be  one  the  amonnt  of  which  is  des- 
ignated by  law,  and  therefore  capable  of  definite  exhaustion,  —  a  fond  in 
which  an  ascertained  sum  of  money  was  originally  placed,  and  a  portion  of 
that  sum  being  drawn,  an  exhausted  balance  remains,  which  balance  cannot 
be  thereafter  increased^  except  by  further  legislative  appropriation.  Wo 
think  that  the  provisions  of  the  section  of  the  code  referred  to  were  intended 
to  prescribe  o  uniform  role  of  official  eonduct  for  the  controller  in  this 
iospoct»  and  aa  it  is  the  latest  expression  of  the  legislative  will,  it  necessarily 
dtaplaosf^  and  by  implication  repeals,  the  provision  of  section  6  of  the  act  of 
1869-70  in  respect  to  his  duty  to  draw  the  warrant  of  the  petitioner.  Our 
attention  has  been  drawn  to  the  case  of  MeCauley  v.  Brooh,  16  OaL  11,  but 
we  prefer  the  rule  announced  here  in  the  earlier  case  of  Bedding  v.  BeU,  4 
Ckl.  333,  in  which  the  act  of  April,  1854  (in  almost  the  identical  words  of 
the  code),  received  the  same  conatruotion  as  that  we  place  upon  those  words 
as  found  in  the  code." 

The  most  recent  dectsious  in  California  are,  bowever.  In  harmony  with 
McOaule^  v.  Brooh,  16  CaL  29,  rather  than  with  the  case  last  cited.  PrM 
T.  DufMt  80  Oal.  220,  was  an  application  to  compel  the  state  oontroller  to 
draw  his  warrant  in  favor  of  petitioner  for  supplies  furnished  the  state  min- 
ing bureau.  The  statute  upon  which  the  petitioner  relied,  so  far  as  material 
to  the  subject  here  under  consideration,  was  as  follows:  "The  sum  of  one 
hundred  thousand  dollars  is  hereby  appropriated  for  the  support  and  main* 
tenanoo  of  the  mining  bureau,  created  under  an  act  entitled  'An  act  to  pro- 
Tide  for  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  a  mining  bureau,*  approved 
April  16,  1880,  and  the  act  supplementary  thereto,  approved  Biarch  21, 1885, 
and  at  least  seventy  per  cent  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  for  geological 
work  in  the  field."  The  contention  of  the  parties,  and  the  views  of  the  court, 
as  well  as  its  review  of  the  prior  decisions  in  the  same  state,  safilciently  ap- 
pear from  the  following  extracts  from  the  opinion  of  the  courts  — 

"  There  is  no  provision  in  the  constitution  providing  or  prescribing  any  par* 
tioular  form  of  words  in  which  an  appropriation  shall  be  made,  except  that 
it  shall  be  made  by  law.  ....  It  is  claimed  that  the  act  does  not  specify 
npon  what  fund  the  warrant  is  to  be  drawn;  and  as  the  oontroller  is  required 
in  every  warrant  to  specify  the  fund  out  of  which  it  is  payable,  therefore^ 
that  it  is  insufficient.  Several  authorities  are  cited  which  are  claimed  to 
support  the  proposition  that  the  act  itself  must  specify  the  fund  out  of  which 
th^  money  is  to  bo  drawn,  but  we  do  not  think  they  bear  that  conatruo- 
tion, in  the  sense  in  which  it  is  claimed  for  it  here,  and  as  to  the  statutes^ 
not  one  appropriation  act  in  fifty  designates  the  fund  out  of  which  the  money 
is  to  be  drawn.  The  majority  of  all  appropriations  are  drawn  out  of  a  single 
fnnd,  and  that  without  any  designation  in  the  act  as  to  what  fund  the  money 
shall  be  drawn  from. 

**In  Fowler  v.  Pierce^  2  OaL  167,  cited  by  oonnsol,  tlM  qnostion  nndor 
▲M.  Bt.  KSP..  Vou  XXIL  -  41 
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•ideration  in  thai  part  of  ihe  opinion  from  wbicli  tbe  qnotation  was  mad* 
was,  whether  or  not  mandate  was  the  proper  remedy.  The  worda  quoted  bj 
oonnsel  were  not  neoeasary  to  the  determination  of  that  question,  and  although 
the  Ungnage  qaoted  seems  to  aasame  that  the  fund  out  of  which  the  money 
was  payable  had  been  specified  in  the  act  referred  to^  a  reference  to  the  act 
itself  shows  that  such  was  not  the  fact  in  any  sense  other  or  different  froM 
that  foand  in  the  act  under  consideration  here.  The  ease^  as  a  whole, 
is  against  rather  than  in  favor  of  the  position  taken  by  respondent.  In 
McCouteif  T.  Brooka,  16  OaL  11,  also  cited  by  respondent,  there  was  noth* 
ing  in  the  act  designating  the  fund  out  of  which  the  money  was  to  be  drawn. 
The  language  of  the  act  there  was:  '  Appropriated  out  of  any  money  in  the 
treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated.'  These  words  constitute  no  designa- 
tion of  '  the  fund,'  in  the  sense  in  which  that  term  is  applied  in  this  objeo* 
tion.  By  reference  to  the  act  referred  to  in  Stratton  ▼.  Often,  45  CaL  149,— 
the  act  creating  a  board  of  tide*land  coromiasioners  (Stats.  1869-70,  p.  54iy, 
—  it  will  be  seen  that  it  provided  for  the  incnrring  of  large  expenses  and 
salaries,  and  that  the  controller  should  draw  his  warrant  upon  the  genenl 
fund  for  the  payment  of  the  same;  but  neither  in  that  act  nor  in  any  other 
did  the  legislature  make  any  appropriation  out  of  the  general  fund,  or  any 
other  fund,  for  the  payment  of  those  expenses  or  salaries.  No  attempt  was 
made  to  appropriate  money  for  that  purpose,  and  the  mandate  was  in  that 
case  refused  for  want  of  appropriation.  BaggeU  t.  Dttnn,  69  CaL  75,  was  a 
ease  where  the  claim  was  for  a  salary,  -*  a  olaim  which  was  not  required  to 
be  presented  to  the  board  of  examiners.  The  controller  refused  to  draw  his 
warrant,  because  no  appropriation  had  been  made  for  the  payment  of  the 
salary  for  that  year,  and  the  court  sustained  him.  In  MarthaU  ▼.  2>icfiii,  69 
Gal.  223,  the  warrant  was  refused  because  the  appropriation  was  exhanstedt 
and  the  court  sustained  the  ruling. 

"  Neither  the  constitution  nor  the  oode  requires  that  an  appropriation  ad 
■hall  specify  the  fund  out  of  which  the  appropriation  shall  be  paid,  nor  ia  it 
usual  in  appropriation  acts  to  do  so.  If  such  a  specification  is  required,  the 
wheels  of  the  government  ought  long  since  to  have  stopped,  for  out  of  many 
acts  which  we  have  examined,  including  the  general  appropriation  bills  for 
the  current  and  past  years,  we  find  none  which  make  such  deeignatioo.  It 
has  become  and  is  the  custom  in  this  state^  of  very  general,  but  not  nnlTer^ 
sal,  application,  to  use  the  phrase  *  appropriated  out  of  any  money  in  the 
treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated.'  But  it  seems  to  be  mere  custom,  not 
founded  upon  any  constitutional  or  other  legislative  requirement.  And  we 
learn  from  the  argument  that  the  controller  interprets  that  phrase  to  mean 
'out  of  the  general  fund.'  We  know  of  no  law  which  authorises  such  an 
interpretation.  On  the  contrary,  it  would  seem  that  everything  authoriaad 
by  law  to  be  paid  out  of  the  state  treasury  is  payable  out  of  the  general  fund, 
if  not  specially  made  payable  out  of  some  specific  fund,  as  the  'school  fand,' 
the  'interest  and  sinking  fund,'  and  the  like.  The  truth  i%  there  are  not 
many  aeparate  funds  in  the  treasury,  but  there  are  many  appropriations,  and 
most  of  the  latter  are  payable  out  of  the  same  fund,  —  the  general  fund. 
The  treasurer  keeps  an  account  of  the  separate  funds,  while  the  controller 
keeps  account  of  the  separate  appropriations,  as  well  as  of  the  separate  funds. 
'Appropriation'  and  'fund'  are  not  synonymous  terms.  All  through  the 
statutes  there  is  a  distinction  made  between  them.  In  the  section  of  the 
Political  Code  (3713)  which  provides  for  the  amount  of  revenue  to  be  raised 
(and  which  is  amended  at  each  session  of  the  legislature),  a  given  amount  is 
provided  for  each  aeparate  fund,  but  nothing  is  said  about  appropriations. 
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The  amount  named  for  the  general  fand  U  supposed  to  be  sufficient  to  meek 
the  aggregate  of  all  the  appropriations  made  for  the  year,  except  each  at 
have  been  expressly  made  payable  out  of  some  special  fund.  But  if  the  word 
'fund,'  as  used  in  subdivision  17,  section  433,  of  the  Political  Code  is  synony- 
mous with  the  word  'appropriation,'  it  only  remains  to  determine  whether 
there  has  been  an  appropriation  in  this  case. 

"  Appropriations  are  made,  and  can  only  be  made,  by  the  legislature.   The 
oonstitution  has  prescribed  no  set  form  of  words  in  which  it  is  to  be  done. 
All  that  is  required  is  a  clear  expression  of  the  legislative  will  on  the  subject. 
It  has  declared  that  the  sum  of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  is  hereby 
appropriated,  —  not  more  than  one  half  of  which  shall  be  expended  in  the 
forty-first  fiscal  year.    That  appropriation  is  made  for  the  maintenance  of  a 
bureau  theretofore  established  by  act  of  the  legislature,  and  for  several  yean 
past  supported  in  whole  or  in  part  by  legislative  appropriation:  See  State* 
1883,  p.  279;  1885,  p.  86;  1887,  p.  62.    But,  says  the  controller*  it  hat  not 
designated  the  fund  out  of  which  the  appropriation  is  payable.    It  did  not 
in  any  of  the  former  years;  nor  has  it  designated  the  fund  out  of  which  the 
salaries  of  any  of  the  officers  of  the  state,  or  the  expenses  of  any  of  the  other 
bureaus  or  departments  of  the  government,  shall  be  paid.     '  It  has  not  said 
that  the  money  is  appropriated  out  of  any  moneys  in  the  treasury  not  other* 
wise  appropriated.'    What  of  it?    The  legislature  can  make  no  appropriation 
except  '  out  of  the  treasury.'    The  remaining  words  are  not  only  a  form  not 
required  by  law,  but  usually  a  fiction,  for  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  ap* 
propriation  bills  there  is  not  usually  any  money  in  the  treasury  in  excess  of 
existing  appropriations,  and  whenever  the  legislature  makes  a  new  appro- 
priation, it  is  to  be  assumed  that  it  will  provide  funds  to  meet  the  aame.   Aa 
•aid  by  Chief  Justice  Field  in  MeCauley  v.  Brooh,  16  Cal.  11:  'Appropria- 
tions are  made  in  anticipation  of  the  receipt  of  the  yearly  revenues.'    '  Ao 
appropriation  is  the  act  of  setting  apart,  or  assigning  to  a  particular  use  ««r 
person,  in  exclusion  of  all  others;  application  to  a  special  use  or  purpose,  aa 
of  ...  •  money  to  carry  out  some  public  object ':  Webster's  Diet.     '  An 
appropriation  of  the  money  to  a  specific  object  would  be  an  authority  to  the 
proper  officers  to  pay  the  money,  because  the  auditor  is  authorized  to  draw 
his  warrant  upon  an  appropriation,  and  the  treasurer  is  authorized  to  pay 
■uoh  warrant  if  he  has  appropriated  money  in  the  treasury 's  BuUne  v.  States 
20  Ind.  339. 

"  In  this  act  we  have  a  clear,  distinct  expression  of  the  legislative  will 
making  the  appropriation.  The  words  '  out  of  any  moneys  in  the  treasury 
not  otherwise  appropriated'  are  not  necessary  to  the  expression  of  that  will, 
or  the  making  of  such  appropriation.  They  are  in  common  use  in  this  state^ 
but  nowhere  made  necessary,  and  are  not  always  used:  See  act  to  provide 
for  improvements  of  the  Deaf,  Dumb,  and  Blind  Asylum,  Stats.  1889,  p.  303; 
act  to  provide  for  a  system  of  irrigation,  etc.,  Stats.  1877-78,  p.  634,  subd. 
1  of  sec  4;  act  making  appropriations  for  benevolent  purposes.  Stats. 
1875-76,  p.  323.  No  doubt  further  examination  would  disclose  many  simi- 
lar omissions.  So  far  aa  we  have  observed,  they  are  never  used  in  the  acta 
of  Congress.  Whether  they  are  in  common  use  in  other  states,  and  if  so» 
whether  there  is  a  reason  for  it,  we  have  not  time  to  inquire,  nor  do  we  deem 
it  necessary,  in  the  absence  of  any  requirement  for  their  use  in  this  state. 

"  If  the  word  '  fund,'  in  the  point  here  made  by  the  controller,  and  in  sub- 
division 17,  section  433,  Political  Code,  is  used  in  its  technical  sense,  as  des* 
ignating  the  separate  funds  in  the  treasury,  then  the  whole  history  and 
practice  under  it  in  this  state  from  its  earliest  organisation  is  against  tha 
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oontention  now  made,  that  the  appropriation  act  itaelf  mnet  specify  the  fan4 
npon  wl^ioh  the  warrant  is  to  be  dzawn;  but  if  it  is  ased  as  an  alternative  for 
'appropriation,*  then  all  difficulty  is  removed,  provided  there  is  a  specifio 
appropriation  against  which  the  warrant  may  be  drawn,  and  the  esse  does 
not  differ  from  all  others  where  the  appropriation  is  not  by  express  worda 
made  payable  out  of  some  one  of  the  separate  funds  in  the  treasury  other 
than  the  general  fund. 

*'  The  board  of  examiners  have,  by  their  action  under  sections  660  and  661 
of  the  Political  Code,  by  implication  at  leasts  held  that  in  this  case  there  was 
a  specific  appropriation  for  the  mainteoance  of  the  mining  bureau,  and  that 
this  claim  was  payable  out  of  that  appropriation.  In  this  we  think  the  board 
was  correct^  and  unless  the  appropriation  has  been  exhausted  (of  which  there 
is  no  claim),  the  controller  has  no  discretion,  but  is  required  by  law  to  draw 
his  warrant  therefor  upon  such  appropriation. 

"  Let  the  writ  issue  as  prayed." 

In  Humbri  y.  Durm,  84  CaL  57,  the  statute  involved  created  a  eommiMloa 
to  examine  rivers  and  harbors,  and  provided  that  each  of  its  members  should 
receive  an  annual  salary  of  two  thousand  four  hondred  dollars,  payable 
monthly  "  and  his  traveling  expenses  while  engaged  in  the  performance  of 
official  duties,  said  salary  and  expenses  to  be  paid  out  of  any  money  in  the 
state  treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated."  In  determining  that  this  statute 
constituted  a  specific  appropriation  and  required  the  controller  to  issue  his 
warrant  for  the  monthly  salary  of  a  commissioner,  the  supreme  court  said:  — 

"The  question  is,  whether  these  provisions  of  the  act  oonstitnte  an  *  ap- 
propriation' within  the  meaning  of  that  term  as  used  in  section  22,  article  4,  of 
the  constitution,  which  provides  that  'no  money  shall  be  drawn  from  the  treas* 
ury  but  in  consequence  of  appropriations  made  by  law.'    It  is  true,  the  neaal 
formula,  *  there  is  hereby  appropriated  the  sum  of  •  •  •  •  dollar*  out  of  any 
money  in  the  state  treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  payment  of 
salaries,'  etc.,  is  not  found  in  the  act,  but  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to 
provide  for  the  payment  of  the  salaries  of  the  commissioners  as  they  aocmed 
is  clearly  manifested  in  the  langaage  used:  '  Each  member  •  •  •  •  shall  re- 
ceive a  salary  of  two  thousand  foar  hundred  dollars  per  annum,  payable 
monthly,'  and  it  is  'to  be  paid  out  of  any  money  in  the  state  treasury 
not  otherwise  appropriated.'    There  is  nothing  in  this  language  indicat- 
ing an  intention  to  postpone  the  payment  of  the  salaries  of  the  commis- 
sioners  until  the  next  session  of   the  legislature.    They  are  to  be  paid 
monthly,  and  out  of  any  money  not  otherwise  appropriated.     '  Not  other- 
wise appropriated '  when?    Clearly  at  the  time  when  the  services  are  per- 
formed and  the  monthly  payments  become  due.     While  it  is  customary  to 
use  the  words  'there  is  hereby  appropriated  the  sum,'  etc,  in  biUs  appro- 
priating money  for  the  payment  of  salary  and  other  expenses  of  the  govern- 
ment, it  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  an  appropriation  that  thoee  words, 
or  any  of  them,  should  be  used,  if  the  legislature  has  clearly  designated  the 
amount  and  the  fund  out  of  which  it  is  to  be  paid.    Has  the  legislature  fixed 
the  amount  of  the  claim  and  designated  its  payment  out  of  a  certain  fund? 
These  are  the  only  things  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  appropriation, 
there   being  no   other  constitutional  objection  to  the  bill  than  as  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  act  of  appropriation:  McCauUy  v.  Brooks,  16  CaL  28. 

**The  limitation  that  '  no  money  shall  be  drawn  from  the  treasury  but  in 
consequence  of  appropriations  made  by  law '  is  taken  literally  from  the  oon* 
stitution  of  the  United  States.  Its  object  is  to  secure  to  the  legislative  de- 
partment of  the  government  the  exclusive  power  of  deciding  how,  when,  and 
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for  what  purposes  the  pablio  fands  shall  be  applied  in  carrying  on  the  gov* 
ernroent:  2  Opinions  Attorneys-General,  870l  It  had  its  origin  in  Parlia- 
ment in  the  seventeenth  centnry,  when  the  people  of  Great  Britain,  to  pro- 
Tide  against  the  abuse  by  the  king  and  his  officers  of  the  discretionary  money 
power  with  which  they  were  vested,  demanded  that  the  public  funds  should 
not  be  drawn  from  the  treasury  except  in  accordance  with  express  appro- 
priations therefor  made  by  Parliament:  Hallam's  Constitutional  History,  555. 
and  the  system  worked  so  well  in  correcting  the  abuses  complained  of,  our 
forefathers  adopted  it,  and  the  restraint  imposed  by  it  has  become  a  part  of 
the  fundamental  law  of  nearly  every  state  in  the  Union.  To  the  legislative 
department  of  the  government  ia  intrusted  the  power  to  say  to  what  purpose 
the  public  funds  shall  be  devoted  in  each  fiscal  year,  and,  as  stated  before^ 
when  the  legislatare  has  clearly  indicated  its  will  as  to  the  claim  which  is  to  be 
paid  and  the  fund  fiom  which  it  ia  to  be  paid,  the  constitutional  requirement 
is  satisfied,  and  no  particular  form  of  words  is  essential  to  make  the  appro- 
priation valid:  ProU  r.  Dunn,  80  Cal.  22a  In  Riatine  v.  StaC^  20  Ind.  339. 
the  court  said:  '  An  appropriation  of  the  money  to  a  specific  object  would  h% 
an  authority  to  the  proper  officer  to  pay  the  money,  because  the  auditor  ia 
authorised  to  draw  his  warrant  upon  an  appropriation,  and  the  treasurer  is 
anthorijEed  to  pay  such  warrant,  if  he  has  appropriated  money  in  the  treasury. 
And  such  an  appropriation  may  be  prospective;  that  is,  it  may  be  made  ia 
one  year  of  the  revenues  to  accrue  in  another  or  future  years,  the  Uw  being 
•o  framed  as  to  address  itself  to  such  future  revenues.' 

"  It  is  claimed  that  the  act  is  unconstitutional  because  it  does  not  specify 
the  amount  to  be  appropriated;  that  the  amount  which  may  be  incurred  at 
expenses  is  uncertain.  So  far  as  the  traveling  expenses  are  concerned,  this 
eontention  may  be  good,  although  it  has  been  held  that '  it  is  not  essential  or 
vital  to  an  appropriation  that  it  should  be  of  an  amount  certainly  ascertained 
prior  to  the  appropriation ':  People  t.  Miner,  46  111.  390.  We  are  not  called 
upon  to  decide  this  question,  however,  as  the  only  claim  here  is  for  salary,  which 
is  fixed  by  the  act  at  two  thousand  four  hundred  dollars  per  annum,  payable 
monthly.  The  act  provides  for  the  appointment  of  three  engineers  as  com- 
missionen,  and  so  far  as  their  salaries  are  concerned,  the  amount  appro- 
priated is  fixed  and  certain. 

"The  demurrer  is  overruled,  with  permission  to  file  an  answer,  if  the 
attorney-general  should  be  so  advised,  within  ten  days  after  notice  of  this 
decision.** 

The  decisions  in  Indiana  affirm  the  same  general  principles  as  those  ia 
Galifomia.  Thus  in  one  it  was  said:  "  It  ii  true,  as  claimed,  that  no  money 
can  bo  lawfully  drawn  from  the  treasury  except  in  pursuance  of  an  ap- 
propriation made  by  law;  but  snch  an  appropriation  may  be  made  impliedly 
as  well  as  expressly,  and  in  general  as  well  as  in  special  terms.  It  may  also 
be  a  continuing  appropriation  as  well  as  one  for  a  temporary  purpose  or  a 
limited  period.  The  use  of  technical  words  in  a  statute  making  an  appro- 
priation is  not  necessary^  There  may  be  an  appropriation  of  public  moneys 
to  a  given  purpose  without  in  any  manner  designating  the  act  as  an  appro- 
priation": CampbeU  v.  Board  qf  Oommistkmerg,  116  Ind.  594. 

If  the  salary  of  a  public  officer  is  fixed  by  statute,  and  the  times  when  it 
shall  be  paid  designated,  this  is  equivalent  to  an  appropriation  of  monejrs 
to  make  payment  at  such  times,  and  no  annual  or  special  appropriation  is 
necessary  to  aatboriie  the  proper  officer  to  draw  his  warrant  on  the  treas- 
vry  for  the  amount  due:  ReynoUU  v.  Taylor,  43  Ala.  420;  8UiU  t.  BwrdeH^  % 
La.  Ann.  68;  NkhoU  v.  Tk4  Comptrolkr^  4  Stew,  ft  P.  154;  8taU  t. 
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10  Mont.  485;  Hurnberi  ▼.  Dunn^  84  Cal.  67,  and  the  principal  caie.    ConirOt 
HiaU  y,  WeaUm,  6  Neb.  16. 

The  conatitution  of  a  state  is  a  law,  and  its  provisions  may  therefore 
operate  as  an  appropriation  of  moneys  without  any  legislative  action  viiat- 
ever.  Thus  if  it  states  what  the  salary  of  an  offioer  shall  be,  and  the  timee 
when  it  shall  become  due,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  controller  to  draw  and  the 
treasurer  to  pay  warrants  for  the  amount  of  snch  salary  as  it  falls  dne:  State 
T.  Hickman,  9  Mont.  370;  Thomas  y.  Oimu,  4  Md.  189;  8u»U  ▼.  Wutom,  4 
Neb.  218.  To  hold  otherwise  would  give  the  legislature,  by  its  non-actioii« 
the  power  to  annul  the  constitution. 

A  statute,  though  sufficient  to  constitute  an  appropriation,  may  be  ren- 
dered ineffectual  by  the  fact  that  all  the  moneys  in  the  treasury  are,  either 
directly  or  by  implication,  appropriated  to  other  purpooes.    Thus  statatee 
may  contain  appropriations  for  specific  sums  for  special  purposes,  and  other 
general  appropriations  by  which  sums  are  directed  to  be  paid  out  of  moneje 
not  otherwise  appropriated,  in  which  case,  if  there  are  no  more  moiieya 
than  are  necessary  to  pay  the  specific  appropriations,  they  will  generally  be 
conceded  precedence,  and  the  less  specific  appropriations  will  properly  re- 
main unpaid,  though  the  statutes  respecting  them  are  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute appropriations  if  the  requisite  moneys  were  in  the  treasury  to  meet 
them.    So  appropriations  required  to  meet  the  current  or  necessary  expenaet 
Df  the  state  or  county  government  are,  we  think,  to  be  preferred  to  other 
jsppropriationa    No  court  would  willingly  bold  that  the  wheels  of  gorern- 
ment  may  be  stopped,  by  taking  the  money  raised  for  the  express  purpose  of 
paying  the  necessary  current  expenses  of  the  government,  and  applying  it 
to  the  payment  of  old  debts  which  had  perhaps  been  entirely  overlooked 
by  the  legislature,  or  the  payment  of  which  might  be  impossible  or  inexpe- 
dient in  view  of  the  financial  condition  of  the  state.    This  precise  question 
was  decided  by  the  judges  of  the  supreme  court  of  Colorado,  in  their  opinion 
given  in  accordance  with  the  constitution  of  that  state,  in  response  to  intei^ 
rogatories  propounded  by  the  governor:  In  re  AppropriaiionB^  1 3  GoL  316.   One 
of  the  questions  so  propounded  involved  the  determination  of  the  question 
whether,  in  case  the  money  in  the  state  treasury  should  be  insufficient  to  pay 
all  valid  appropriations  drawn  against  it,  such  appropriations  should  be  paid 
in  the  order  they  were  made,  or  whether  precedence  should  be  given  to  any 
particular  class.    In  answer  to  this  question,  the  judges  certified  as  their 
opinion  that  the  acts  of  the  legislature  making  the  necessary  appropriations  to 
defray  the  expenses  of  the  government  for  a  particular  fiscal  year,  including 
interest,  on  any  valid  public  debt,  are  entitled  to  preference  over  any  other 
appropriations  from  the  general  publio  revenue  of  the  state,  without  refer* 
ence  to  the  date  of  their  passage.     After  referring  to  the  clause  in  the 
constitution  of  the  state  prohibiting  the  payment  of  money  unices  in  par> 
•nance  of  an  appropriation  made  by  law,  and  the  clause  permitting  the  gov- 
ernor to  veto  any  distinct  item  in  an  appropriation  bill,  the  judges  said: 
''This  shows  a  clear  purpose  to  invest  the  executive  with  discretion  to 
save  such  appropriations  as  are  necessary  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  gov- 
ernment without  the  danger  of  encumbering  or  defeating  them  by  excessive 
or  improvident  expenditures.    Considering  the  great  eare  thus  taken  to 
eecure  and  guard  such  appropriations,  we  cannot  doubt  that  the  ordinary 
expenses  of  the  legislative,  executive,  and  judicial  departments  of  the  state  sre 
the  expenses  primarily  intended  to  be  provided  for  by  section  2,  artiele  lOl 
It  would  be  a  deplorable  condition  of  affairs  if,  by  making  excessive  appro* 
priations,  or  by  authorising  improvident  expenditures  under  enactments 
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•cmtMiiiiig  uoMgnkoj  eUmai,  th»  oonatitatioiMd  limit  ihoald  bt  reached 
before  the  passage  of  appropriations  indispensable  for  the  support  and  main- 
tenance of  the  seyeral  departments  of  the  goremment»  whereby  the  latter 
appropriations  should  be  rendered  unoonstitntionaL  We  must  not  be  under- 
stood as  ezpressittg  any  fear  th«t  the  general  assembly  would  intentionally 
attempt  any  such  thing,  though  it  might  happen  through  inadrertence  if  a 
different  construction  were  given  to  the  constitutional  provisions  under  con- 
mderation.  In  view  of  the  examination  we  have  given  the  subject,  we  are 
of  the  opinion  that  acts  of  the  general  assembly  making  the  necessary  appro- 
priations to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  executive,  legislative,  and  judicial 
departments  of  the  state  government  for  each  fiscal  year,  including  interest 
oa  any  valid  public  debt,  are  entitled  to  preference  over  all  other  appropria- 
tions from  the  general  public  revenue  of  the  state,  without  reference  to  the 
date  of  their  passage,  and  irrespective  of  emergency  clauses."  A  similar 
reeult  was  reached  in  the  case  of  McDonald  v.  Oruwoid,  4  CaL  352,  in  which 
the  court,  construing  the  act  authorizing  the  board  of  supervisors  of  a  cer- 
tain county  to  levy  a  tax  of  a  given  amount  "  for  county  purposes,**  held  that 
the  tax  so  raised  must  be  employed,  at  least  in  the  first  instance,  for  the 
payment  of  the  ordinary  expenses  of  the  county,  in  preference  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  floating  debt." 

So  it  has  been  held  in  Louisiana  that  where  there  are  officers  whose  sala- 
ries are  fixed  by  the  constitution,  and  abo  state  institutions  recognised  by 
the  constitution,  and  which  it  intends  shall  be  continued  and  kept  in  an  effi- 
cient condition,  appropriations  made  for  such  salary  and  the  maintenance  of 
state  institutiona  must  be  given  precedence  over  other  appropriations:  StaU 
▼.  Burke,  37  La.  Ann.  434;  SkUe  v.  Burke,  36  La.  Ann.  457. 

Some  of  the  constitutions,  in  addition  to  the  general  declaration  that  no 
money  shall  be  drawn  from  the  treasury  except  in  pursuance  of  appropria- 
tions made  by  law,  further  declare  that  no  appropriation  can  be  made  for  a 
longer  period  than  two  years.  In  considering  this  latter  provision,  it  has 
been  said:  "This  section  means  simply  this:  that  proviaions  for  the  support 
of  the  government  by  one  legislature  must  be  limited  to  two  years.  It  does 
not  require  that  the  amount  appropriated  be  actually  drawn  from  the  treas- 
nry  during  that  time,  but  the  expenses  must  be  incurred  on  the  salary  earned 
during  the  two  yean  for  which  the  appropriation  was  made  ":  Opinion  of  the 
Judges,  6  Nebw  672. 

The  question  whether,  when  an  act  has  been  passed  authorising  a  contract 
to  be  entered  into  on  behalf  of  the  state,  and  making  the  appropriations 
necessary  on  its  part  to  comply  with  its  contract,  the  act  can  be  repealed,  and 
the  appropriations  thereby  withdrawn,  was  also  presented  in  the  case  of 
People  V.  Brooke,  16  Gal.  11,  and  in  the  opinion  therein  by  Mr.  Justice  Field, 
now  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  was  disposed  of  as  follows: 
**  The  act  of  April  19,  1869,  providing  for  the  condemnation  and  appropria- 
tion to  the  use  of  the  state  of  the  interest  of  certain  parties  in  the  state 
prison  grounds,  repealed  the  act  of  March  21,  1866,  but  such  repeal  did  nob 
affect  the  oontract  made  under  the  repealed  act.  The  contract  wee  a  thing 
consummated,  and,  after  its  execution,  did  not  depend  for  its  further  exist- 
ence upon  the  continuation  of  the  act  which  originally  gave  it  life.  The  oon- 
tract remained,  after  the  extinction  by  repeal  of  its  parent  act,  possessed  of 
the  same  operative  and  binding  force  as  previously.  The  rights  of  the  par- 
tiee  and  their  respective  obligations  became  fixed  by  that  instrument  beyond 
the  reach  of  legislative  power.  They  required  for  their  enforcement  no  fur- 
ther legislation  or  reference  to  the  act  under  which  they  were  created,  and 
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were  Tested  interests.  The  premisea  coastitattng  the  prieon  and  prison 
gronnds  had  been  leased  for  five  years,  and  the  leasehold  interest  wan  beyond 
the  power  of  revocation.  It  waa  veated  for  that  period,  and  the  right  to  the 
ten  thousand  dollars  a  month  was  equally  so.  Upon  neither  the  right  to  the 
interest  in  the  property  or  to  the  money  could  subsequent  legislation  operate. 
The  oonatitution  tolerates  no  such  absurdity  as  the  total  destruction  of  a  con- 
tract, whilst  it  inhibits  attempts  to  impair  its  e£Bcaoy.  If  the  propoeition 
that  a  repeal  of  the  act  of  March  21,  1856,  discharged  the  appropriation  and 
rendered  the  contract  no  longer  obligatory  could  be  sustained,  it  is  not  per- 
ceived why  repudiation  of  bonds  issued  under  the  various  funding  acts  of  the 
state  may  not,  on  the  same  grounds,  be  defended.  The  indebtedness  of  aer- 
eral  cities  and  counties  of  the  state  has  been  funded,  and  bonds  have  beea 
issued  therefor  under  different  statutes,  which  provided  at  the  same  time  the 
means  for  meeting  the  yearly  interest  thereon,  and  for  their  ultimate  pay- 
ment. It  would  be  a  strange  doctrine  that  a  repeal  of  any  such  funding  acts 
would  impair  the  right  of  the  bond-holders,  either  to  their  interest  or  princi- 
paL  The  learned  attorney-general  would  never  adrance  a  doctrine  so  re* 
pugnant  to  all  just  notions  of  the  obligations  of  good  faith  and  the  guarantiaa 
furnished  by  the  constitution.  And  if  the  state  were  indebted  within  the 
constitutional  limit»  excluding  the  amount  rendered  valid  by  the  vote  of  the 
people,  and  should  see  fit  in  like  manner  to  fund  the  indebtedness,  he  would 
not  contend,  we  are  confident,  that  subsequent  legislation  could  impair,  much 
leas  destroy,  the  rights  of  the  parties  taking  her  bonds.  And  yet  her  faith 
would  be  no  more  pledged  for  their  payment  than  it  is  to  discharge  the  oUi* 
gatioos  of  the  contract  in  relation  to  the  state  prison.  The  contract  with  the 
bond-holders  and  the  contract  with  the  lessee  would  stand  upon  the  same 
footing.  The  repudiation  of  one  would  not  be  more  odious  than  would  Ue 
the  repudiation  of  the  other.  If  she  can  do  one,  she  can  do  the  other.  If  she 
can  repudiate  one,  she  can  repudiate  both.  The  truth  is,  she  can  do  neither. 
The  appropriation  once  made,  the  funds  to  meet  it  having  been  provided  and 
received  into  the  treasury,  the  legislature  cannot^  by  revoking  the  apprc^ 
priation,  prohibit  the  treasurer  from  making  the  payments  designated." 

Intirbst.  —  With  Bbspxct  to  thu  Obligatioit  of  thb  Statb  to  pa j 
interest  upon  its  indebtedness,  the  principal  case  is  well  sustained  by  other 
authorities  upon  the  same  subject.  In  nearly  and  perhaps  in  all  of  the  states 
there  are  statutory  provisions  providing  that  moneys,  after  they  become  due^ 
shall,  in  the  absence  of  express  contract  to  the  contrary,  bear  the  rate  of  in- 
terest specified  in  such  statutes;  but,  acting  under  the  old  common-law  rule 
that  the  king  or  sovereign  is  not  bound  by  a  statute  unlev  expressly  named 
therein,  it  has  been  uniformly  held  that  these  statutory  provisions  respect- 
ing interest  did  not  apply  to  any  obligation  either  of  the  state  or  of  the 
national  government,  and  therefore  that  interest  is  never  allowed  upon  such  * 
obligations,  in  the  absence  of  some  special  statute  clearly  manifesting  the 
intention  of  the  sovereign  to  be  bound  for  the  payment  of  interest  upon  the 
particular  obligation  or  class  of  obligations  under  consideration:  UnUed  Siaiet 
T.  North  OaroUma,  136  U.  &  211;  SiaU  v.  Thompum,  10  Ark.  61;  8UU«  v. 
Board  of  PvbBe  Works,  86  Ohio  St.  409;  State  v.  Bank  qf  WashingtoH,  18  Atk. 
654;  United  8tate$y,  Sherman,  98  U.  S.  566;  UnUed Staiee y.  Bayard,  127U.  & 
251;  TiUion  v.  (TnUed  Staiee,  100  U.  8.  43;  In  re  Ooiman,  17  Oh.  Div.  771; 
Attomep'Oeneral  ▼.  Cape  Fear  N.  Co.,  2  Ired.  Bq.  444;  Bledeoe  r,  Siate,  64 
N.  C.  392;  Tnutee  7,  CampbeU,  160hio  St  11;  Joeeeign  r.Sioaie,  88  Miss.  768; 
Wigktman  v.  UnUed  Statee,  28  Ot.  of  CL  144 
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States,  Oontbacts  or.  —A  stata  may  make  a  yalid  contract  in  like  man- 
ner at  a  prnrate  person  may  do  so:  State  ▼.  Bank,  2  Uoast  99;  73  Am.  Deo. 
699.  A  state,  entering  into  a  oontraot  with  its  citizens,  can  claim  no  exemp- 
tion from  the  mles  of  law  applicable  to  contracts  between  indiWdnals:  PcU- 
ton  y.  OUmer,  42  Ala.  548;  94  Am.  Deo.  665.  When  a  sUte  breaks  its 
oontraot,  it  may  be  liable  for  prospective  profits:  Dcuiolds  t.  State,  89  N.  Y. 
86;  42  Am.  Bep.  277.  However,  a  state  cannot  be  sned,  as  in  the  case  of  a 
private  person,  except  by  its  own  consent:  Carter  v.  State,  42  La.  Ann.  9271 
81  Am.  St.  Rep.  404,  and  note;  Julian  v.  State,  122  Ind.  68. 

Statdtis  —  Unoonstitution ALiTT,  ErFBOT  OF.  —  An  nnconstitational  stat- 
ute ie  absolutely  nnll  and  void:  State  v.  Tujly,  20  Nev.  427;  19  Am.  St.  Rep. 
874»  and  note;  Adnt  t.  Oemun,  84  Mich.  420.  The  repealing  clause  in  an 
nnconstitntional  aot  falls  with  the  rest  of  the  act:  SteUe  v.  Blend,  121  Ind. 
514;  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  411.  A  statute  cannot  be  repealed  by  an  aot  which  ia 
onoonstitntionalx  Jmdmm  r.  Ctt|f  q^Beeaemer,  87  Ala.  240i 


Brumbaugh  v.  Biohorbbk. 

[137  IMDIAXA,  2M.] 

FaAmuhwn  CovyxTANOi.  —  A  Cbiditor  oahnot  Maiiitai9  ah  Acnoir  to 
Scr  AsiDB  A  CoNVBYANOi  of  his  debtor  as  fraudulent,  unless  he  shows 
that  his  debtor  has  not,  at  the  time  the  action  is  brought,  any  property 
out  of  which  the  payment  of  the  debt  can  be  compelled,  though  when 
made,  snch  oonveyanoe  left  the  debtor  without  any  property  subject  to 
execution. 

Fraudulbnt  Ck>NViTANOi.— Though  a  debtor  conveys  property  with  the 
inteotion  of  defrauding  his  creditor,  the  latter  cannot  complain,  if  the 
former  retains  or  subsequently  acquires  property  out  of  which  the  debt 
may  be  eoUeeted. 

Orbditor  of  Pbrson  of  Uhsound  Mind,  whose  mental  unsoundness  has  not 
been  judicially  declared,  cannot  maintain  a  suit  in  equity  to  set  aside  R 
eonveyance  made  by  the  debtor  which  does  not  injure  the  creditor. 

pRAonoB. — Thb  FiNonro  ov  FAon  hot  Allbobd  cannot  sustain  a  jndg* 
ment  upon  appeaL 

/.  H.  ffaU^  E.  Haymondj  and  L.  W.  Royse^  for  the  appellant. 
8,  J.  North  and  H.  8,  Briggi^  for  the  appellees. 

.  McBridb,  X  This  was  a  snit  by  Rachel  Richcreek,  the  ap- 
pellee, to  set  aside  an  alleged  fraudulent  conveyance  of  land. 

The  appellee  was  a  judgment  creditor  of  Susan  Brumbaugh, 
who  had  conveyed  certain  lands  to  appellant,  and  appellee 
insisted  that  the  conveyances  were  made  by  said  Susan  and 
received  by  appellant  for  the  sole  purpose  of  preventing  the 
collection  of  her  claim. 

The  complaint  is  in  two  paragraphs,  and  the  circuit  court 
overruled  a  separate  demurrer  to  each  paragraph.  Appellant 
excepted,  and  this  ruling  is  assigned  as  error. 
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In  the  first  paragraph  of  the  complaint  it  is  alleged,  in  sab- 
stance,  that  on  the  twenty-fourth  day  of  October,  1885,  said 
Susan,  '^  contriving  to  cheat,  hinder,  delay,  and  defraud  plain- 
tiff out  of  her  said  debt,"  conveyed  a  portion  of  said  land  to 
appellant,  and  afterwards,  on  the  first  day  of  April,  1887, 
*'  the  more  effectually  to  place  said  Susan  in  a  situation  to 
defeat  the  collection  of  plaintiff's  claim,  and  to  cheat  and  de- 
fraud plaintiff  out  of  her  said  claim,"  conveyed  to  appellant 
the  residue  of  said  land,  and  that  such  conveyances  were  vol- 
untary, and  without  consideration;  that  appellant  had  knowl- 
edge of  said  indebtedness,  and  of  said  fraudulent  purpose,  and 
that  said  conveyances  left  said  Susan  "  with  no  property  what- 
ever subject  to  execution." 

In  the  second  paragraph  it  is  alleged  that  said  Susan  was 
^of  weak  and  infirm  mind,  and  wholly  incapable  of  making 
any  contracts  or  transacting  any  business  for  herself"  and 
that  appellant,  '^having  knowledge  of  her  indebtedness  to 
plaintiff,  and  also  having  full  knowledge  of  her  mental  in- 
capacity, and  purposing  and  intending  to  cheat  and  defraud 
plaintiff  out  of  her  debt,  and  to  prevent  it  being  made  out 
of  the  property  of  said  Susan,"  procured  and  induced  her  to 
convey  the  land  to  him,  which  she  did  at  the  time  indicated 
in  the  first  paragraph,  without  any  consideration  whatever, 
''  leaving  said  Susan  without  any  property  whatever  subject  to 
execution." 

There  is  no  averment  in  either  paragraph  of  the  complaint 
that  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit  the  debtor 
had  no  property  out  of  which  the  debt  might  have  been  col- 
lected, nor  is  there  any  equivalent  averment. 

This  suit  was  commenced  October  10,  1887,  while,  as  above 
shown,  the  last  deed  was  made  April  1,  1887;  and  the  only 
averment  occurring  in  either  paragraph  with  reference  to  what, 
if  any,  property  she  had  remaining  is  that  quoted  above,  that 
when  the  deed  of  April  1,  1887,  was  made,  it  left  her  "  with- 
out any  property  subject  to  execution." 

In  a  suit  by  a  creditor  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  of  property 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  made  to  defraud  creditors,  an  aver- 
ment that  at  the  time  the  suit  was  brought  the  debtor  had  no 
property  out  of  which  the  debt  might  be  collected,  or  an  avei^ 
ment  equivalent  thereto,  is  material  and  necessary,  and  its 
omission  is  fatal:  Bruker  v.  Kehey^  72  Ind.  61;  Sherman  v. 
Hoglaaid,  78  Ind.  472;  McCole  v.  Loehr^  79  Ind.  430;  Bithop  v. 
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State  ex  rd.,  83  Ind.  67;    Taylor  ▼.  Johnson^  118  Ind.  161; 
Adams  v.  Slate,  87  Ind.  573. 

A  creditor  is  not  authorized  to  interfere  with  any  disposition 
which  his  debtor  may  make  of  his  property,  so  long  as  be  is  not 
injured  thereby.  The  debtor  may  convey  his  property  with 
the  intention  of  defrauding  his  creditor,  but  if  he  still  retains 
property  subject  to  execution  out  of  which  the  debt  may  be 
collected,  the  debtor  cannot  complain.  So,  also,  if  the  debtor 
conveys  all  of  his  property  with  like  fraudulent  purpose, 
retaining  nothing,  but  when  the  creditor  seeks  to  collect  the 
debt  of  him  he  has  acquired  and  then  has  property  subject 
to  execution  from  which  the  claim  can  be  made,  the  creditor 
has  no  ground  for  interfering  with  the  fraudulent  conveyance. 

The  averments  in  the  second  paragraph  that  the  debtor  was 
of  unsound  mind  when  she  made  the  conveyances  do  not  affect 
the  question.  The  contracts  of  a  person  of  unsound  mind, 
not  under  guardianship,  or  whose  mental  unsoundness  has 
not  been  judicially  determined,  are  voidable,  but  are  not 
Toid.  A  creditor,  however,  cannot  avoid  a  conveyance  made 
by  his  debtor  solely  because  the  debtor  was  of  unsound  mind 
when  he  made  it.  Nor  does  the  fact  that  the  grantee,  know- 
ing of  the  debt  and  of  the  debtor's  mental  weakness,  took 
advantage  of  such  weakness  for  the  purpose  and  with  the 
intention  of  thereby  defrauding  the  creditor,  authorize  the 
creditor  to  appeal  to  a  court  of  equity  to  set  aside  such  deed, 
unless  he  is  injured  thereby. 

Both  paragraphs  of  the  complaint  are  fatally  defective, 
and  the  demurrer  should  have  been  sustained  to  each  para- 
graph. 

It  is  due  to  the  court  below  to  say  that  while  the  question 
here  involved  is  fairly  in  the  record  by  demurrer  and  excep- 
tion, it  was  probably  never  in  fact  presented  or  argued.  This 
seems  to  be  clearly  indicated  by  the  special  findings,  which 
show  that  evidence  was  heard,  and  the  court  found  the  ex- 
istence of  the  facts  which  ought  to  have  been  averred  and 
were  not.  This,  however,  does  not  cure  the  error,  as  the  appel- 
lants may  say,  We  only  called  witnesses  to  meet  the  facts 
charged,  and  oould  not  anticipate  that  the  court  would  hear 
evidence  on  facta  not  put  in  issue.  The  court  cannot  say,  if 
the  fact  had  been  put  in  issue,  that  appellanta  might  not  have 
met  it  BUOoeflsfuUy  with  proof. 

Judgment  reversed,  with  direction  to  the  circuit  court  to 
proceed  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 
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Fraudulknt  CoNVETANCEa.  —  A  voluntary  oonveyanoe  will  not  be  set 
aside  as  frandalent  on  the  allegation  that  the  grantor  was  indebted  before  and 
after  its  exeootion;  a  creditor  cannot  avoid  a  conveyance  made  by  his  debtor^ 
if  it  left  him  with  ample  means  to  satisfy  the  creditor's  demands:  MUea  ▼• 
Riehardwn,  Walk.  (Miss.) 477;  12  Am.  Dec  584;  W^Ubur  v.  NiehoU,  61  Vt.  43^ 
Brock  V.  Hkh,  76  Mich.  644.  Allegations  showing  that  a  debtor  has  oon- 
veyed  away  all  of  his  property,  leaving  nothing  to  satisfy  the  demaade  of 
creditors,  is  a  sufficient  statement  of  the  facts  oonstitnting  the  fraud: 
aton  V.  Druden,  76  Wis.  418;  OoMW.  OamfbeU,  62N.  H.  401;  SmaUt^Y. 
72  Iowa.  171. 


Earnhart  v.  Earnhart. 

[127  IVDIANA,  S97.] 

RoiiB  nr  Shsllst's  Cass  dobs  not  Applt  whxrx  it  nneqmvooally  appeaia 
that  the  persons  who  are  to  take  are  not  to  take  as  heirs  of  the  grmaiee 
or  devisee. 

Shsllkt's  Oaab.  —  A  devise  of  property  to  B.  few  and  daring  the  term  of  hie 
natnral  life,  and  at  his  death  to  the  persons  who  woald  have  inherited 
the  same  if  B.  had  owned  the  same  in  fee-simple  at  the  time  of  his  dflmth, 
bat  declaring  that  there  shall  vest  in  B.  a  life  estate,  and  nothing  more^ 
does  not  vest  the  fee  in  E.»  bat  gives  him  a  life  estate  only. 

£•  W.  Wdker^  for  the  appellaat 

H.  O,  Zimmerman  and  F.  M.  Prickett^  for  the  appellees. 

Olds,  C.  J.  John  Earnhart  died  testate.  By  item  3  of 
his  last  will  and  testament  he  gave  to  his  granddaughter^ 
Harriet  Cook,  the  only  child  of  his  deceased  daughter,  Sasan- 
nah,  five  hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid  within  one  year  after  hi3 
death,  or  within  one  year  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  if  she 
Burviyed  him.  It  is  specifically  stated  in  said  item  that  said 
legacy  shall  be  paid  by  devisees  in  said  will,  other  than  his 
wife,  to  wit:  "Nelson  James,  Lewis  Thomas,  and  William 
Earnhart,  Jane  Wolf  and  Ellen  Wolf^  in  equal  shares,  the 
shares  of  each  to  be  a  charge  upon  the  lands  hereby  devised 
to  him  or  her  respectively." 

Item  10  of  the  will  is  as  follows:  '^  I  give  and  devise  to  xny 
son,  William  Earnhart,  for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural 
life,  subject  to  the  life  estate  of  my  said  wife  therein,  the  fol* 
lowing  described  real  estate  in  Noble  County,  Indiana,  to  wit: 
The  north  half  of  the  northwest  quarter  and  the  west  half  of 
the  northwest  quarter  of  the  northeast  quarter  of  section  thirty- 
four  (34),  in  township  thirty-four  (34)  north,  range  nine  (9)- 
east.  At  the  death  of  said  William  Earnhart,  I  give  and  de- 
vise said  lands  in  fee-simple  to  the  persons  who  would  havO' 
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inherited  the  same  from  the  said  William  Earnhart  had  he 
owned  the  same  in  fee-simple  at  the  time  of  his  death,  the 
eame  to  go  to  said  persons  in  the  same  manner  and  in  the 
«ame  proportions  as  though  said  William  Earnhart  had  owned 
the  same  in  fee-simple  at  the  time  of  his  death.  But  the  pro- 
visions of  this  item  should  only  vest  in  the  said  William  a  life 
€8tate  in  said  lands,  and  nothing  more.'' 

The  appellant  brings  this  action,  setting  out  a  copy  of  the 
will,  and  alleging  that  he  owns  the  fee-simple  title  to  the  land 
described  in  item  10  of  the  will,  and  asking  that  the  will  be 
80  construed  as*to  give  to  him  the  fee-simple  title  to  said  land, 
and  that  his  title  be  quieted  to  the  same,  making  the  other 
devisees  and  the  executor  parties  defendant,  alleging  that  they 
claim  some  interest  in  said  land  adverse  to  the  appellant. 

The  appellees  demurred  to  the  complaint  for  want  of  facts, 
which  demurrer  was  sustained,  exceptions  reserved,  and  this 
appeal  is  prosecuted,  assigning  such  ruling  as  error. 

It  is  contended  that  item  10  in  the  will  is  governed  by  the 
rule  in  Shelley's  case,  and  that  it  gives  to  William  Earnhart 
a  fee-simple  title  to  the  land. 

It  is  settled  that  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case  is  recognized  as 
law  and  a  rule  of  property  in  this  state;  but  we  do  not  think 
it  applicable  to  the  item  of  the  will  under  consideration.  The 
rule  does  not  apply  where  it  unequivocally  appears  that  the 
persons  who  are  to  take  are  not  to  take  as  heirs  of  the  grantees 
or  devisees.  In  this  case  it  is  clearly  and  distinctly  expressed, 
so  that  it  unequivocally  appears  from  the  language  that  it  was 
the  intent  of  the  testator  that  the  appellant  should  take  only 
a  life  estate  in  the  land.  It  then  makes  a  further  devise  of 
the  remainder  of  the  estate  in  the  land  to  other  persons, 
describing  them,  not  by  name,  but  in  a  definite  manner,  as 
the  persons  who  would  inherit  the  same  if  the  fee  was  in  the 
appellant,  and  distributes  it  between  such  persons  in  the  same 
proportions  as  they  would  inherit  from  said  appellant.  The 
words  used  in  making  disposition  of  the  remainder  are  words 
of  purchase,  descriptive  of  the  persons  to  whom  the  fee  is 
devised. 

If  in  one  item  of  the  will  the  testator  had  devised  to  his  son, 
William  Earnhart,  a  life  estate  in  the  particular  tract  of  land, 
and  in  another  item  had  made  disposition  of  the  remaining 
fee  after  his  death  to  the  wife  and  children  of  the  said  William, 
naming  them,  there  could  be  no  possible  question  but  that 
William  would  take  a  life  estate,  and  his  wife  and  children 


654  Earnhart  v»  Eabnhabt.  [Indiana, 

would  take  the  fee;  nor  do  we  think  there  can  be  any  differ- 
ence  if,  instead  of  naming  them,  the*  will  described  them  as 
the  wife  and  children,  stating  that  they  should  take  one  third 
to  the  wife,  and  the  two  thirds  to  go  to  the  children  in  equal 
shares.  If  it  described  them  as  the  heirs  who  would  inherit 
from  William  in  the  same  proportion  as  the  law  would  cast 
it  upon  them,  certainly  there  can  be  no  difference  whether  the 
testator  make  such  disposition  of  his  property  in  one  or  in 
separate  items,  so  it  be  clearly  expressed.  In  item  10  of  the 
will  under  consideration,  the  intention  of  the  testator  is  clearly 
expressed  to  be  that  William  take  only  a  life  estate,  and  a 
separate  and  distinct  devise  of  the  remaining  fee  at  his  death 
to  the  heirs  of  William,  in  the  same  proportion  they  would 
have  inherited  had  William  owned  the  same  in  fee.  It  is 
clearly  expressed  that  such  heirs  shall  not  take  by  descent 
from  William,  but  by  purchase  from  the  testator.  This  being 
clearly  expressed  by  the  will,  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case  does 
not  apply:  See  Fountain  County  etc,  Co.  v.  Beckleheimer^  102 
Ind.  76;  52  Am.  Rep.  645.  When  it  clearly  appears  that  the 
testator  did  not  intend  to  grant  a  fee,  then  the  devise  will  not  be 
so  construed  as  to  vest  one:  Alien  v.  Crafty  109  Ind.  476;  58 
Am.  Rep.  425. 

The  will  provides  that  the  appellant  shall  pay  his  portion 
of  the  legacy  given  to  the  granddaughter,  Harriet  Cook,  and 
makes  it  a  charge  against  the  land. 

There  was  no  error  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the  com« 
plaint. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs. 


Rule  in  Shbllet*8  Case.  — That  the  rule  in  Shelley's  ease  may  apply, 
the  limitation  over  mnst  be  to  the  heirs  in  fee  or  in  tail  aa  a  namen  eoUeeiimm 
for  the  whole  line  of  inheritable  blood:  Kunixleman'a  Bdaie,  136  Pa.  St.  142; 
20  Am.  St.  Rep.  909.  Compare  extended  note  to  Carpenter  ▼.  Van  OUndert 
11  Am.  St.  Rep.  100-107,  for  a  diacussion  of  the  application  of  the  rule  in 
Shelley*!  case.  In  Illinois,  when  a  devise  is  to  the  heirs  generally,  the  rule 
applies,  and  will  control  in  determining  the  estate  devised:  Hageman  v.  Hage^ 
fnan,  12;)  111.  164.  The  rule  wiU  not  apply  to  a  devise  in  which  the  word 
*'  heirs  "  is  used  M  a  synonym  for  *'  children  ":  Congar  v.  Lowe^  124  Ind.  36a. 
For  the  application  of  the  mle  in  Massaohosettsb  see  Trumbull  v.  Trumbull, 
149  Mass.  200. 
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Statb  V.  Englb. 

[W  IHDIAHA,  407.] 

ICavdakub  will  Ln  aoaui8t  a  Justios  of  thi  Piaob  to  Oomfb.  Him 
TO  Bntxr  Judomb2IT»  to  mak9  correct  docket  entriei  in  aocordaace 
with  the  facta,  and  to  perforin  all  dutiei  which  are  miniateriaL 

CosT&  — Ths  Msai  Taxatioh  of  Costs  is  a  Ministibial  Act,  where  there 
is  no  question  of  the  amount  to  be  taxed. 

MAHDAMUSi— If  a  jnstice  of  the  peaoe  enters  a  Judgment  of  dismissal,  he 
may,  by  mandatmu,  be  oompelled  to  enter  judgment  in  favor  of  defend- 
ant  for  his  costs»  and  to  issue  execution  thereon. 

/.  O.  Clianey  and  W.  8.  MapU^  for  the  appellant. 

A.  B.  WiUiam,  J.  T.  Beoiley^  O.  W.  Buff,  and  J.  8.  Bays,  for 
the  appellee. 

Olds,  0.  J.  This  is  a  proceeding  brought  by  the  appellant 
against  the  appellee  to  compel  the  appellee,  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  to  enter  up  a  proper  judgment  for  costs,  and  issue  a 
writ  for  the  collection  thereof. 

The  appellant  filed  his  complaint  in  the  circuit  court  in 
two  paragraphs.  The  appellee  demurred  to  the  second  para- 
graph. The  record  shows  the  sustaining  of  the  demurrer  to 
both  paragraphs,  and  exceptions.  Judgment  upon  demurrer 
in  favor  of  the  appellee. 

This  appeal  is  prosecuted,  and  the  ruling  of  the  court  as- 
signed as  error. 

It  appears  by  the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  Wil- 
liam 6.  Engle,  appellee,  is  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  Sullivan 
County;  thatone  Hoke  broughta  suit  before  said  justice  against 
the  relator  on  a  promissory  note;  that  relator  demanded  a 
jury,  and  the  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury  on  September  5,  1887, 
and  the  jury  disagreed  and  was  discharged.  No  further  pro- 
ceedings were  had  in  the  case,  and  on  the  eighth  day  of  No- 
vember, 1887,  in  the  absence  of  the  parties  to  the  suit,  the 
justice  entered  a  dismissal  of  the  cause,  and  entered  the  same 
on  bis  docket  as  follows:  — 

''  November  8,  1887.  The  above  cause  is  hereby  dismissed 
for  want  of  prosecution.  W.  O.  Bnqlb,  Justice." 

That  the  relator  had  no  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  dis* 
missal  of  said  suit  until  on  the  twenty-seventh  day  of  Janu- 
ary, 1888,  when  a  fee-bill  was  issued  by  said  justice  against 
him  for  the  costs  made  by  him;  that  thereupon  relator  im- 
mediately demanded  of  the  justice  that  he  tax  all  of  the  costs 
in  said  cause  to  the  plaintiff  therein,  and  issue  an  execution 
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Am.  Deo.  S56,  and  note.  A  Jasiioe  of  the  peeee  may  be  oompeUed  by  m 
damui  to  make  entriee  in  his  docket  in  aooordance  with  the  facte:  8iaU  ▼. 
Van  ElU,  69  Wia.  19.  A  writ  of  mandamut  will  ierae  to  compel  a  lo 
court  to  act:  CwnmimweaUh  ▼.  McLaughlin^  120  Pa.  St  618;  Dorr  r.  HiU, 
N.  H.  600.  The  writ  will  iaeae  to  compel  a  lower  court  to  perform  a  mani- 
fest duty^  if  it  be  not  judicial  or  discretionary:  PmfpU  r.  Didrki  Omit  14 
CoLSOO. 


MoLauohlin  V.  Etohison. 

(127  IVDXAVA,  474.] 

JiTDomirr  of  Ck>iiyionoH  Erbonkous  bsgaum  AfvoATR  vpon  which  fbe 
proeeeution  wis  based  did  not  charge  a  public  offense  is  not  yoid,  where 
the  justice  entering  the  judgment  bad  jurisdiction  of  the  tubjeot-mattsr 
and  of  the  person  of  the  defendant. 

Habbab  OoRPUSi  — That  ▲  JmxsicBiiT  of  Coinrionov  d  Ebbovboub  becai 
the  affidavit  on  which  it  was  founded  does  not  state  a  public 
does  not  entitle  the  defendant  to  be  discharged  upon  haXiMM  eorpms. 

Habbab  Cobpub.  — Though  it  is  the  duty  of  a  justice,  on  the  convietion  of 
the  defendant,  if  he  does  not  immediately  pay  the  fine  imposed,  to  com- 
mit  him  to  jail,  still  the  failure  to  commit  him  at  once  does  not  depriTO 
the  justice  of  the  power  to  commit  him  at  a  subsequent  time. 

S.  A.  Forkner^  for  the  appellant. 

McBbidb,  J.  Thi8  was  a  petition  for  a  writ  of  habea9  eorpui 
by  the  appellant,  who  alleged  that  he  was  unlawfully  re- 
strained of  his  liberty  by  the  appellee,  the  sheriff  of  Madison 
County.  A  writ  was  awarded,  but,  on  motion  of  the  appellee, 
was  quashed.    This  action  of  the  court  is  assigned  as  error. 

From  the  petition  the  following  facts  are  gathered:  On  the 
nineteenth  day  of  February,  1891,  an  affidavit  was  filed  with 
Benjamin  McCarty,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Madison  County, 
which  was  evidently  drawn  under  section  2066,  Revised  Stat- 
utes of  1881,  charging,  or  attempting  to  charge,  appellant  and 
another  with  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  a  public  nui- 
sance. On  this  affidavit  a  warrant  was  issued,  appellant  was 
arrested  and  brought  before  said  justice,  when  he  was,  on  the 
twentieth  day  of  February,  1891,  tried,  and  adjudged  guilty, 
and  a  fine  of  ten  dollars  and  costs  assessed  against  him,  ¥rith 
an  order  that  he  stand  committed  until  the  fine  should  be 
paid  or  replevied.  He  was  allowed  to  go  until  the  fourth  day 
of  March,  1891,  when,  the  fine  not  being  paid  or  replevied,  a 
fnittimuB  was  issued  by  the  justice,  and  he  was  committed  to 
the  common  jail  of  Madison  County. 

His  conviction  was  clearly  erroneous.  The  affidavit  upon 
which  the  prosecution  was  based  did  not  charge  a  public  of- 
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fense.  It  is  not  necessary  to  point  out  its  defects  farther  than 
to  say  that  it,  at  most,  charges  an  interference  with  the  free  use 
by  Fraly  of  his  property  by  the  erection  oC  what  is  styled  a 
^  high  and  useless  fence."  The  facts,  properly  pleaded  in  a 
civil  suit,  might  entitle  the  party  to  damages,  and  to  the 
abatement  of  the  nuisance. 

Notwithstanding  the  judgment  of  conviction  was  erroneous, 
it  was  not  void.  The  justice  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject- 
matter;  that  is,  he  had  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  a 
charge,  under  section  2066,  Revised  Statutes  of  1881,  of  the 
erection  or  maintenance  of  a  public  nuisance.  He  also  had 
jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  appellant,  and  the  judgment 
rendered  by  him  cannot  be  attacked  collaterally. 

The  writ  of  habeas  corpus  cannot  be  used  for  the  mere  cor- 
rection of  errors.  To  be  entitled  to  the  writ  in  a  case  like  this, 
the  party  complaining  must  show  a  void  judgment.  A  judg- 
ment that  is  merely  erroneous,  no  matter  how  gross  the  error, 
will  not  suffice:  Willis  v.  BayleSj  105  Ind.  363;  Cooley's 
Constitutional  Limitations,  marg.  p.  348;  Lowery  v.  Howard^ 
108  Ind.  440;  Holderman  v.  Thompson^  105  Ind.  112;  Commonr 
wealth  ex  rel.  v.  Leckey^  1  Watts,  66;  26  Am.  Dec.  37,  and  note; 
9  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  227,  and  cases  cited;  Ex  parte 
Watkins,  3  Pet.  193. 

Section  1119,  Revised  Statutes  of  1881,  provides  as  follows: 
*'No  court  or  judge  shall  inquire  into  the  legality  of  any  judg- 
ment or  process  whereby  the  party  is  in  his  custody,  or  dis- 
charge him  when  the  term  of  commitment  has  not  expired,  in 
either  ofthe  cases  following:  •  •  •  .  2.  Upon  any  process  issued 
on  any  final  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.'' 

The  case  at  bar  comes  clearly  within  the  provisions  of  this 
statute. 

Appellant  insists,  however,  that  the  mittimus  is  void  because 
not  issued  until  the  fourth  day  of  March,  twelve  days  after 
the  rendition  of  the  judgment;  that  because  he  was  not  at  once 
committed  to  jail  in  default  of  payment,  the  justice  lost  juris- 
diction, and  could  not  thereafter  issue  a  valid  mittimus. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  if  a  defendant  in 
a  criminal  cause  does  not  immediately  pay  or  replevy  a  fine 
adjudged  against  him,  to  commit  him  to  jail.  While  this 
should  be  done  at  once,  we  know  of  no  reason  why,  if  for  any 
reason  it  is  not  done,  the  justice  may  not  issue  a  mittimus 
thereafter.  We  think  he  may.  Nor  do  we  think  a  defendant 
is  in  a  situation  to  complain,  either  of  the  negligence  of  the 
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joBtice  or  of  {he  indulgence  extended  to  him  by  giving  him 
time,  without  bail,  for  the  payment  of  money  which  is  imme- 
diately due. 

Appellant  complains  that  the  justice,  by  allowing  him  to  go, 
misled  him,  and  induced  him  to  believe  no  effort  woald  be 
made  to  enforce  the  judgment,  and  that  for  this  reason  he  did 
not  appeal  within  the  time  limited  by  law.  If  this  was  the 
motive  which  led  the  justice  to  delay  issuing  the  mittimus^  it 
was  of  course  very  reprehensibley  but  cannot  affect  the  ques- 
tion before  us. 

The  court  did  not  err  in  quashing  the  writ 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Habsas  Oosfus,  to  What  Extbitt  can  JcnxnniiTB  bs  RsvnwxD  ok:  8m 
extended  note  to  CommonwecUth  ▼.  Leeky,  26  Am.  Deo.  40-49.  A  jadgment 
erroneona^  Imt  not  void,  sentenoing  a  prisoner  does  not  entitle  him  to  a  dis- 
charge on  habeas  eorpm:  In  re  Oraham,  74  Wit.  450;  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  174; 
Barton  v.  Saunden,  16  Or.  61;  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  261;  PlaUv,  HarrUon,  6 
lowa^  79;  71  Am.  I>m.  389,  and  note;  in  which  caee  it  was  also  held  that 
while  the  preliminary  examinations  of  magistrates  might  be  reWewed  on 
habeas  corpus,  their  convictions  conld  not. 

JuRisDicnoir,  Want  of,  onlt  Q(7bstioit  ior  Rsvisw  on  Habeas  Gob- 
FUS. — Questions  involving  a  want  of  jnrisdiotion  by  the  conrt  rendering 
the  judgment  may  be  reviewed  on  habeas  corpus:  Sas  parte  Shasn,  7  Ohio  St 
81;  70  Am.  Dec.  66;  In  re  AUison,  13  CoL  626;  16  Am.  St  Rfip.  224^  and 
note.  Irregularities  not  going  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  oannot  be 
inquired  into  on  habeas  coipus:  JBx  parte  Fil  Ki,  79  Cal.  684;  Sx  parte  Brandon, 
49  Ark.  143;  and  the  conrt  may  amend  irregaUrities:  In  re  Thompson,  9 
Mont  381.  Commitment  for  a  wrong  offense  will  not  entitle  a  prisoner  to 
discharge  on  habeas  corpus:  Ex  parte  KeU,  85  Oal.  309.  Bat  where  the  facts 
charged  and  proved  do  not  conatitnte  a  public  offense,  the  prisoner  will  be 
discharged:  B»  parU  McNuUy,  11  CaL  164;  11  Am.  St  Rep.  257,  and 
notib 
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[127  Indiana,  611.] 

JvDomNT — RsLixr  nr  Egtrrrr  ^  Fraud  in  Takino  Judokxnt  ior  Cosn 
ATOE  Sittlkhknt  OF  Plaintiff*8  Dkmand.  —  If  a  defendant  pays  the 
amount  of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  and  enters  into  an  agreement  for  the 
dismissal  of  the  action,  and  thereafter  subposnaa  witnesses,  and  eansee 
judgment  to  be  entered  against  the  plaintiff  for  the  oosts  of  procuring 
them,  he  is  guilty  of  fraud,  and  the  enforcement  of  the  jadgment  will  be 
enjoined  in  equity,  if  the  plaintiff  has  no  remedy  in  the  original  aetioo. 

0.  L.  BaUou,  H.  Q.  Zimmerman^  and  F.  M.  Priekettf  for  the 
appellantB. 

P.  V.  Hoffman^  for  the  appellee. 
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Blliott,  J.  The  appellee  brought  this  suit  to  enjoin  the 
collection  of  an  execution  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and 
obtained  a  perpetual  injunction. 

The  facts  as  they  appear  in  the  special  finding  may  be  thus 
summarized:  The  appellee  sued  out  a  eapias  ad  retpandejuium 
against  the  appellant,  on  which  the  latter  was  arrested  and 
brought  before  the  justice  of  the  peace  by  whom  the  writ  was 
issued.  Various  intermediate  steps  were  taken  in  the  case, 
but  it  is  not  important  to  notice  them  in  detail.  On  the 
twenty-fourth  day  of  September,  1887,  the  appellant  paid  the 
claim  on  which  the  action  wherein  the  writ  was  issued  was 
founded,  and  at  that  time  the  appellee  agreed  to  dismiss  the 
action.  After  the  payment  of  the  claim,  and  after  the  agree, 
ment  to  dismiss  was  made,  the  appellant  caused  a  subpoena  to 
be  issued  for  three  witnesses,  all  members  of  his  own  family, 
and  residents  of  a  county  adjoining  the  one  in  which  the  ac- 
tion was  brought  The  appellee  did  not  see  the  justice  of  the 
peace  until  the  fifth  day  of  October,  1887,  the  day  prior  to  the 
time  the  cause  was  set  for  trial,  and  the  justice  of  the  peace 
then  informed  him  that  the  subpoena  had  been  issued,  where- 
upon the  appellee  informed  the  justice  of  the  agreement  to 
dismiss  the  case,  and  directed  him  to  enter  a  judgment  dis* 
missing  it  at  his,  the  appellee's,  costs.  On  the  sixth  day  of 
October  the  appellant  appeared  with  his  witnesses,  and,  find- 
ing that  an  entry  of  dismissal  had  been  made,  caused  the 
witnesses  he  had  subpoenaed  to  demand  their  fees  and  mile- 
age. The  justice  taxed  fees,  mileage,  and  costs,  as  directed 
by  the  appellant  Before  the  commencement  of  the  present 
suit  the  appellee  paid  all  fees  and  costs  except  the  fees  and 
costs  of  the  witnesses  just  mentioned.  The  appellant  caused 
the  execution  which  is  sought  to  be  enjoined  to  be  issued  for 
the  purpose  of  enforcing  collection  of  the  costs  and  fees  taxed 
after  the  order  of  dismissal  was  entered. 

In  our  opinion,  the  appellee  was  entitled  to  the  relief 
awarded  him.  The  judgment  for  costs  was  procured  by  fraud. 
A  party  who  pays  a  claim,  and  enters  into  an  agreement  pro- 
viding for  a  dismissal  of  the  action  brought  on  the  claim  is 
guilty  of  a  fraud  if  he  subsequently  causes  witnesses  to  be 
subpoenaed  and  costs  to  be  taxed  against  his  adversary:  Neal%% 
T.  DicU^  72  Ind.  874;  Johnson  y.  Unvenaw^  80  Ind.  435;  SUms 
T.  Levnnan^  28  Ind.  97;  Pearee  v.  Olney,  20  Conn.  544;  ChamF^ 
ben  T.  RoNnnij  28  Conn.  552;  Rogers  v.  Owinn^  21  Iowa,  58; 
Hibbard  y^  Eoitmani  47  N.  H.  507;  93  Am.  Dec.  467.    As  the 
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judgment  for  costs  was  obtained  by  fraud,  equity  will  enjoin 
its  collection,  for  the  justice  of  the  peace  bad  no  authority  to 
review  his  own  judgment  on  the  ground  of  fraud.    A  justice 
of  the  peace  possesses  no  equity  jurisdiction,  and  cannot  set 
aside  or  a«nul  his  judgment,  except  in  the  mode  provided  by 
statute,  and  the  statute  does  not  authorize  him  to  review  a 
judgment:  Ainttoorth  v.  Atkinson^  14  Ind.  538;  SneU  v.  Mokan^ 
88  Ind.  494;  Richards  v.  Reed,  89  Ind.  830;  Doyle  v.  StaU  ex 
rel,  61  Ind.  324;  Brown  v.  Ooble,  97  Ind.  86.    The  jurisdiction  of 
equity  was  rightly  invoked  in  this  instance,  for  the  reasons 
that  there  was  fraud  and  that  there  is  no  adequate  remedy  at 
law.    If  the  original  action  had  been  brought  in  a  court  in- 
vested with  jurisdiction  to  correct  or  review  its  own  judgments 
and  orders,  we  should  have  a  very  different  question.    Here, 
however,  the  appellee  could  not  secure  relief  before  the  justice 
of  the  peace,  and  we  must  adjudge  that  it  can  be  awarded  him 
by  equity,  or  else  we  must  adjudge  that  he  is  remediless. 
The  case  of  Martin  v.  Pifer,  96  Ind.  245,  is  not  in  point,  for 
the  reason  that  in   this  case  the  judgment  was  obtained   by 
fraud  and  was  entered  after  the  action  had  been  dismissed. 

If  there  had  been  a  trial  in  this  case  a  different  question 
twould  arise;  but  there  was  no  trial,  for  the  order  on  which  the 
•execution  issued  was  entered  after  the  plaintiff  bad  dismissed 
his  action. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

JuDOMSNT  —  RsLHV  AOAUTST,  nr  Equrt.  —  A  fnad  prtetioed  in  t]i« 
procoremeiit  of  a  judgment  will  famuh  groanda  for  attooking  it  in  a  ooUat- 
•ral  proceeding:  Mayor  etc  qfNew  York  ▼•  Brady ^  115  N.  Y.  699;  Mnrphg 
V.  De  France,  101  Mo.  161;  Hom  ▼.  BUlmg$,  42  Minn.  eSiStmmr,  StmnM,  131 
ni.  809.  Frand  or  irregnlarity  in  procuring  a  jndgmenti  not  apparent  in  the 
record,  muit  be  attacked  in  a  new  and  independent  action:  87niUh  t.  Fart,  106 
N.  G.  446.  A  coart  of  equity  limiteite  interference  with  the  enforcement  of 
jndgmenta  at  law  to  oeaee  where  the  injnred  par^  has  no  radren  in  coort  of 
law,  or  wae  prerented  from  availing  himaelf  of  it  throng  fnuid;  PkUi^  t. 
fta^46N.  J.E%.6^ 
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HovEY  u. State. 

[127  IHDIAVA,  588.] 

Manoamiti  will  kot  Lis  to  Cohpel  thb  GovnuroB  of  a  Stati  to 
lasers  A  GoiCMC»iON  to  one  who  hu  been  elected  to  a  public  offioe. 

liANDAM(78    WILL    NOT    ISSUB    TO    CONTROL    THS  GOYBRNOR  OF  A  StATS  IA 

the  matter  of  the  discharge  of  any  of  the  datiee  pertaining  to  hie  offioe 
as  governor.  Therefore,  if  he  decides  not  to  issue  a  commission  to  one 
who  has  been  elected  to  a  public  office,  his  deoiiion  is  finaL 

A.  C  Harris^  for  the  appellant 

/.  D.  New,  W.  New^  J.  E,  McDonald^  J.  M.  Butler^  and  A.  H. 
SnoWf  for  the  appellee. 

GoFFET,  J.  This  was  a  suit  instituted  by  the  appellee,  in 
the  Marion  circuit  court,  against  the  appellant,  as  the  gover* 
Dor  of  the  state,  to  compel  the  latter,  by  mandamm^  to  issue 
to  the  relator,  William  A.  Schuck,  a  commission  as  the  duly 
elected  auditor  of  Jennings  County.  The  complaint  alleges, 
among  other  things,  that  the  relator  was  duly  elected  to  the 
office  of  auditor  of  Jennings  County,  at  the  regular  election 
held  in  the  month  of  November,  1890;  that  the  votes  were 
duly  canvassed,  and  the  proper  returns  made  out  and  filed  in 
the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state,  within  ten  days  after  the 
date  of  said  election,  by  which  it  appears  that  the  relator  was 
duly  elected  auditor  of  said  county  by  a  majority  of  thirty- 
nine  votes;  thkt  on  the  twenty- fourth  day  of  November,  1890, 
the  relator  demanded  of  the  appellant,  at  the  office  of  the 
governor,  in  the  city  of  Indianapolis,  his  commission  as  such 
auditor,  but  the  appellant  refused,  and  still  refuses,  to  issue 
and  deliver  to  him  said  commission. 

To  the  alternative  writ  of  mandate  the  governor  filed  a 
return,  consisting  of  two  paragraphs.  In  the  first  paragraph 
it  is  averred,  among  other  things,  that  on  the  tenth  day  of 
August,  1885,  the  relator  herein  was  appointed  treasurer  of 
Jennings  County,  and  held  that  office  until  the  eighteenth  day 
of  November,  1886;  that  on  the  eighth  day  of  November,  1890, 
the  treasurer  of  Jennings  County  filed  with  the  appellant,  as 
the  governor  of  the  state,  an  official  affidavit  stating  that  the 
relator  had  fSailed  to  account  for  and  pay  over  public  moneys 
received  by  him  as  such  treasurer,  in  the  sum  of  11,884.0(9; 
that  the  auditor's  term  in  said  county  began  on  the  thirteenth 
day  of  November,  1890;  that  the  matter  of  said  defalcation 
was  known  to  the  voters  throughout  said  county  on  the  day  of 
•lection;  and  that  on  the  seventeenth  day  of  November,  1890. 
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one  Cope,  who  was  an  opposing  candidate  for  said  office,  and 
who  received  the  next  highest  number  of  votes  to  the  relator, 
filed  with  the  appellant,  as  such  governor,  a  demand,  stating 
that  the  relator,  by  reason  of  said  facts,  was  ineligible  to  said 
office,  and  that  he,  the  said  Cope,  was  elected  and  entitled  to 
the  commission;  that  on  the  twentieth  day  of  November,  1890, 
the  relator  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  Jennings  County  the  sum 
of  12,357.66  on  said  defalcation,  but  neglected  to  pay  the  in- 
terest and  penalty  thereon. 

The  governor  asked  that  Cope  be  made  a  party,  with  liberty 
(o  interplead  with  the  relator  and  try  the  question  as  to 
which,  if  either,  was  entitled  to  the  commission  and  to  have 
the  office. 

The  court  struck  out  that  portion  of  the  return  which  sought 
to  make  Cope  a  party,  and  the  appellant  excepted. 

The  appellee  then  replied  to  the  return,  among  other  ihingfi, 
that  when  he  retired  from  the  office  of  treasurer  of  Jennings 
County,  on  the  eighteenth  day  of  November,  1886,  he  made 
settlement  with  the  board  of  commissioners  of  said  county, 
and  paid  over  to  his  successor  in  office  all  moneys  found  to 
be  due  from  him  as  the  treasurer  of  said  county,  and  took  a 
receipt  therefor;  that  he  believed  said  settlement  was  correct; 
that  if  a  mutual  mistake  did  occur  in  said  settlement,  the 
amount  paid  by  him  on  the  twentieth  day  of  November,  1890, 
was  more  than  sufficient,  as  he  believed,  to  cover  all  amounts 
found  due  upon  a  judicial  investigation. 

After  this  reply  was  filed,  the  appellant  added  a  third  para- 
graph to  his  return,  which,  in  addition  to  the  averments  above 
set  out,  averred  also  that  the  commissioners  of  said  county 
had  appointed  Daniel  Bacon  and  Frank  F.  Frecking,  two 
competent  men,  to  examine  the  books  and  papers  in  the 
treasurer's  office  during  the  time  the  relator  was  treasurer 
of  said  county;  that  on  December  16,  1890,  they  reported 
that  after  a  careful  examination  of  the  books,  papers,  and 
accounts,  they  found  that,  at  the  expiration  of  his  term  of 
office,  there  was  a  balance  due  from  the  relator  to  said  county 
of  $4,854.84. 

To  this  answer  the  appellee  replied  substantially  as  in  the 
reply  above  referred  to,  adding  that  the  relator  did  not  believe 
there  was  any  shortage;  that  if  there  was,  be  was  ready  to 
pay  the  same;  that  no  other  sum  had  ever  been  demanded  of 
him  than  $2,357.66  until  the  twenty-second  day  of  December, 
1890,  when  a  further  claim  was  made  for  $2,497.18;  that  the 
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sum  he  had  paid  In  would,  upon  investigation.,  be  found  to 
exceed  any  shortage  against  him. 

The  appellant  filed  a  demurrer  to  each  paragraph  of  the 
reply.  The  court  overruled  the  demurrer  to  the  replies,  and 
carried  it  back  and  sustained  it  to  the  answer.  The  appel- 
lant declining  to  amend,  the  appellee  had  judgment  as  prayed, 
from  which  this  appisal  is  prosecuted. 

The  case  has  been  ably  presented,  both  by  oral  argument 
and  by  the  briefs  filed  in  the  cause;  and  w6  are  urged  to  de- 
cide, —  1.  As  to  whether  the  case  is  one  in  which  mandamui 
may  be  maintained;  and  2.  As  to  what  is  the  proper  con- 
struction of  article  2,  section  10,  of  our  state  constitution. 

The  first  question  presented  is,  in  our  opinion,  the  con- 
trolling question  in  the  case;  for  if  the  governor  cannot  be 
mandated  in  the  matter  involved  in  this  suit,  then  the  second 
question  does  not  arise,  and  anything  we  might  decide  in  rela- 
tion to  it  would  be  without  binding  force. 

As  the  writ  of  mandamus  will  not  issue  to  compel  the  doing 
of  a  thing  which  is  discretionary,  it  follows  also  that  if  the 
case  before  us  is  one  where  the  governor  may  be  compelled  to 
act,  he  has  no  discretion  to  be  exercised,  and  the  writ  should 
issue  without  regard  to  the  construction  to  be  placed  upon  the 
constitutional  provision  above  referred  to. 

It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  the  second  question  suggested  is 
of  but  little,  if  any,  importance  in  the  controversy  now  before 
ns.  We  proceed,  therefore,  to  an  examination  of  the  question 
as  to  whether  the  case  is  one  in  which  the  governor  of  the 
state  may  be  compelled  by  mandamus  to  act. 

The  question  as  to  whether  the  chief  executive  of  a  state 
is  subject  to  the  control  of  the  courts  by  means  of  the  writ 
of  mandamibB  is  not  new,  nor  is  it  without  numerous  authori- 
ties. 

Some  conflict  is  found  to  exist  in  the  adjudicated  oases,  but 
it  is  believed  that  such  conflict  arises  more  from  the  different 
provisions  of  state  constitutions  and  the  particular  facts  in 
each  case  than  from  a  difference  of  opinion,  as  the  general 
rules  by  which  such  cases  are  governed.  Not  only  is  there 
some  apparent  conflict  in  the  cases,  but  the  text-writers  do  not 
entirely  agree  upon  the  question  as  to  whether  the  courta 
possess  the  power  to  control  the  acts  of  the  governor  in  any 
particular  case. 

Mr.  MoBes,  in  his  work  on  mandamus^  after  a  somewhtft 
elaborate  discussion  of  the  question,  and  an  admission  that 
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the  conrtB  have  no  power  to  control  the  action  of  the  chief 
executive  of  a  state  in  the  discharge  of  his  ordinary  oflScial 
duties,  nor  to  compel  him  to  perform  any  act  over  which  he 
has  the  right  to  exercise  his  judgment  or  discretion,  reaches 
the  conclusion  that  the  better  doctrine  is,  that  he  may  be 
compelled  by  mandamus  to  perform  a  duty  clearly  defined 
and  enjoined  by  law,  and  which  is  merely  ministerial  in  its 
nature,  and  neither  involves  any  discretion  nor  leaves  any 
alternative:  Moses  on  Mandamus,  80,  82. 

Mr.  Wood,  in  his  valuable  work  on  mandamus^  etc.,  reaches 
directly  the  opposite  conclusion,  and  maintains  that  an  at- 
tempt on  the  part  of  the  courts  to  interfere  with  the  discharge 
of  executive  duties  is  not  only  in  opposition  to  our  theory  of 
government,  and  in  excess  of  their  power,  but  is  also  attended 
with  great  danger.  In  discussing  the  question,  he  says:  '^If 
the  courts  may  interfere  with  the  discharge  of  any  ministerial 
duties  of  the  executive  department  of  the  government,  they 
may  interfere  with  all,  and  we  should  have  the  singular  spec- 
tacle of  a  government  run  by  the  courts  instead  of  the  officers 
provided  by  the  constitution.  Each  department  of  the  gov- 
ernment is  essentially  and  necessarily  distinct  from  the  others, 
and  neither  can  lawfully  trench  upon  or  interfere  with  the 
powers  of  the  other;  and  our  safety,  both  as  to  national  and 
state  governments,  is  largely  dependent  upon  the  preservation 
of  the  distribution  of  power  and  authority  made  by  the  con- 
stitution, and  the  laws  made  in  pursuance  thereof":  Wood  on 
Mandamus,  2d  ed.,  88. 

Of  the  adjudicated  cases  upon  the  subject  now  under  dis- 
cussion, the  case  of  People  ex  rel.  v.  Oovemorf  29  Mich.  320,  18 
Am.  Rep.  89,  is  perhaps  one  of  the  leading  cases.  In  that 
case  it  was  urged  that  the  act  which  appellant  sought,  by  man- 
damuSy  to  compel  the  governor  to  perforin  was  not  to  be  done 
in  the  performance  of  an  executive  duty  imposed  by  the  con- 
stitution, but  was  an  act  in  its  nature  a  ministerial  act,  pro- 
vided for  by  statute,  and  which  might,  with  equal  propriety, 
have  been  required  of  an  inferior  officer  who,  beyond  question, 
could  have  been  compelled  by  mandamus  to  take  the  necessary 
and  proper  action  in  the  premises,  and  it  was  argued,  for  that 
reason,  that  the  courts  possessed  the  power  to  control  the  gov- 
ernor's action  by  a  writ  of  mandamus. 

In  answer  to  this  argument,  Judge  Cooley,  who  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  "  But  when  duties  are  imposed 
upon  the  governor,  whatever  be  their  grade,  importance,  or 
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nature,  we  doubt  the  right  of  the  courts  to  say  that  this  or  that 
duty  might  properly  have  been  imposed  upon  a  secretary  of 
Btate  or  a  sheriff  of  a  county,  or  other  inferior  officer,  and  that 
inasmuch  as  in  case  it  had  been  so  imposed  there  would  have 
been  a  judicial  remedy  for  neglect  to  perform  it,  therefore  there 
must  be  the  like  remedy  when  the  governor  himself  is  guilty 
of  a  similar  neglect.  The  apportionment  of  power,  authority, 
and  duty  to  the  governor  is  either  made  by  the  people  in  the 
constitution,  or  by  the  legislature  in  making  laws  under  it; 
and  the  courts,  when  the  apportionment  has  been  made,  would 
be  presumptuous  if  they  should  assume  to  declare  that  a  par- 
ticular duty  assigned  to  the  governor  is  not  essentially  execu- 
tive, but  is  of  such  inferior  grade  and  importance  as  properly 
to  pertain  to  some  inferior  office,  and  consequently,  for  the 
purposes  of  their  jurisdiction,  the  courts  may  treat  it  precisely 
as  if  an  inferior  officer  had  been  required  to  perform  it.  To  do 
this  would  be  not  only  to  question  the  wisdom  of  the  constitu- 
tion or  law,  but  also  to  assert  a  right  to  make  the  governor  the 
passive  instrument  of  the  judiciary  in  executing  its  mandates 
within  the  sphere  of  his  own  duties.  Were  the  courts  to  go  so 
far,  they  would  break  away  from  those  checks  and  balances  of 
government  which  were  meant  to  be  checks  of  co-operation, 
and  not  of  antagonism  or  mastery,  and  would  concentrate  in 
their  own  hands  something,  at  least,  of  the  power  which  the 
people,  either  directly  or  by  the  action  of  their  representatives, 
decided  to  intrust  to  the  other  departments  of  the  government." 

The  case  of  Bates  v.  Taylor^  87  Tenn.  819,  is  in  point  here. 
In  that  case  Bates  sought  to  enjoin  the  governor  from  issuing 
a  certificate  of  election  to  H.  Clay  Evans,  and  to  compel  him, 
by  mandamuSj  to  deliver  a  certificate  of  election  which  had 
been  made  out  and  signed  by  the  governor,  and  attested  by  the 
secretary  of  state,  as  evidence  of  the  fact  that  Bates  had  been 
elected. 

In  that  case  the  court,  by  Caldwell,  J.,  said:  ''The  issuance 
of  such  commission  or  certificate,  whether  called  a  ministerial 
or  an  executive  duty,  is  an  official  action,  whose  performance 
can  be  neither  coerced  nor  restrained  by  the  courts.  An 
attempt  on  the  part  of  the  courts  to  control  his  [the  governor's] 
action  under  this  statute  would  be  an  invasion  by  one  depart- 
ment of  the  government  of  the  rights  of  another  department, 
and  for  that  reason  a  violation  of  sections  1  and  2  of  article 
11  of  the  constitution,  which  are  in  the  following  language:  — 

^ '  Section  1.  The  power  of  the  government  shall  be  divided 
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into  three  distinct  departments,  —  the  legislative,  executive^ 
and  judiciaL 

'**Sec.  2.  No  person  or  persons  belonging  to  one  of  these 
departments  shall  exercise  any  of  the  powers  properly  belong- 
ing to  either  of  the  others,  except  in  the  cases  herein  directly 
permitted.' " 

Many  cases  are  to  be  found  in  which  it  is  held  that  the 
governor  of  a  state  cannot  be  compelled  by  mandamuB  to 
perform  a  ministerial  duty,  among  which  are  HawkinB  v. 
Governor^  1  Ark.  570;  38  Am.  Dec.  846;  State  v.  Oovemor^  25 
N.  J.  L.  831;  People  ex  rel  v.  BUsell,  19  III.  229;  68  Am.  Dec 
691;  Petition  of  Dennett,  32  Me.  608;  64  Am.  Dec.  602;  Maur 
ran  v.  Smithy  8  R.  I.  192;  5  Am.  Rep.  564;  Jonesboro  etc  T. 
Co.  V.  Brown^  8  Baxt  490;  85  Am.  Rep.  713;  StaU  ▼.  Towne^ 
8  Ga.  860;  PeopU  exreLy,  YaUs,  40  111.  126;  Pacific  Railroad 
V.  Oovernor,  23  Mo.  853;  State  ex  reL  t.  Warmoth^  22  La.  Ann. 
1;  2  Am.  Rep.  712;  Rice  v.  Austin,  19  Minn.  103;  18  Am. 
Rep.  830;  Appeal  of  HaHranft,  85  Pa.  St.  i83;  27  Am.  Rep. 
667;  State  ex  reL  v.  Drew^  17  Fla.  67;  People  ex  reL  ▼.  CuUom^ 
100  111.  472. 

On  the  other  hand,  many  cases  are  to  be  found  in  which  it 
is  held  that  the  courts  possess  jurisdiction  to  compel  the  chief 
executive  of  a  state  to  perform  an  act  which  is  purely  minis- 
terial in  its  nature,  among  which  are  State  v.  Qovemar^  5  Ohio 
St.  528;  Bonner  v.  StaU  ex  rel.,  7  Oa.  473;  Gotten  t.  EUis,  7 
Jones,  645;  Chamberlain  v.  Sihley  ex  rel.,  4  Minn.  809;  Ma- 
grader  v.  Swann,  25  Md.  173.  The  case  of  Chamberlain  v. 
Sibley  ex  reL,  4  Minn.  309,  was  overruled,  however,  by  the 
later  case  of  Rice  v.  Austin,  19  Minn.  103;  18  Am.  Rep.  330. 

The  oases  above  cited,  as  well  as  all  others  of  the  same 
import,  seem  to  rest  chiefly  upon  the  dictum  of  Chief  Justice 
Marshall  in  the  case  of  Marbury  v.  Madison,  1  Cranch,  187. 
The  case  of  Marbury  v.  Madison,  1  Cranch,  187,  was  an  ao» 
tion  brought  by  Marbury  and  others  to  compel  President 
Jefiferson's  Secretary  of  State,  Mr.  Madison,  to  deliver  to  the 
plaintiffs  their  commissions  as  justices  of  the  peace  in  the 
District  of  Columbia.  They  had  been  appointed  and  con* 
firmed  during  the  administration  of  President  Adams,  and 
their  commissions  had  been  signed  and  sealed.  The  action 
was  brought  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  and 
it  was  held  that  the  court  did  not  have  original  jurisdiction 
in  the  cause.  This  being  true,  of  course  all  that  is  said  in 
the  case  upon  any  subject  other  than  that  bearing  npon  the 
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question  of  jurisdiction  is  mere  dictum;  but  what  is  said  in 
the  opinion  upon  other  subjects,  coming,  as  it  does,  from  such 
an  eminent  source,  is  entitled  to  great  weight,  though  not 
haying  the  force  of  an  adjudication.  Assuming  that  all  said 
in  the  case  is  a  correct  exposition  of  the  law  upon  the  sub- 
ject of  mandamus^  we  must  keep  in  mind  the  fact  that  it  was 
not  a  suit  against  the  President  of  the  United  States,  but  a 
suit  against  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  the  language  used 
must  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  case  then  before  the 
court. 

We  are  not  justified  in  assuming  that  Chief  Justice  Mar- 
shall would  have  used  the  same,  or  similar,  language  had 
the  action  been  brought  against  the  President  of  the  United 
States;  nor  do  we  think  the  case  is  in  point  in  an  action 
against  the  chief  executive  of  a  state.  It  does  apply,  how- 
ever, in  an  action  against  the  secretary,  auditor,  or  treasurer 
of  a  state,  or  other  administrative  officer.  The  cases,  there- 
fore, above  cited,  resting  upon  the  case  of  Marbury  y.  Afodi- 
wofiy  1  Cranch,  137,  in  which  it  is  held  that  the  chief  executive 
of  a  state  may  be  compelled  by  mandamus  to  perform  min- 
isterial duties,  rest  upon  authority  which  does  not  sustain  the 
conclusion  reached,  and  should  not  be  followed. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  appellee  that  the  question  of  the  power 
of  the  courts  in  this  state  to  compel  the  governor,  by  Tnari' 
damusj  to  perform  merely  ministerial  duties  is  settled,  and 
the  cases  of  Oovemar  y.  Nelson^  6  Ind.  496,  BiddU  v.  Wil- 
lard,  10  Ind.  62,  Baker  y.  Kirk,  33  Ind.  617,  and  Gray  v. 
State  ex  rel.^  72  Ind.  667,  are  relied  on  to  sustain  this  conten- 
tion. 

In  the  case  of  Oovemor  v.  Nehan,  6  Ind.  496,  the  parties 
•ought  to  obtain  a  construction  of  certain  constitutional  and 
statutory  provisions,  and  no  question  relating  to  the  power  of 
the  courts  to  compel  the  governor  to  act  was  presented  to  the 
court  or  decided. 

In  the  case  of  Biddle  y.  Willard,  10  Ind.  62,  the  writ  was 
denied,  and  the  question  of  jurisdiction  was  not  raised  or  de- 
cided by  the  court. 

The  case  of  Baker  v.  Kirk,  88  Ind.  617,  was  submitted  to 
the  court  upon  an  agreed  statement  of  facts,  and  sought  to  ob- 
tain a  construction  of  certain  statutory  provisions  relating  to 
the  election  of  directors  of  the  state  prison  south,  and  no  ques- 
tion was  made  or  decided  as  to  the  power  of  the  court  over  the 
acts  of  Governor  Baker. 
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The  case  of  Gray  y.  State  ex  rel.f  72  Ind.  667,  was  brought 
against  the  governor,  the  attorney-general,  the  secretary  of 
state,  and  the  treasurer  of  state,  to  compel  them  to  redeem  a 
certain  bond,  under  the  provisions  of  an  act  approved  Decern* 
ber  12,  1872.  In  that  case  the  point  was  made  that  the  gov* 
ernor  could  not  be  compelled  by  mandamua  to  act;  but  this 
court  said:  '*  The  governor  and  the  other  olB&cers  named  in  the 
act  may  well  be  regarded  as  constituting  a  board,  organized 
by  the  legislature  for  the  performance  of  certain  duties;  and 
a  mandate  will  lie  against  them  to  enforce  the  performance  of 
the  duties  prescribed."  This  branch  of  the  case  proceeds 
upon  the  theory  that  executive  duties  can  be  performed  by 
the  governor  alone,  and  that  as  the  act  constitutes  him  a 
member  of  a  board,  where  he  is  required  to  act  with  others, 
his  duties  cannot  be  said  to  pertain  to  the  executive  depart- 
ment of  the  state. 

It  is  unnecessary  that  we  should  express  our  approval  or 
disapproval  of  this  case,  as  it  must  be  apparent  to  every  one, 
upon  a  moment's  reflection,  that  the  case  before  us  is  distin- 
guished from  this  case,  and  rests  upon  entirely  different  prin- 
ciples* 

We  do  not  think  the  cases  cited  settle  the  question  in  this 
state  that  the  courts  have  the  power  to  compel  the  governor, 
by  writ  of  mandamus,  to  perform  any  act  enjoined  upon  him, 
either  by  the  constitution  or  laws  of  the  state,  where  such  act 
pertains  to  a  duty  to  be  performed  by  him  as  the  governor  of 
the  state.  If  such  power  exists,  we  must  look  elsewhere  than 
to  the  decisions  of  this  court  to  find  it.  It  cannot  exist  unless 
it  is  conferred  by  the  constitution  of  the  state,  or  unless  it  is 
one  of  the  inherent  powers  of  the  courts. 

Our  state  constitution,  article  8,  section  1,  is  as  follows: 
*'The  powers  of  the  government  are  divided  into  three  sepa* 
rate  departments,  —  the  legislative,  the  executive  (including 
the  administrative),  and  the  judicial;  and  no  person  charged 
with  official  duties  under  one  of  these  departments  shall  exer- 
cise any  of  the  functions  of  another,  except  as  in  this  consti- 
tution expressly  provided." 

This  provision  does  not  differ  materially,  in  legal  effect, 
from  the  provision  above  copied  from  the  constitution  of  the 
state  of  Tennessee.  Under  this  provision  of  our  constitution 
above  quoted,  it  has  been  said  by  this  court  that  the  powers 
of  the  three  departments  of  state  are  not  merely  equal, — they 
are  exclusive  in  respect  to  the  duties  assigned  to  each.    They 


April,  1891.]  HovBT  V.  Statb.  671 

are  absolately  independent  of  each  other.  They  are  equal, 
co-ordinate,  and  independent  This  division  of  power  prevents 
the  concentration  of  power  in  the  hands  of  one  person  or  class 
of  persons:  Wright  y.  Defrees^  8  Ind.  298;  Lafayette  etc.  R.  R. 
Co.  y.  Oeiger^  84  Ind.  185;  State  ex  rel  v.  Denny ^  118  Ind.  382; 
City  of  EvansviUe  y.  State  ex  reL^  118  Ind.  426;  State  ex  rel.  v. 
Denny,  118  Ind.  449;  StaU  ex  reL  y.  Noble,  118  Ind.  850;  10 
Am.  8t  Rep.  143. 

In  the  last  case  cited  it  was  held  that  neither  the  legislative 
nor  the  executive  departments  of  the  state  could  interfere  with 
the  duties  or  functions  of  this  court. 

It  is  true  that  the  legislative  department  may  increase  or 
diminish  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  may,  within  the 
terms  of  the  constitution,  prescribe  rules  of  practice.  It  is 
within  the  province  of  the  courts  to  expound  and  enforce 
such  laws  as  the  legislative  department  may  enact  within  the 
constitutional  limit,  and  to  decline  to  enforce  such  as  are  in 
conflict  with  the  constitution.  It  is  within  the  province  of 
the  executive  department  of  the  state  to  discharge  such  duties 
as  are  imposed  upon  it  by  the  constitution  of  the  state,  and 
such  as  may  be  imposed  by  valid  enactments  of  the  legisla- 
tive department.  In  each  of  these  cases  the  department  act- 
ing, or  declining  to  act,  is  within  its  legitimate  sphere;  and  if 
either  department  fails  to  perform  its  duty,  the  remedy  is  not 
to  be  found  in  the  attempt  of  some  other  department  to  per- 
form such  duties. 

Such  attempt  would  be  usurpation,  more  dangerous  to  free 
government  than  the  evil  sought  to  be  corrected.  Should  we 
attempt  to  control  the  governor  in  the  matter  of  the  discharge 
of  any  of  the  duties  pertaining  to  his  office  as  governor,  we 
would  be  taking  one  step  in  the  direction  of  absorbing  the 
functions  of  the  executive  department  of  the  state.  This  we 
should  not  do,  unless  the  case  before  us  is  such  that  we  are 
driven  to  such  course  by  an  unbroken  chain  of  precedents  in 
like  cases  from  which  there  is  no  escape. 

The  case  before  us,  as  we  understand  the  pleadings,  is  this: 
At  the  November  election  in  1890,  the  relator  received  the 
highest  number  of  votes  for  the  office  of  auditor  of  Jennings 
County,  which  fact  was  duly  certified  to  the  secretary  of  state. 
Prior  to  the  time  the  relator  called  for  his  commission,  the 
treasurer  of  Jennings  County  filed  with  the  governor  an  affi- 
davit to  the  effect  that  the  relator,  prior  to  his  election,  had 
been  the  treasurer  of  said  county,  and  had  failed  to  account 
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for  a  large  amount  of  the  funds  which  had  come  into  hie 
hands  as  such  treasurer.  Subsequently*  Mr.  Cope  appeared 
and  claimed  that  he  was  elected  to  the  offioe  for  which  the  re* 
later  demands  a  commission,  upon  the  ground  that  the  relator 
was  ineligible  to  the  office,  which  fact  was  known  to  the  elec- 
tors of  Jennings  County  at  the  time  of  the  election,  and  that 
he,  Cope,  received  the  next  highest  number  of  votes  for  the 
office.  Under  these  facts,  the  governor  decided  not  to  issue 
any  commission. 

We  think  the  governor's  decision  in  this  manner  must  be 
taken  as  final.  The  case  is  not  one  where  the  governor  is  act- 
ing as  the  member  of  a  board  created  by  legislative  enactmenti 
in  a  matter  wholly  disconnected  with  his  functions  as  governor 
of  the  state,  but  it  is  a  case  where  be  is  required  to  act  as 
governor.  It  is  his  office  as  chief  executive  of  the  state  that 
gives  force  and  vitality  to  the  commission.  He  executes  it  as 
the  governor  of  the  state  of  Indiana;  and  whether  he  derives 
his  power  to  do  so  from  the  constitution  of  the  state  or  by 
legislative  enactment,  without  the  office  of  chief  executive 
behind  it,  it  is  of  no  validity. 

Having  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  courts  of  this  state 
have  no  power  to  control  the  governor  in  matters  of  the  kind 
before  us,  and  that  the  conclusion  of  the  governor  in  the  par^ 
ticular  here  involved  is  final,  it  follows  that  the  circuit  court 
erred  in  overruling  the  demurrer  of  the  appellant  to  the  re- 
plies, and  in  sustaining  it  to  the  answers. 

Judgment  reversed,  with  directions  for  further  proceedings 
not  inconsistent  with  this  opinion. 


Mandamus— PowsR  ov  Coinixs  to  Issui  Mahdakus  to  Control  tsi 
Acts  ov  a  (Jovkrhok.  —  The  rapreme  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  iisne  a 
irrit  of  mandamuM  to  oompcl  the  governor  of  a  state  to  grant  a  oommianoii  to 
a  subordinate  functionary:  ffawknu  v.  €fovemor,  1  Ark.  670;  8S  Am.  Dea 
846,  and  extended  note.  Judiciary  hare  no  control  or  reviaory  power  OTer 
questions  which  it  is  the  duty  and  within  the  power  of  the  governor  of  the 
state  to  decide,  and  from  which  there  is  no  appeal:  MtU$  t.  Bradford,  22 
Md.  170;  85  Am.  Dea  643;  State  r.  Board,  42  La.  Ann.  647;  BtaU  v.  Brade^ 
40  Minn.  174;  Benin  v.  Bdt,  70  Md.  852. 

The  governor  is  subject  to  maniamiu  to  compel  him  to  perform  ministerial 
acts,  but  the  performance  of  discretionary  acts  cannot  be  compelled  1^  the 
courts:  FocffCe  &  R.  t.  Owemorf  23  Mo.  3S3|  66  Am.  Deo.  678^  and  note. 
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LmL— RviDnoi  of  Spxoial  Daxaobs.  —  Xiie  fact  that  a  pnbliahod  artiole 
if  libeloot  per  m  does  not»  of  itself,  render  eridence  of  speoud  damages^ 
or  of  speoific  acts  of  others  towards  plaintiff  in  oonieqnenoe  of  the  pub* 
lioation,  admissible,  unless  alleged  in  the  complaint. 

I^BIL  —  MsAflUBS  ov  Damagxs.  —  In  the  absence  of  an  allegation  of  special 
damage  in  libel,  plaintiff  is  presnmed  to  rest  content  with  snch  damages 
as  are  the  natural  resnit  of  the  libelons  publication  npon  his  character, 
reputation,  and  feelings,  without  proof  of  specific  facts;  and  such  dam- 
ages, coupled  with  damages  for  the  malice  or  want  of  malice  with  which 
the  article  was  published,  are  all  that  he  is  entitled  to  reooTer  or  proves 
unless  special  damages  are  alleged. 

Ldbl  —  Mbasubb  Of  Damaobs.  —  Under  an  allegation  of  general  damages 
only  in  libel,  the  issue  is.  What  damages  has  the  plaintiff  suffered  gen- 
erally in  the  community  where  he  is  known  by  the  publication  of  the 
libelous  articlet  and  not  what  he  has  suffsred  in  indifidual  instances^ 
where  those  who  have  known  him  hara  treated  him  diffsrently  from 
what  they  did  before. 

SriBBiioa  —  Fboof  ov  WRrrrcEr  Coiocuiiioation.  —  A  witness  eanaot  tsa- 
tify  to  facts  communicated  by  him  by  letter  to  another,  when  the  letter 
itself  can  be  produced. 

Lebbl —  Etidsmob.  — In  an  action  of  libel  founded  on  a  newspaper  article^ 
an  editorial  in  another  paper  upon  the  same  subject-matter  as  that  in 
suit,  but  not  shown  to  be  the  basis  therefor,  or  to  have  any  connection 
therewith,  is  inadmissible,  and  error  committed  in  admitting  it  is  not 
cured  by  subsequently  striking  it  out 

pBAonoK  —  Conduct  of  Court  and  Couhskl.  —  When  a  Judge  expresesa 
an  opinion  on  any  disputed  fact,  or  of  the  character  of  a  witness,  or 
compliments  one  attorney  at  the  expense  of  another,  or  uses  language 
which  tends  to  bring  an  attorney  into  contempt  before  the  jury,  he 
commits  error  for  which  the  verdict  aud  judgment  will  be  set  aside. 

Fjuoncs — Offer  OF  Proof,  whim  Impropir.  ^  When  objection  to  a  ques- 
tion has  been  sustained,  counsel  should  not  be  allowed  to  state  in  the 
preeence  of  the  jury  what  he  can  or  proposes  to  prove  if  allowed  to  do 
so^  and  it  is  reversible  error  for  the  court  to  refuse  to  instruct  the  Juij 
to  disregard  snch  offer  of  proof, 
▲ic.  ttr.  Kar..  Vol.  ILILVL-U        6» 
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Wilkinaon  and  Posi^  and  Levi  21  Chiffin^  for  the  appellant. 
Jame$  H.  Pounds  for  the  respondent. 

Grant,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  libel,  in  which  the  plaintiff 
recovered  verdict  and  judgment,  and  defendant  appeals. 

The  libelous  article  is  as  follows:  "  Humane  Agent  Vhay  is 
investigating  the  case  of  Andrew  McDuff  [meaning  the  plain- 
tiff], 73  Beech  Street,  who  is  charged  with  having  got  awaj 
with  the  property  of  his  father  and  mother,  who  are  now  said 
to  be  starving  in  a  Jones  Street  attic.'' 

Other  publications  subsequent  to  this,  upon  the  same  sub- 
ject, were  introduced  by  plaintiff,  under  objection,  and  he 
then  introduced  evidence  tending  to  show  the  falsity  of  the 
libelous  article.  Testimony  was  introduced  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  tending  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  charge,  and 
good  faith  in  its  publication.  The  issue  in  the  case  was  as 
clear  and  simple  as  can  well  be  imagined.  If  the  charge  was 
not  true,  then  the  article  was  libelous.  The  questions  to  be 
submitted  to  the  jury  were, — 1.  The  truth  of  the  libelous  ar- 
ticle; 2.  If  not  true,  the  amount  of  damages  suffered;  3.  The 
good  faith  of  the  defendant,  in  mitigation  of  damages. 

1.  The  first  point  raised  in  defendant's  brief  is,  that  the 
cause  should  not  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury  at  all. 
This  point  was  not  raised  in  the  court  below,  and  is  not 
assigned  as  error,  and  therefore  cannot  be  considered  here. 

2.  The  following  questions  were  asked  the  plaintiff,  and 
answered,  under  objection: — 

*'  Q.  Has  there  been  any  difference  whatever  in  the  treat- 
ment, since  the  publication  of  these  articles,  by  any  of  your 
acquaintances  from  what  there  was  before?^' 

**Q.  Will  you  tell  us  in  what  the  difference  consisted?" 

This  testimony  was  objected  to,  for  two  reasons:  1.  Because 
it  involved  special  damages  not  alleged  in  this  declaration; 
2,  The  questions  were  not  confined  to  the  libelous  publication 
declared  on,  but  involved  damages  resulting  from  other  pub- 
lications. 

Both  objections  were  well  taken.  The  allegation  of  dam- 
ages in  the  declaration  is  as  follows:  *'He,  the  said  plaintiff, 
has  been  and  is  greatly  injured  in  his  good  name,  fame,  credit, 
and  reputation,  both  as  an  individual  and  as  such  trustee, 
and  brought  into  public  scandal  and  disgrace,  is  suspected 
to  have  been  guilty  of  the  misconduct  charged  upon  and 
imputed  to  him  as  aforesaid,  and  has  been  greatly  vexedy 
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harassed,  oppressed,  and  impoverished,  and  hath  been  and 
IB  otherwise  much  injured." 

No  special  damages  are  alleged, — only  general  damages,  in 
the  general  and  usual  language  of  declarations  in  libel  cases. 

The  article  is  libelous  per  Be;  but  that,  of  itself,  does  not  ren- 
der  evidence  of  special  damages,  or  of  specific  acts  of  others 
towards  plaintiff,  in  consequence  of  the  publication,  admis- 
sible, unless  alleged  in  the  declaration.  Whenever  a  plaintiff 
alleges  no  special  damages,  he  is  presumed  to  rest  content 
with  those  damages  which  are  the  natural  result  of  the  libel- 
ous publication  upon  his  character  and  reputation  and  feel* 
ings,  without  proof  of  specific  facts,  fie  is  presumed  to  have 
a  good  reputation  and  character.  The  damages  he  is  entitled 
to  recover  are  the  result  of  the  natural  injury  to  these  and  to 
his  feelings,  coupled  with  the  malice,  or  want  of  malice,  with 
which  the  article  was  published.  These  the  defendant  is 
prepared  to  meet  He  cannot  be  prepared  to  meet  special 
instances  of  slight,  avoidance,  loss  of  hospitality  on  the  part 
of  friends  and  acquaintances,  from  whatever  part  of  the  world 
the  plaintiff  may  choose  to  bring  witnesses  or  to  testify  him- 
self. If  plaintiff  desires  to  recover  for  damages  for  such 
special  injuries,  he  must  allege  them:  BcuM  v.  Elmore^  66 
Barb.  627;  Tervnlliger  v.  Wands,  17  N.  Y.  57;  72  Am.  Dec. 
420;  Dicken  y.  Shepherd,  22  Md.  399;  Folkard's  Starkie  on 
Slander  and  Libel,  sec.  878,  and  cases  there  cited. 

The  rules  of  pleading  are  founded  upon  reason  and  fairness. 
The  issue  in  ordinary  lawsuits  is  limited.  The  parties  are 
more  or  less  familiar  with  the  transactions  involved,  and  the 
defendant  may  fairly  be  presumed  to  have  some  knowledge 
of  the  testimony  against  him,  and  what  witnesses  he  can 
produce  to  meet  it  In  a  libel  suit,  under  an  allegation  of 
general  damages  only,  the  issue  is,  What  damages  has  the 
plaintiff  suffered  generally  in  the  community  where  he  is 
known  by  the  publication  of  the  libelous  article?  and  not 
what  he  has  suffered  in  individual  instances,  where  those  who 
have  known  him  have  treated  him  differently  from  what  they 
did  before.  In  the  latter  case,  if  he  wishes  to  recover  dam- 
ages, he  must  allege  them.  No  other  rule  would  be  fair  and 
reasonable:  Daviee  v.  Solomon^  41  L.  J.  Q.  B.  10.  In  that 
case,  the  allegation  was,  that  the  plaintiff  had  ceased  to  re- 
ceive the  hospitality  of  divers  friends,  naming  them.  It  is 
laid  down  in  Folkard's  Starkie  on  Slander  and  Libel,  section 
634,  that  **a  plaintiff,  under  an  allegation  of  general  injury, 
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may  show  a  general  diminution  of  basiness;  but  if  be  seeks 
specific  damages,  he  must  give  specific  evidence." 

An  examination  of  some  of  the  records  in  libel  suits  hereto- 
fore decided  by  this  court  has  convinced  me  that  this  has  been 
understood  by  the  profession  to  be  the  rule.  In  Wem  y.  Whit' 
iemore^  28  Mich.  874,  it  was  decided  that,  under  the  allegation 
of  a  general  loss  of  trade,  the  names  of  the  customers  driven 
away  or  lost  need  not  be  mentioned.  But  the  court  held: 
*'  The  general  allegation  of  the  loss  of  trade  is  sufficient,  and 
the  declaration  may  be  supported  by  evidence  of  such  general 
loss." 

It  was  held  in  BourreBMU  v.  Detroit  Evening  Journal  Co.^  63 
Mich.  437,  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  320,  that  it  was  not  competent  for 
the  defendant  to  prove  distinct  facts  that  had  not  been  made 
part  of  the  issue  as  framed,  and  that  no  one  could  be  prepared 
in  advance  to  anticipate  every  fact,  true  or  false,  which  might 
be  offered  in  evidence,  and  of  which  plaintiff  had  no  notice. 
The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  must  be  governed  by 
the  same  rule  as  on  the  part  of  the  defendant;  and  if  the  de- 
fendant cannot  introduce  specific  facts  without  pleading  them 
in  justification,  for  the  same  reason  the  plaintiff  should  not  be 
permitted  to  prove  them;  otherwise  there  would  be  one  rule 
of  evidence  for  the  plaintiff,  and  another  for  the  defendant. 
Briefly  stated,  the  rule  is,  that  the  allegation  of  general  dam- 
ages  will  admit  only  general  proof. 

8.  Plaintiff  was  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  estate  of  Andrew 
McDuff.  He  was  not  living  in  Detroit  at  the  time  he  was 
made  trustee.  One  McFedries,  a  son-in-law  of  Andrew  Mc- 
Duff, was  asked  the  following  question:  ''You  did  send  for 
Gilbert  McDuff  to  come  here  and  take  charge  of  this  estate?" 

This  was  objected  to  as  irrelevant  and  incompetent,  the  re- 
quest, if  any,  having  been  made  by  letter.  Plaintiff's  counsel 
then  offered  some  letters  written  by  the  witness  to  plaintiff, 
which  the  counsel  himself  said  he  did  not  think  were  admissi- 
ble. After  considerable  discussion  by  counsel,  the  court  asked 
the  witness  the  following  questions:  — 

'*  Q.  You  did  send  for  Gilbert  McDuff  to  come  here  and  take 
charge  of  this  estate?    A.  I  did,  most  emphatically. 

''Q.  Did  you  consult  with  his  father  and  mother  before  you 
sent  for  him?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

''Q.  How  did  you  communicate  with  him?  A.  In  writing 
the  letter." 

Thereupon  counsel  for  defendant  moved  to  strike  out  the 


Deo.  1890. J    McDuFF  v.  Detroit  Evening  Journal  Ca    677 

answers  and  questions,  to  which  motion  the  court  replied:  ^'I 
am  going  to  let  them  stand,  if  they  are  the  only  answers  in 
the  case.'' 

The  testimony  was  both  irrelevant  and  incompetent.  So 
far  as  the  management  of  the  estate  by  plaintiff  was  con- 
cerned, it  was  of  no  consequence  how  he  came  to  take  charge 
of  the  estate;  but  if  material,  the  letters  were  the  only  compe- 
tent evidence  of  the  fact. 

4.  Another  witness  for  plaintiff  was  asked  the  following 
question:  ^*  That  part  of  the  article  published  in  the  Detroit 
Evening  Journal  of  February  1, 1888,  stating  '  who  are  said  to 
be  starving  in  a  Jones  Street  attic,'  referring  to  the  mother  and 
father  of  the  plaintiff, — is  it  true,  or  untrue?  " 

This  question  was  for  the  determination  of  the  jury  from 
the  facts  placed  by  the  evidence  before  them.  It  called  for 
the  opinion  of  the  witness  from  the  facts  within  her  knowledge. 
These  facts  it  was  competent  to  testify  to.  The  conclusion 
was  for  the  jury,  and  not  for  her.  The  answer  called  for  her 
opinion,  which  was  clearly  improper. 

6.  A  copy  of  the  Omaha  Herald  was  introduced,  containing 
the  following:  "Andrew  McDuff,of  Detroit,  who  had  amassed 
a  fortune,  had  not  been  seen  for  about  ten  years,  till  recently 
found  by  an  agent  of  the  Humane  Society.  He  was  confined 
in  a  cold  and  filthy  room,  without  food  or  sufficient  covering. 
Probably  the  relatives  who  have  been  living  off  Mr.  McDuff 's 
money  during  these  ten  years  thought  that  such  treatment 
would  kill  the  old  man.  Now  that  the  unfortunate  has  been 
rescued,  there  only  remains  the  pleasant  duty  of  sending  his 
unnatural  son  to  the  penitentiary,  which  fairly  yearns  to  re- 
ceive him." 

This  was  objected  to,  and  was  finally  stricken  out  by  the 
court.  In  this  connection,  a  letter  from  one  P.  McDuff,  a 
brother  of  the  plaintiff,  was  introduced,  under  objection, 
which  contained  the  following:  ^  Some  person  unknown  to  me 
sent  me  Omaha  Herald  for  February  4,  with  a  piece  on  the 
fourth  page  marked,  which  if  you  think  proper  to  look  it  up, 
you  will  probably  excuse  my  course." 

Plaintiff  showed  no  connection  between  the  publication  in 
the  Journal  and  the  article  in  the  Omaha  Herald,  which  ap- 
peared under  the  editorial  column  of  that  paper,  and  not  as  a 
piece  of  news  obtained  from  another  publication.  That  article 
and  the  letter  were  clearly  inadmissible.  The  jury  very  likely 
presumed  that  the  article  in  the  Omaha  Herald  was  based 
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upon  the  article  ia  the  journal,  but  there  was  no  evidence  of 
the  fact.  Error  in  admitting  such  testimony  is  not  cured  by 
striking  it  out.  There  may  be  cases  where  courts  may  well 
say  that  the  jury  could  not  be  prejudiced  by  the  admission  of 
incompetent  testimony  when  it  is  stricken  out  In  such  case 
it  would  be  error  without  prejudice,  and  judgment  would  not 
be  reversed  for  that  reason.  But  we  cannot  apply  such  ruling 
to  the  present  case,  where  the  inevitable  result  of  the  evidence 
would  be  so  injurious  to  defendant. 

6.  A  witness  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  was  asked:  '*  Now,  I 
would  like  to  know  whether  any  of  your  customers,  that  jou 
remember,  stated  anything  with  reference  to  their  being  moved 
to  tears  by  this  article.  A.  A  lady  came  into  the  store  and 
said  that  her  mother  read  it,  and  shed  tears  over  it,  and  felt 
badly  about  it,  and  gave  as  a  reason  that  she  had  been  a 
school-mate  of  his."  This  testimony  was  clearly  too  incompe- 
tent, on  the  ground  of  hearsay,  to  merit  discussion. 

7.  The  next  assignment  of  error  relates  to  the  conduct  of 
the  circuit  judge  upon  the  trial.  To  an  objection  to  the  ad- 
mission of  testimony  made  by  defendant's  counsel,  the  court 
said:  "I  do  not  want  to  compliment  Mr.  Pound,  but  I  am 
well  aware  of  the  fact  that  Mr.  Pound  knows  how  to  try  a 
lawsuit." 

Mr.  Brearley,  the  manager  of  the  defendant,  at  the  close  of 
his  cross-examination,  was  dismissed  b}'  plaintiff's  counsel, 
with  the  remark:  **  I  think  that  is  all,  Mr.  Brearley;  you  can 
go  on  and  state  that  I  have  not  cut  my  eye-teeth  again,  if  you 
wish." 

Defendant's  counsel  excepted  to  this  remark,  to  which  the 
court  said:  *'  I  do  not  think  the  papers  make  fair  remarks.  I 
noticed  the  paper  called  Mr.  Pound  *  General.' " 

Plaintiff's  mother,  who  was  seventy-five  years  old,  was  asked 
if  plaintiff  had  said  anything  to  her  about  her  moving  out  of 
the  house,  and  answered:  — 

''  I  understood  that  he  wanted  me  to  go  to  the  Old  Ladies, 
Home. 

**  The  Court. — Answer  the  question. 

"  Witne$$. — I  am  trying  to. 

*'  Court. — You  are  not.  I  do  not  hesitate  to  say  it  to  yon, 
madam." 

A  colored  man  by  the  name  of  Johnson  was  a  witness  for 
the  defendant.  He  had  made  a  statement  which  was  in  direct 
conflict  with  the  testimony  on  the  part  of  plaintiff.    Plaintiff's 
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couDsel  thereupon  asked  the  court  to  commit  the  witness  for 
perjury,  and  stated  to  the  court,  in  the  presence  of  the  jury: 
*'  The  witness  deliberately  lied  when  he  said  Gilbert  McDuff 
locked  his  father  up  jn  that  house." 

Defendant's  counsel  excepted  to  this  language,  and  the  court 
thereupon  said:  *'I  tell  you  I  have  a  decided  opinion  of  this 
man's  testimony,  and  I  intend,  in  my  charge  to  the  jury,  to 
call  their  attention  to  his  testimony.  The  manner  in  which 
this  man  swore  yesterday  is  something  I  shall  never  live  long 
enough  to  forget.  And  put  this  in  the  record,  if  it  ever  gets 
out  of  the  court-room,  and  keep  it  there:  A  man  who  will  do 
as  he  did,  and  point  out  a  man  under  the  solemnity  of  oath, 
and  swear  that  a  certain  man  paid  $1.10,  —  I  say,  sir,  I  have 
my  opinion  about  it,  and  a  decided  opinion  of  it." 

Defendant's  counsel  objected  to  this  statement,  and  stated 
that  the  court  had  no  business  to  make  such  a  remark  from 
the  bench;  to  which  the  court  replied:  '*I  have.  Take  your 
exception.    I  have;  and  I  will  say  more,  if  you  want  it" 

And  in  charging  the  jury,  the  judge  said  of  this  witness: 
*'  I  think  it  my  duty  to  charge  you  that  in  regard  to  his  evi- 
dence I  have  a  decided  opinion." 

With  the  propriety  of  such  conduct  and  language  we  have 
nothing  to  do.  Our  only  province  is  to  determine  whether 
they  amount  to  a  legal  error;  and  however  unpleasant  the 
duty  may  be  in  such  cases,  we  must  not  shrink  from  perform- 
ing it  Whatever  language  may  be  used  by  counsel  in  the 
heat  of  trial,  it  is  the  legal  duty  of  the  judge  to  preside  and 
decide  with  impartiality,  and  to  keep  counsel  within  proper 
bounds.  Appellate  courts  must  presume  that  one  occupying 
so  important  a  position  as  that  of  circuit  judge  can  influ- 
ence a  jury.  It  is  their  duty  to  follow  his  instructions  as  to 
the  law.  Whenever  he  expresses  an  opinion  on  any  disputed 
fact,  or  of  the  character  of  a  witness,  or  compliments  one 
attorney  at  the  expense  of  the  other,  or  uses  language  which 
tends  to  bring  an  attorney  into  contempt  before  the  jury,  or 
uses  any  language  which  tends  to  prejudice  them,  he  commits 
an  error  of  law  for  which  the  verdict  and  judgment  must  be 
promptly  set  aside.  Appellate  courts  cannot  correct  mistakes 
of  fact  Trial  courts,  therefore,  cannot  be  too  circumspect 
and  careful  to  see  that  questions  of  fact  are  submitted  to  the 
unbiased  judgment  of  the  jury,  which,  under  our  jurispru- 
dence, are  for  their  sole  determination.  To  sanction  such 
conduct  and  language  as  the  above  by  the  circuit  judge  would 
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tend  to  render  trials  a  farce*  and  result  in  a  denial  of  justice. 
Language  less  open  to  criticism  has  heen  held  error  by  thii 
court:  Wheeler  v.  Wallace^  53  Mich.  855;  CrankhiU  y.  Dicker^ 
eon,  51  Mich.  177;  People  ▼.  Hare,  57  Mich.  505. 

8.  The  witness  Petor  McDuff  was  asked  hj  plaintiflTB  conn* 
sel,  on  cross-examination,  if  he  had  not  taken  a  lewd  woman 
into  his  house*  This,  upon  objection,  was  excluded,  whereupon 
plaintiff's  counsel  stated  that  if  counsel  for  defendant  would 
withdraw  his  objection,  he  could  prove  it  by  this  man's  sister. 
The  court  refused  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  remarks  were 
improper,  and  that  they  should  pay  no  attention  to  them.  It 
was  error  on  the  part  of  counsel  to  make  the  remarks.  No 
yerdict  should  be  allowed  to  stand  in  the  face  of  such  8tat»> 
ment  to  prejudice  the  jury,  and  to  get  the  full  effect  of  excluded 
evidence  before  them.  It  is  never  proper  practice,  when  an 
objection  to  a  question  has  been  sustained,  for  counsel  to  state 
in  the  presence  of  the  jury  what  he  can  or  proposes  to  prove  if 
allowed  to  do  so.  After  it  was  made,  the  court  could  not  well 
have  done  less  than  to  instruct  the  jury  to  disregard  it 

It  is  alleged  that  errors  were  committed  in  instructing  the 
jury  upon  the  measure  of  damages.  What  we  have  already 
said  upon  the  question  of  special  damages  renders  any  disous- 
sion  of  these  instructions  unnecessary.  Under  the  repeated 
decisions  of  this  court  upon  this  subject,  no  difficulty  can  ex- 
ist in  properly  instructing  a  jury.  The  rules  governing  this 
case  are  laid  down  with  clearness  and  precision  in  8cripp$  y« 
BeiUy.  88  Mich.  10. 

Judgment  must  be  reversed,  with  costs  of  both  courtSy  and  a 
new  trial  ordered*  ^^^^^ 

LnxL— NaoissiTT  loa  AvxamuT  ov  Spsoial  Daiugu.  —When  a pQb- 
lioation  !•  libelont  per  ee,  no  tpeoial  damaget  need  be  alleged:  liotcum  t. 
Bneku,  151  Meet.  667;  21  Am.  St  Rep.  474;  Mart^  r.  Mormmo  /.  Am\  1S3 
K.  T.  207;  20  Am.  St  Rep.  790,  and  note;  nnlen  the  plaintifiF  eeeke  to  re- 
oover  tpeoial  damagei  in  addition  to  his  general  damagee:  Note  to  MeAlUaier 
T.  DetroU  F,  P.  Go.,  16  Am.  St  Rep.  839;  note  to  TerwUUffer  T.  Wamie,  72 
Am.  Dee.  428. 

Evmnroa.— SiooiiDABT  Evmnroa  is  vor  AimnwniT«B  nntfl  tiie  neo- 
prodoetion  of  the  primary  eridenoe  haa  been  aoooonted  Ion  Chargki  P.  JK^f 
Oo,  V.  AHcttMd,  80  Gik  776;  IS  Am.  Bt  Rep.  282. 
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GOBBETT   V.   LiTTLBFIBLD. 
[84  Michigan,  aoi] 

Ghaitkl  Mostoaox.  ^  Removal  to  another  itate  of  mortgaged  chattele 
by  the  mortgagor  in  whose  poeaeseion  they  were  left  •abjecta  them  to 
attachment  by  hia  creditors  in  the  state  to  which  they  were  remoTod, 
though  the  mortgage  was  duly  recorded  in  the  state  where  it  was  giTen» 
and  the  chattels  were  removed  without  the  mortgagee's  knowledge  or 
eonsent 

Ghattbl  Mortoagv — BxooRB  AS  Koncn. — The  recording  of  a  chattel 
mortgage  in  one  state  has  no  extraterritorial  force  in  another  state  m 
noiice  of  a  lien. 

Sloman^  Berry^  and  Duffiej  for  the  appellant. 
Oeorge  W.  Radford^  for  the  respondent. 

Long,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  replevin  to  recover  possession 
of  two  horses  known  as  '* Tommy  Linn"  and  ''  Dan  D."  The 
action  is  brought  against  the  defendant,  sheriff  of  Wayne 
County,  who  held  them  under  three  writs  of  attachment 
issued  against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  Clifton  B.  Mayne. 
The  cause  was  tried  in  the  Wayne  circuit  court  before  a  jury, 
where  the  plaintiff  had  verdict  and  judgment  for  six  cents 
damages,  he  having  taken  the  property  under  the  writ. 

The  plaintiff,  on  the  trial,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  property  by  virtue  of  a  chattel  mortgage  given 
by  Clifton  E.  Mayne,  the  defendant  in  the  attachment  suits. 
The  mortgage  was  given  on  July  15, 1887,  to  Gleorge  E.  Barker, 
and  assigned  by  Barker  to  the  plaintiff  on  May  2,  1888.  At 
the  time  the  mortgage  was  given,  Mayne,  the  mortgagor,  re- 
sided at  the  city  of  Omaha,  Douglas  County,  Nebraska,  and 
Barker,  the  mortgagee,  resided  at  the  same  place.  The  mort- 
gage covered  other  property  besides  these  two  horses,  and  the 
property  is  described  in  the  mortgage  as  being  upon  the  ranch 
of  C.  E.  Mayne,  called  the  "  Platte  Valley  Stock  Ranch,"  in 
township  16  north,  range  9  east,  of  Douglas  County,  Nebraska. 
The  mortgage  was  duly  filed  in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk 
of  Douglas  County,  Nebraska,  on  October  1,  1887. 

The  statute  of  Nebraska  authorizing  the  filing  in  the  county 
clerk's  office  was  offered  in  evidence,  and  is  as  follows: 
'*  Every  mortgage,  or  conveyance  intended  to  operate  as  a 
mortgage,  of  goods  and  chattels  hereafter  made  which  shall 
not  be  accompanied  by  an  immediate  delivery,  and  be  fol- 
lowed by  an  actual  and  continued  change  of  possession  of  the 
things  mortgaged,  shall  be  absolutely  void  as  against  the 
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creditors  of  the  mortgagor,  and  as  against  subsequent  pur* 
chasers  and  mortgagors  [mortgagees]  in  good  faith,  unlesa 
the  mortgage,  or  a  true  copy  thereof,  shall  be  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  county  clerk  of  the  county  where  the  mortgagor 
executing  the  same  resides,  or  in  case  he  is  a  non-resident  of 
the  state,  then  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  where 
the  property  mortgaged  may  be  at  the  time  of  executing  such 
mortgage;  and  such  clerk  shall  indorse  on  such  instrument 
or  copy  the  time  of  receiving  the  same,  and  shall  keep  the 
same  in  his  office  for  the  inspection  of  all  persons;  and  such 
mortgage  or  instrument  may  be  so  filed,  although  not  ac- 
knowledged, and  shall  be  valid  as  if  the  same  were  fully 
spread  at  large  upon  the  records  of  the  county." 

At  the  time  the  mortgage  was  assigned  by  Barker  to  Cor* 
bett,  the  two  horses  in  question,  and  also  a  horse  known  as 
*'  Dr.  West,"  were  out  of  the  state,  in  the  possession  of  a  man 
named  Newbro,  who  had  them  in  the  trotting  circuits  for 
Mayne  in  the  different  states.  They  have  never  been  returned 
to  Nebraska,  and  were  on  the  trotting  circuit  in  Michigan  at 
the  time  they  were  attached  for  the  debts  of  Mayne. 

On  June  12,  1888,  it  is  claimed,  Mayne  sold  the  horses  to 
one  John  Riley,  and  gave  Riley  a  bill  of  sale,  subject  to  the 
chattel  mortgage  then  held  by  Gorbett;  and  Riley  made  an 
agreement,  it  is  claimed,  with  Gorbett  to  release  the  chattel 
mortgage  on  the  horses  by  the  payment  of  one  thousand  dol- 
lars; and  it  was  claimed  on  the  trial  that  Riley  had  posses- 
sion of  the  horses  at  the  time  they  were  attached.  It  also 
appears  that  on  May  1,  1888,  an  agreement  was  entered  into 
between  Gorbett  and  Mayne,  by  which  Mayne  acknowledged 
the  validity  of  the  claims  for  which  the  mortgage  was  giveUi 
and  authorized  Gorbett  to  purchase  them. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  contended,  —  1.  That 
the  mortgage  was  fraudulent  in  fact;  2.  That  even  if  not 
fraudulent  in  fact,  it  was  void  as  to  those  attaching  creditors 
of  Mayne,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  filed  in  Detroit  or  in 
Michigan;  8.  That  the  bill  of  sale  to  Riley  was  nothing  more 
than  a  mortgage,  and  a  fraudulent  one  at  that. 

These  were  the  issues  which  were  presented  to  the  court  and 
jury.  On  the  trial  below,  many  of  the  questions  raised  were 
questions  of  fact  which,  under  the  charge  of  the  court,  were 
fairly  submitted  to  the  jury  for  detannination.  Sixteen  re- 
quests were  presented  by  defendant's  counsel  to  the  court  to 
give  in  charge  to  the  jury,  the  most  of  which  relate  to  the 
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necessity  of  the  refiling  of  the  mortgage  in  this  state.  Some 
of  those  were  covered*  by  the  general  charge  of  the  court,  and 
others  were  not  given  and  were  refused. 

The  important  question  in  the  case  arises  under  the  defend- 
ant's second  point,  that  the  mortgage  was  not  filed  in  this  state, 
and  many  of  the  requests  to  charge  were  aimed  at  this  point. 
The  court,  in  its  charge  to  the  jury,  giving  construction  to  the 
Nebraska  statute  relative  to  chattel  mortgages,  directed  the 
jury  that  they  must  hold  the  chattel  mortgage  as  fraudulent 
and  void,  as  the  property  remained  in  the  possession  of  the 
mortgagor,  unless  the  plaintiff  had  shown  by  a  preponderance 
of  evidence  that  it  was  an  honest  security,  and  not  taken  with 
intent  to  hinder,  delay,  or  defraud  the  creditors  of  Mayne;  but 
if  they  found  that  the  agreement  of  May  1, 1888,  between  Cor- 
bett  and  Mayne,  by  which  Corbett  was  induced  to  purchase 
the  mortgage,  was  executed  in  good  faith,  for  the  purpose  of 
procuring  Corbett  to  purchase  the  mortgage,  then,  though  the 
mortgage  was  fraudulent  in  its  inception  as  between  Barker 
and  Mayne,  the  mortgage  as  to  Corbett  would  be  valid,  if  Cor- 
bett, relying  upon  the  representations  made  in  the  agreement, 
and  acting  in  good  faith,  purchased  it. 

The  court  further,  in  its  charge,  speaking  of  the  Michigan 
statute  relative  to  the  filing  of  chattel  mortgages,  directed  the 
jury  that  though  they  found  the  mortgage  valid  in  the  hands 
of  Corbett,  yet  if  he  permitted  the  property  to  be  brought  into 
this  state,  it  then  became  subject  to  the  levy  of  the  attachments 
in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  and  the  chattel  mortgage  would  be 
no  protection  to  the  plaintiff,  as  the  mortgage  was  not  filed 
within  this  state;  but  that  if  the  property  was  brought  out  of 
the  state  of  Nebraska,  and  into  the  state  of  Michigan,  without 
the  knowledge  or  consent  of  Corbett,  and  as  soon  as  he  found 
that  it  had  been  brought  out  of  that  state  and  into  this,  he 
took  steps  to  reclaim  it,  then  his  rights  as  mortgagee  would  be 
preserved. 

Upon  the  question  of  the  rights  of  Mr.  Riley  under  the  bill 
of  sale,  the  court  directed  the  jury  that  if  the  bill  of  sale  was 
made  in  good  faith,  and  not  with  intent  to  hinder,  delay,  or 
defraud  creditors,  and  that,  acting  under  the  conveyance, 
Riley  took  possession  of  the  horses  in  this  state,  that  would 
end  the  case,  though  the  chattel  mortgage  was  fraudulent  and 
void  as  between  Corbett  and  Mayne,  as  they  could  not  be  at- 
tached for  the  debts  of  MaynCi  though  the  sheriff  would  then 
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be  entitled  to  nominal  damages.    Sabstantiallyy  these  are  the 
material  parts  of  ihe  charge. 

The  jury,  by  their  verdict,  have  foand  that  the  property  was 
brought  out  of  the  state  of  Nebraska  and  into  this  state  with- 
out the  knowledge  or  consent  of  Corbett.  The  qaestion  is 
therefore  presented,  whether  this  chattel  mortgage  can  be  held 
to  protect  the  plaintiff's  rights  in  the  property,  even  though 
not  filed  within  this  state,  by  reason  of  the  bringing  of  the 
property  out  of  Nebraska  and  into  this  state  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  the  mortgagee. 

Our  statute  (Howell's  Statutes,  sec.  6193),  like  the  Nebraska 
statute,  provides  that  such  conveyances  shall  be  absolutely 
void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  mortgagor,  and  as  against 
subsequent  purchasers  and  mortgagees  in  good  faith,  unless 
filed,  where  there  has  been  no  delivery  of  the  property  to  the 
mortgagee,  and  that  followed  by  an  actual  and  continued 
change  of  possession  of  the  thing  mortgaged*  The  filing,  to 
be  effective,  must  be  in  the  town  clerk's  ofiSce,  or  city  clerk  of 
the  city,  or  recorder  of  the  city  having  no  officer  known  as 
*'  city  clerk,"  where  the  mortgagor  resides,  except  when  the 
mortgagor  is  a  non-resident  of  the  state,  in  which  case  the 
mortgage  is  to  be  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  where  the  property 
is.  The  relation  between  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  is  that 
of  debtor  on  one  side  and  creditor  on  the  other,  secured  by  a 
lien  upon  the  property  of  the  debtor.  The  title  to  the  property 
can  only  be  divested  by  foreclosure  or  some  act  equivalent 
thereto. 

It  may  be  true  that  this  mortgage  lien  was  valid  in 
Nebraska,  and  might  have  been  enforced  there  as  against 
creditors,  or  even  purchasers  in  good  faith.  It  is  the  duty  of 
courts  to  extend  the  principles  of  comity  to  our  sister  states, 
and  to  recognize  generally  the  existence  of  liens  under  foreign 
statutes.  But  we  are  asked  to  give  this  mortgage  priority  of 
lien  over  the  attachment  levies.  The  recognition  of  the  exist* 
ence  and  validity  of  such  liens  by  the  foreign  state  is  not  to  be 
confounded,  however,  with  the  giving  them  a  superiority  or 
priority  over  all  other  liens  and  rights  justly  acquired  in  thia 
state  merely  because  the  former  liens  in  the  state  where  they  first 
attached  have  there,  by  force  of  their  statute,  a  superiority  or 
priority.  This  distinction  was  pointed  out  by  Chief  Justice 
Marshall  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Harruon  v. 
Sterryf  5  Cranch,  289.  He  there  said:  '*  The  law  of  the  place 
where  a  contract  is  made  is,  generally  speaking,  the  law  of 
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tbe  contract;  L  e.,  it  is  the  law  by  which  the  contract  is  ex* 
ponnded.  Bat  the  right  of  priority  forms  no  part  of  the  con« 
tract  itself.  It  is  extrinsic,  and  is  rather  a  personal  privilege, 
dependent  on  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  property  lies,  and 
where  the  court  sits  which  is  to  decide  the  cause/' 

There  is  no  provision  of  our  statute  by  which  this  mortgage, 
at  the  time  of  its  execution,  could  have  been  filed  in  this  state, 
and  the  Nebraska  statute  did  not  authorize  it,  and  even  if  it 
had,  it  would  not  have  had  any  force  beyond  the  sovereignty 
enacting  it.  The  mortgagor  then  resided  in  Nebraska,  and 
the  property  was  situato  there.  It  would  be  unreasonable  to 
require  a  citizen  of  Michigan  to  take  notice  of  the  files  and 
entries  in  Nebraska.  These  notices  have  no  extraterritorial 
force:  Montgomery  v.  WighU  8  Mich.  143.  The  mortgage 
having  been  properly  filed  under  the  statutes  of  Nebraska,  the 
lien  thereby  created  would  undoubtedly  have  been  held  by 
the  courts  of  that  state  as  prior  to  any  lien  which  creditors 
might  acquire,  if  the  mortgage  was  not  fraudulent  in  fact, 
though  the  mortgagor  retained  possession  of  tbe  property 
mortgaged.  But  by  the  terms  of  the  mortgage,  the  mortgagee 
had  a  right  at  any  time  to  take  possession  without  notice,  and 
Corbett,  by  the  assignment,  acquired  all  the  rights  which 
Barkelr  had.  Instead  of  taking  possession,  he  permitted  the 
property  to  remain  in  the  possession  and  under  tbe  control  of 
the  mortgagor,  thereby  clothing  him  with  all  the  indicia  of 
ownership.  This  ownership,  however,  was  subject  to  the  lien 
of  the  mortgage  so  long  as  the  property  was  kept  in  Nebraska, 
as  the  filing  of  the  mortgage  there  was  notice  of  the  lien.  But 
when  the  property  is  moved  into  a  foreign  state,  the  filing  in 
Nebraska  cannot  be  said  to  be  notice  to  creditors  of  the 
mortgagor  in  such  foreign  state  of  the  lien  of  tha  mortgage,  as 
that  statute  has  no  extraterritorial  force. 

The  court  was  in  error  in  holding  that  the  property  being 
brought  out  of  Nebraska  and  into  this  state  without  the 
knowledge  and  consent  of  Mr.  Corbett,  such  fact  would  give 
the  mortgage  lien  priority  over  the  attaching  creditors.  That 
question  arose  in  Boydson  v.  Qoodrich^  49  Mich.  66,  and  was 
expressly  ruled  the  other  way.  In  that  case,  the  plaintiff 
resided  in  Indiana.  Warren,  the  mortgagor,  also  resided 
there,  and  the  mortgage  was  given  there.  Without  the  knowl- 
edge or  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  Warren,  the  mortgagor,  brought 
the  property  into  this  state,  and  sold  it.  In  an  action  of 
replevin  against  the  purchaser,  it  was  said  by  this  court: 
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"  Counsel  for  plaiDtiff  argues  that  the  rules  of  state  comity 
are  against  the  defendant,  and  give  the  foreign  transaction 
preference.  But  the  law  seems  to  be  settled  otherwise  in 
Montgomery  v.  Wight^  8  Mich.  143 The  plaintiff  al- 
lowed the  mortgagor  to  retain  possession,  and  to  appear  to 
the  world  as  well  authorized  to  convey  an  unencumbered  title, 
and  no  means  of  information  were  provided  in  this  state  to 
impeach  this  appearance.'' 

In  the  present  case,  it  appears  from  the  very  terms  of  the 
mortgage  that  Mr.  Gorbett  had  it  in  his  power  to  protect  him- 
self by  taking  possession  of  the  mortgaged  property.  This  he 
failed  to  do,  but  permitted  the  property  to  remain  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  mortgagor,  relying  upon  the  filing  of  bis  mort- 
gage as  notice,  under  the  Nebraska  statute,  sufiScient  to  protect 
his  lien.  It  can  have  no  such  effect  here  as  against  the  credi- 
tors of  the  mortgagor,  and  the  court  should  so  have  instructed 
the  jury.  We  find  no  error  in  the  other  portions  of  the  charge. 
We  need  not  discuss  the  other  questions  raised. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  with  costs. 


Chattbl  MoBTOAQi  —  CoMVUCT  OF  Laws.  —  A  chattel  mortgage  on  prop- 
erty in  Indiana,  executed  and  recorded  in  another  state,  bat  not  recorded 
in  Indiana,  and  nevpr  delivered  to  the  mortgagee,  it  invalid  as  against  at* 
taching  creditors;  Amet  Iron  Worhi  t.  Warrtn^  76  Ind.  612;  40  Am.  Bep^ 
25a. 


Western  Wooden-ware  Ass'n  v.  Starkby. 

[81  MlCHiOAK,  78.] 

Contract  ik  Rbstraikt  or  Trads.  —  An  agreement  between  mannfactnren 
of  wooden- ware,  located  in  different  states,  by  which  one  of  them  agrees 
to  sell  to  the  other,  and  not  engage  in  the  same  business  in  eight  speei* 
fled  states  for  five  years  thereafter,  nor  to  allow  the  premises  formerly 
occupied  by  him  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  manufacturing  wooden- 
ware,  nor  to  sell  them  to  be  used  for  that  purpose,  without  the  oonsent 
of  the  purchaser,  is  void,  and  unenforceable,  as  being  in  restraint  of  trade 
and  contrary  to  public  policy. 

Hatch  and  Cooley^  for  the  appellant. 
T.  W.  Whitney^  for  the  respondents. 

Long,  J.  The  hill  in  this  cause  is  filed  for  the  purpose  of 
having  the  defendants  Statkey,  Ferris,  and  Olmsted  enjoined 
from  engaging  in  the  business  of  manufacturing  pails,  tubs, 
and  other  articles  of  wooden-ware,  during  the  period  of  five 
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years  from  June  29,  A.  D.  1888;  to  enjoin  the  other  defendants 
from  carrying  on  that  busiqess  with  them;  and  to  enjoin  all 
the  defendants  from  using  certain  premises  in  the  village  of 
St.  Louis,  Gratiot  County,  for  the  purpose  of  manufacturing 
tubs,  pails,  etc.  The  bill  asks  for  an  accounting  touching 
complainant's  damages,  for  a  decree  requiring  the  same  to  be 
paid,  and  there  is  also  a  prayer  for  general  relief. 

The  bill  shows  that  the  complainant  is  a  corporation  organ- 
ised under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Illinois  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  on  the  business  of  manufacturing,  buying,  and  sell- 
ing wooden-ware  and  the  materials  which  enter  into  wooden- 
ware;  that  it  was  engaged  in  the  business  prior  to  June  29, 
1888;  that  on  that  date  the  defendants  Starkey,  Ferris,  and 
Olmsted  were  doing  business  at  St.  Louis,  as  partners,  under 
the  name  of  the  St.  Louis  Wooden-ware  Company;  that  they 
were  engaged  in  business  similar  to  that  of  complainant,  and 
owned  and  occupied  certain  premises,  with  a  manufacturing 
establishment,  and  were  possessed  of  a  large  quantity  of  man- 
ufactured articles,  materials,  tools,  and  other  chattels  used  in 
their  business;  that  on  that  date  the  complainant  and  the 
members  of  said  copartnership  entered  into  a  contract,  which 
is  attached  to  the  bill,  the  material  parts  of  which  will  be  re- 
ferred to.  By  this  contract  the  firm,  in  consideration  of  six 
thousand  dollars,  agreed  to  sell  to  the  complainant  their  stock 
on  hand,  materials,  tools,  implements,  and  chattels.  The  con- 
tract contains  this  clause:  '^And  said  first  parties  also  agree 
not  to  become  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  tubs  and  pails 
during  the  next  five  years  in  the  states  of  Michigan,  Wiscon- 
sin, Illinois,  Minnesota,  Iowa,  Missouri,  Indiana,  or  Ohio,  or 
allow  their  property  at  St.  Louis,  Michigan,  to  be  used  for  that 
purpose,  nor  to  sell  said  property  to  any  one  for  that  business, 
except  by  consent  of  said  second  parties;  and  in  case  any  of 
the  parties  of  the  first  part  violate  this  agreement,  they  do 
hereby  agree  to  pay  to  said  second  party  two  thousand  dollars 
for  damages  for  violating  this  contract." 

The  contract  also  contains  certain  other  provisions,  not 
necessary  here  to  be  noticed.  After  making  the  contract,  the 
complainant  paid  the  copartnership  the  six  thousand  dollars, 
^nd  received  the  chattels.  The  defendants  Starkey,  Ferris, 
and  Olmsted  violated  the  contract,  in  that  they  are  now  en- 
gaged in  manufacturing  and  selling  wooden-ware  in  the  prem- 
ises 5n  question,  and,  as  the  bill  alleges,  have  confederated 
with  the  Other  defendants,  Palmerton,  Fowler,  and  Newman, 
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to  oarry  on  the  business  wiih  them,  and,  for  the  purpofie  of 
concealing  their  transactions,  procured  the  defendants  Palm- 
erton,  Fowler,  and  Newman  to  organiie  a  corporation  under 
the  name  of  the  F.  G.  Palmerton  Wooden-ware  Company, 
Limited,  with  intent  to  engage  in  said  business. 

The  bill  further  charges  that  the  defendant  Starkey  pre- 
tended to  convey  the  lands  in  question  to  his  son-in-law,  Palm- 
erton; that  Palmerton  has  conveyed  them  to  the  Palmerton 
Wooden-ware  Company,  and  that  the  business  of  manufisu^tur- 
ing  wooden-ware  has  been  carried  on  on  said  premises  by  the 
Palmerton  Wooden-ware  Company;  that  the  defendants  Star- 
key  and  Ferris  have  active  supervision,  control,  and  manage- 
ment of  said  corporation,  and  have  been  making  sales  of  their 
pails  and  tubs  in  all  the  states  of  Michigan,  Minnesota,  Wis- 
consin, Illinois,  Iowa,  Missouri,  Indiana,  and  Ohia  The  bill 
charges  that  the  corporation  so  organised  by  the  defendants  is 
a  mere  pretense  and  cover  procured  to  be  organized  by  the 
defendants  Starkey  and  Ferris;  that  Starkey  and  Ferris  fur^ 
nish  the  capital  therefor;  that  the  stock  of  the  corporation  is 
held  for  their  benefit  and  advantage;  that  the  breach  of  the 
contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  has  greatly  injured  and 
damnified  the  complainant. 

To  this  bill  the  defendants  filed  a  general  demurrer,  which 
the  circuit  judge  sustained,  and  on  March  14,  1890,  entered 
a  decree  dismissing  the  bill.  From  this  decree  complainant 
appeals. 

Complainant's  counsel  raised  but  three  questions  in  this 
court:  1.  That  the  clause  of  the  contract  wherein  the  defend- 
ants Starkey,  Ferris,  and  Olmsted  agree  not  to  become  en« 
gaged  in  the  manufacture  of  tubs,  etc.,  during  the  next  five 
years  in  any  of  the  eight  states  named,  or  permit  the  premises 
in  question  to  be  used  for  that  purpose  without  the  consent  of 
the  complainant,  is  valid;  2.  That  the  clause  of  the  contract 
which  provides,  "  in  case  any  of  the  parties  of  the  first  part 
violate  this  agreement,  they  do  hereby  agree  to  pay  to  said 
second  party  two  thousand  dollars  for  damages  for  violating 
this  contract/'  does  not  preclude  the  complainant  seeking  re- 
lief by  injunction;  3.  That  act  No.  225,  Laws  of  1889  (3  How* 
ell's  Statutes,  sees.  9354  j-9354  p),  declaring  certain  contracts, 
agreements,  undertakings,  and  combinations  unlawful,  and 
providing  punishment  for  those  who  shall  enter  into  the  same, 
or  do  any  act  in  the  furtherance  thereof  has  no  application  in 
this  case. 
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Counsel  for  oomplaiQant  contend,  under  their  first  proposi- 
tion, that  this  covenant  is  limited  in  respect  to  time;  that  it 
18  also  limited  in  regard  to  territory, — that  is,  to  Michigan 
and  the  seven  other  states  named;  that  it  is  a  covenant  em- 
bodied in  the  contract,  by  which  contract  the  defendants 
Starkey,  Ferris,  and  Olmsted  sell  certain  property,  the  price 
being  fixed  at  one  sum  both  for  the  value  of  the  property  and 
for  the  covenant;  that  how  much  of  this  price  is  applicable 
to  the  property  sold,  and  how  much  to  the  covenant  not  to 
engage  in  business,  neither  the  contract  nor  the  circumstances 
enable  us  to  say;  but  that  it  would  be  presumed  that  by  rea- 
son of  the  covenant  a  larger  price  was  paid  by  the  complain- 
ant than  would  be  necessary  merely  to  cover  the  value  of  the 
property  sold.  Counsel  insist  that  this  question  has  been 
settled  decisively  by  this  court,  and  in  support  of  that  propo- 
sition cite  Hubbard  v.  JftUer,  27  Mich.  15;  15  Am.  Rep.  153; 
Seal  V.  Cha$e^  31  Mich.  490.  Counsel  also  contend  that  the 
rule  laid  down  in  Beal  v.  Chase,  31  Mich.  490,  is  approved  in 
Doty  V.  Martin,  32  Mich.  462;  Caswell  y.  Gibbs,  33  Mich.  331; 
Chow  V.  Seligman,  47  Mich.  610;  41  Am.  Rep.  737;  Watrous  v. 
Allen,  57  Mich.  366;  58  Am.  Rep.  363. 

From  the  view  we  take  of  this  case,  we  need  discuss  but 
one  question.  The  contract  roust  be  declared  void  on  the 
ground  of  public  policy.  The  cases  cited  by  counsel  for  com- 
plainant do  not  sustain  the  doctrine  they  contend  for  here. 
This  case  does  not  fall  within  that  class  of  cases  where  con- 
tracts have  been  upheld  though  the  parties,  by  the  contracti 
were  to  abstain  from  carrying  on  the  same  business  for  a  par- 
ticular length  of  time  and  within  a  designated  territory.  In 
Hubbard  v.  MUler,  27  Mich.  15,  15  Am.  Rep.  153,  the  com- 
plainant was  engaged  in  carrying  on  the  business  of  a  general 
retail  hardware-store  in  the  city  of  Qrand  Haven,  including 
the  tubing  and  all  necessary  apparatus  and  tools  for  sinking 
drive-wells,  and  was  also  carrying  on  the  business  of  putting 
down  drive-wells.  Two  of  the  defendants,  Miller  and  Decker, 
partners  under  the  firm  name  of  George  W.  Miller  &  Co.,  kept 
a  like  hardware-store  in  the  same  city,  and,  like  the  com- 
plainant, kept  on  hand  the  tubing  and  other  materials  used 
in  putting  down  such  wells,  and  were  also  engaged  in  putting 
them  down  for  those  who  chose  to  employ  them.  Complain- 
ant purchased  the  stock,  tools,  etc.,  of  the  defendants  Miller 
and  Decker,  and  paid  their  price,  on  condition  that  they 
would  cease  to  do  that  kind  of  businesSi  and  would  not  keep 
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well-drivers'  tools  and  fixtures.  The  defendants  violated 
contract.  The  firm  of  George  W.  Miller  &  Co.  was  dissolved, 
and  afterwards  reorganized,  with  the  defendant  Akeley  as  a 
member  of  the  firm.  The  new  firm  shortly  after  went  into 
business,  and  kept  the  same  kind  of  tools  and  materialB  as 
complainant,  and  carried  on  the  well-driving  business.  De- 
fendant Decker  went  into  business  for  himself,  and  also  car- 
ried the  same  line  of  stock,  and  commenced  putting  down 
drive-wells.  It  is  true  that  this  court,  on  the  hearing  here, 
granted  a  perpetual  injunction.  But  Chief  Justice  Chris- 
tiancy,  who  wrote  the  opinion  in  the  case,  said:  ^'Whether  it 
[the  contract]  can  be  supported  or  not  depends  upon  mat- 
ters outside  of  and  beyond  the  abstract  fact  of  the  contract 
or  the  pecuniary  consideration.  It  will  depend  upon  the 
situation  of  the  parties,  the  nature  of  their  business,  the  in- 
terests to  be  protected  by  the  restriction,  its  efTect  upon  the 
public, — in  short,  all  the  surrounding  circumstances;  and  the 
weight  or  efTect  to  be  given  to  these  circumstances  is  not  to 
be  afiected  by  any  presumption  for  or  against  the  validity  of 
the  restriction.  If  reasonable  and  just,  the  restriction  will  be 
sustained;  if  not,  it  will  be  held  void." 

The  court  construed  this  contract  as.  limited  to  the  city  of 
Grand  Haven  and  vicinity.  It  will  be  noticed  that  the  cir- 
cumstances surrounding  that  case  and  the  situation  of  the 
parties  show  that  the  complainant  purchased  a  business  which 
was  similar  to  the  one  which  he  was  then  carrying  on,  and  which 
he  continued  to  Carry  on  thereafter,  in  the  same  place.  The 
public  may  have  been  as  well  served  by  this  means  as  though 
the  two  or  three  firms  continued  the  business. 

In  Beat  v.  Chaser  31  Mich.  490,  to  which  the  learned  counsel 
refer  as  sustaining  their  position,  it  appears  that  Chase  was 
the  publisher  of  a  receipt-book,  and  carried  on  the  business  of 
printing.  Chase  sold  to  Beal  his  printing  establishment,  the 
receipt-book  and  copyrights,  the  good-will  of  the  business,  and 
the  right  to  use  the  name  of  Dr.  Chase  in  connection  with  the 
book  and  business,  and  agreed  not  to  engage  in  the  business 
of  printing  and  publishing  in  the  state  of  Michigan  so  long  as 
Beal  remained  in  the  printing  and  publishing  business  at  Ann 
Arbor.  The  whole  business  was  turned  over  to  Beal,  and  he 
was  to  fulfill  all  contracts  entered  into  by  Dr.  Chase,  and  was 
to  furnish  the  paper,  the  Courier  and  Visitant,  to  all  subscrib* 
ers,  etc.  It  appears  that  the  business  was  to  be  carried  on 
as  Chase  had  carried  it  on,  and  the  property  purchased  was 
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devoted  to  the  businees  in  which  it  had  theretofore  been  used; 
it  was  not,  like  the  present  case,  closed  up  and  taken  out  of 
the  channels  of  business;  and  the  court  upheld  and  enforced 
the  contract  which  the  parties  themselves  had  made. 

The  complainant  here  is  a  corporation  organized  and  ex- 
isting under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  and  having  its 
place  of  business  in  Chicago.  It  is  alleged  in  the  bill  that  it 
is  organized  for  the  business  of  manufacturing,  buying,  and 
selling  paih,  tubs,  and  other  articles  of  wooden-ware,  and  man- 
ufacturing, buying,  and  selling  staves,  heading,  hoops,  and 
other  materials  which  enter  into  their  manufacture,  and  also 
for  the  owning  and  operating  machineryi  tools,  and  imple- 
ments connected  with  and  used  in  the  manufacture  of  pails, 
tabs,  and  other  articles  of  wooden- ware;  that  it  is  extensively 
engaged  in  such  business;  and  that  it  sells  its  products  in  the 
eight  great  states  named.  It  is  not  alleged  by  the  bill  that 
in  the  making  of  the  contract  the  complainant  intended  to 
take  the  business  and  good-will  of  Starkey,  Ferris,  and  Olm- 
sted, and  carry  on  the  business  of  manufacturing  these  arti- 
cles in  this  state;  but  from  the  terms  of  the  contract  it  is 
manifest  that  it  not  only  intended  to  take  these  parties  out  of 
the  manufacturing  business,  but  to  ship  the  machinery  which 
was  used  for  that  purpose  out  of  the  state,  and  close  the  doors 
of  the  shops.  Complainant  did  not  purchase  the  realty.  It 
purchased  all  the  machinery  there  in  use,  and  the  contract 
shows  that  it  was  to  be  taken  down  and  placed  on  board  the 
cars.  The  interests  of  the  parties  alone  are  not  the  sole  con- 
siderations involved  here.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  see 
that  the  public  interests  are  not  in  any  manner  jeopardized. 
The  state  has  the  welfare  of  all  its  citizens  in  keeping,  and  the 
public  interest  is  the  pole-star  to  all  judicial  inquiries. 

Here  a  large  manufacturing  business  had  been  established, 
and  presumably  it  gave  employment  to  quite  a  number  of 
people.  By  the  contract  these  people  are  thrown  out  of  em- 
ployment, and  deprived  of  a  livelihood,  and  no  other  of  the 
citizens  of  Michigan  are  called  in  to  take  their  places.  The 
business  is  no  longer  to  be  carried  on  here,  but  is  re- 
moved out  of  the  state.  The  parties  are  not  only  bound  by 
the  contract,  if  valid,  not  to  manufacture  here  for  a  period  of 
five  years,  but  in  seven  other  of  the  states  of  the  great  North- 
west, teeming  with  its  millions  of  people.  If  the  complainant 
could  enforce  this  contract  against  Starkey,  Ferris,  and  Olm- 
sted, and  shut  the  doors  of  that  shop,  and  prohibit  their 
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again  opening  them  for  five  years  in  any  one  of  those  states, 
they  could  as  well  make  valid  and  binding  contracts  to  shut 
the  shop  of  every  manufacturing  institution  in  the  state,  and 
in  the  other  seven  states,  and  compel  the  parties  now  owning 
and  operating  them  to  remain  out  of  business  for  a  term  of 
years,  and  hold  the  doors  of  these  shops  shut  during  such 
period;  for  the  contract  which  complainant  seeks  to  enforce 
provides  that  these  part;e8  shall  not  allow  their  property  to  be 
again  used  for  that  purpose  within  the  time  limited,  nor  sell 
it  to  any  one  for  that  business,  except  by  consent  of  the  com- 
plainant, and  this  under  a  penalty  of  two  thousand  dollars. 

A  somewhat  similar  question  arose  in  Wright  v.  Ryder^  36 
Cal.  342;  95  Am.  Dec.  186.  There  a  contract  had  been  en* 
tered  into  for  the  purchase  by  the  Oregon  Steam  Navigation 
Company  of  the  California  Steam  Navigation  Company  of  a 
steamboat  called  the  New  World,  for  the  sum  of  seventy- 
five  thousand  dollars,  and  also  an  agreement  by  the  Oregon 
Steam  Navigation  Company  that  the  steamboat  should  not  be 
run  upon  any  of  the  routes  of  travel  on  the  rivers,  bays,  or 
waters  of  the  state  of  California  for  the  period  of  ten  years 
thereafter.  The  validity  of  this  contract  was  before  the  oourt, 
it  being  claimed  that  it  was  void  on  the  ground  of  public 
policy,  and  it  was  held  void,  the  court  there  saying:  ''  If  the 
California  Steam  Navigation  Company,  which  now  occupies 
our  bays,  rivers,  and  inlets  with  its  fleet  of  steamboats,  should 
suddenly  convey  them  all  to  a  purchaser  on  condition  that 
they  were  not  to  be  employed  in  navigating  any  of  the 
waters  of  this  state  for  a  period  of  ten  years,  no  one  could 
doubt  that  this  would  operate  as  a  great  present  calamity  to 
the  public,  and  the  condition  would  be  void  as  a  restraint 
upon  trade.  On  the  other  hand,  if  a  sloop  or  schooner  of  fifty 
tons  burden  should  be  sold  on  a  similar  condition,  the  injury  to 
the  public  would  be  scarcely  appreciable.  In  like  manner,  if 
all  the  carpenters  and  masons  in  a  large  city  should  bind 
themselves  not  to  prosecute  their  business  in  this  state  for  a 
period  of  ten  years,  it  might  produce  great  public  inconve- 
nience; whereas,  if  only  one  carpenter  or  mason  should  enter 
into  a  similar  contract,  the  loss  of  his  services  might  not  be 
felt  by  the  public.  And  yet,  in  the  latter  case,  we  would  be 
bound  by  a  long  line  of  adjudications  in  England  and  Amer- 
ica to  hold  the  contract  void,  as  in  restraint  of  trade." 

In  the  present  case,  the  defendants   Starkey,  Ferris,  and 
Olmsted  were  not  only  to  remain  out  of  such  business  for  the 
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full  time  specified,  but  tlie  premises  which  had  been  used  to 
carry  on  the  manufacturing  by  them,  though  not  sold  and 
conveyed  under  the  contract,  could  not  be  again  used  for  such 
time  by  them  or  any  other  party  for  the  same  business.  I  do 
not  think  it  needs  the  citation  of  authorities  to  show  that 
contracts  of  this  nature  have  frequently  been  condemned  by 
the  courts,  and  held  void,  as  unreasonable  restraints  of  trade, 
and  therefore  void  on  the  ground  of  public  policy. 

The  decree  of  the  court  below  must  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


GoNTSAon  nr  Rbstraiht  or  Tradl  ^  Ai  to  what  oonlrmoto  mr%  roid  m 
in  restrainft  of  trade,  and  what  are  not,  tee  Newell  r.  Meifendorft  0  Moni, 
2M;  IS  Am.  St.  Rep.  78S;  M<wr€  etc  ffdm.  Ok  v.  Towen  ffdw.  Co.,  S7  Ala. 
206;  13  Am.  81  Rep.  23,  and  note;  ScuUa  Clara  €U.  Co.  r,  ffajfeit  76  CaL 
387;  9  Am.  St  Rep.  211,  and  noU;  noU  to  Angier  v.  Webber,  92  Am.  Dec 
761-766.  A  contract  made  by  a  merchant,  with  a  purchaser  of  hie  stock  of 
goods  and  of  his  good-will,  not  to  engage  in  trasiness  of  the  same  kind  in  the 
•ame  oity  for  a  certain  time  is  valid,  and  not  in  restraint  of  tnidss  Tkon^petm 
V.  Andrm,  73  Mich.  65L 


Kalamazoo  Haok  and  Bus  Company  v.  Sootsma. 

[84  MICHXGAII,  IM.] 
OOMMOV  CaRRIBRS  ^  RlOBT   TO   COHTROL  DXTOT   QbOUVSS  — ^UhJUST  DlB* 

ORiiiiHATiov.  —  A  railroad  company  can  make  all  needful  reasonable 
rolsa  and  regulations  concerning  the  use  of  its  depot  and  grounds,  and 
may  azolude  aU  persons  therefrom  who  hare  no  business  with  the  rail- 
road or  the  passengers  going  to  or  coming  from  the  trains  or  depots  and 
prohibit  all  persons  from  soliciting  business  for  themselves  upon  its 
premises;  but  it  cannot  arbitrarily  admit  one  carrier  of  passengers  or 
freight  to  its  depot  or  grounds,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  othersi  for  no 
other  reason  than  that  it  is  for  its  own  pleasure  or  profit  so  to  do. 
OoMMOii  Carkurs  — Right  to  DisoRnnwATR  bstwrrn  Haokmrk. — A 
railroad  company  cannot^  upon  any  pretense,  except  of  wrong  or  miso<m« 
duct  on  the  part  of  the  person  excluded,  grant  to  one  hackman,  or  lino 
of  hacks  and  omnibuses,  the  exdusiTe  right  to  occupy  a  plaoe  upon  ita 
depot  gpnonnds,  nor  oan  it  set  aside  the  most  farorable  part  of  such 
grounds  to  a  hack  and  omnibus  company  engaged  in  carrying  passengers 
and  freight,  to  the  exclusion  of  others  engaged  in  the  same  busineso. 
A  grant  of  such  privilege  is  an  unjust  diBerimlnation»  tending  to  defeat 
competition  and  to  oreate  a  monopoly. 

(hbom  and  MUUf  for  the  appellant. 

Hawe$  and  Luby^  for  the  respondent. 

Morse,  J.  The  ICalamazoo  and  Hastings  Construction  Com« 
pany,  a  limited  copartnership,  operating  the  Chicago,  Kala- 
mazoo, and  Saginaw  Railway,  being  in  the  actual  occupancy 
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of  a  piece  of  land  used  hj  it  as  depot  grounds  in  the  city  of 
Kalamazoo,  leased  to  the  plaintiff,  also  a  limited  copartner- 
ship, operating  a  hack  and  bus  line  in  said  city,  a  certain  por- 
tion of  said  premises,  described  in  the  lease  as  "  that  piece 
of  ground  lying  and  being  between  the  sidewalk  on  the  east 
side  of  Walbridge  Street  and  the  side-track  of  the  Chicago, 
Kalamazoo,  and  Saginaw  Railway,  in  said  city,  being  seventy 
feet  in  length  from  the  south  end  of  the  depot  there  situate, 
said  piece  or  parcel  of  ground  to  be  occupied  by  said  second 
parties  for  the  purpose  only  of  an  omnibus,  baggage-wagon, 
and  hack  stand,  at  and  about  the  time  of  the  arrival  and  de- 
parture of  trains  upon  said  railway;  provided,  said  second 
parties  shall  permit  the  United  States  mail-wagon  and  the 
American  Express  Company's  wagon,  doing  business  in  the 
city  of  Kalamazoo,  to  stand  and  occupy  that  portion  of  said 
piece  or  parcel  of  land  which  shall  be  assigned  for  that  pur- 
pose by  Lewis  Sergeant,  for  the  term  of  two  years,  commencing 
on  the  twenty-first  day  of  July,  1890,  and  ending  on  the  twenty- 
first  day  of  July,  1892." 

Lewis  Sergeant  allotted  the  mail  and  express  wagons  twenty 
feet  of  ground  immediately  south  of  the  depot.  He  also 
posted  in  two  conspicuous  places,  upon  and  adjacent  to  the 
depot,  the  following  notice:  — 

^'Chicaoo,  Kalamazoo,  and  Saginaw  Railway  Co. 

"General  Office. 
"  Kalamazoo,  Mich.,  July  21,  1890. 
**  Notice  to  whom  it  may  concern. 

"  The  Kalamazoo  Hack  and  Bus  Co.  have  leased  that  piece 
of  ground  which  lies  within  a  distance  of  seventy  (70)  feet 
immediately  south  of  depot  at  Kalamazoo,  and  between  side- 
track and  sidewalk  on  east  line  of  Walbridge  Street.  Said 
lease  contains  provision  that  Bus  Co.  will  assign  place  on  this 
ground  for  American  Express  Co.,  and  mail-wagon. 

"L.  Sergeant,  SupH  C,  K.,  4  S.  R'y." 

Mr.  Sergeant  also  informed  the  hack  and  bus  men  generally 
that  the  ground  described  in  said  lease  had  been  leased  ex- 
clusively to  the  hack  and  bus  company  (the  plaintifif),  and 
that  others  must  keep  ofif.  It  also  appeared  that  previous  to 
the  making  of  this  lease  this  ground  had  been  occupied  by 
all  the  hack  and  bus  men  in  the  city,  the  defendant,  among 
others,  having  been  in  the  habit  of  going  upon  this  ground 
and  standing  indiscriminately  about  the  depot  seeking  passen- 
gers. 
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On  August  1,  1890,  the  defendaut,  Sootsma,  placed  his  hack 
upon  the  grounds  so  leased  to  plaintiff,  and,  upon  being  re- 
quested to  move  therefrom,  refused  to  do  so.  He  remained 
there  until  an  incoming  train,  and  obtained  a  passenger,  and 
drove  away  with  him.  The  plaintiff  thereupon  commenced 
suit  in  trespass  against  Sootsma  in  justice's  court,  which  re- 
sulted in  judgment  for  defendant.  Plaintiff  appealed  to  the 
circuit  court,  where  the  circuit  judge  directed  a  verdict  in 
favor  of  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the  lease  was  in- 
valid, as  opposed  to  public  policy;  that  the  lessor  had  no  right 
to  grant  the  exclusive  use  of  the  land  to  the  plaintiff  for  the 
purposes  mentioned  in  the  lease. 

There  was  some  contention  in  the  court  below,  and  in  this 
court,  regarding  the  right  of  plaintiff  to  bring  an  action  of  tres- 
pass under  this  alleged  lease,  the  defendant  claiming  that  it 
was  a  mere  license  conveying  no  property  in  the  soil.  In  the 
view  we  take  of  the  casCi  this  question  does  not  become  ma- 
terial. 

The  plaintiff  gave  evidence  in  its  behalf,  upon  the  trial  in 
the  circuity  tending  to  show  that,  in  the  selling  by  the  con- 
struction company  of  tickets  upon  its  road  to  points  upon  other 
roads  west  of  Kalamazoo,  a  coupon  was  attached  to  the  ticket 
entitling  the  passenger  to  transfer,  with  baggage,  across  the 
city  of  Kalamazoo  to  the  railway  station  at  which  the  journey 
was  to  be  resumed,  and  that  an  arrangement  had  been  entered 
into  with  the  plaintiff  to  perform  such  service,  and  carry  such 
baggage  and  passengers;  that  prior  to  the  making  of  the  lease, 
there  had  been  trouble  between  the  hackmen  and  the  bus- 
men at  the  depot.  Hackmen  not  connected  with  plaintiff's 
line  in  some  instances  solicited  and  secured  passengers,  who 
supposed  they  were  to  be  carried  on  these  transfer  coupons, 
and  at  the  end  of  the  trip  refused  to  accept  such  coupons, 
and  charged  them  for  so  carrying  them.  This  made  trouble 
between  the  railroad  company  and  passengers,  and  also  was 
the  cause  of  disorder  and  quarrels  between  the  various  hack 
and  bus  men  about  the  depot,  and  the  lease  was  made  to  avoid 
such  trouble  and  annoyance.  It  was  not  shown,  however,  that 
defendant  had  ever  been  engaged  in  any  quarrels,  or  that  he 
had  refused  to  carry  passengers  upon  such  coupons,  or  had  soli- 
cited passengers  with  the  idea  that  he  would  carry  them  upon 
the  coupons,  and  then  refused  to  accept  them,  and  demanded 
at  the  end  of  the  trip  other  compensation  for  carrying  them. 
But  it  is  no  matter  for  what  purpose  this  lease  was  made,  as 
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long  as  no  improper  action  upon  the  part  of  the  defendant  was 
shown  to  have  induced  it. 

The  granting  of  this  exclusiye  privilege  to  occupy  this 
favored  spot  of  ground,  and  one  theretofore  used  customarily 
by  all  hackmen  and  busmen,  to  the  plaintiff,  was  a  discrimina- 
tion against  the  defendant,  as  well  as  all  other  hackmen  and 
busmen  not  in  the  employ  or  service  of  the  plaintiff,  thus 
giving  to  the  plaintiff  a  monopoly  of  the  railroad  company's 
grounds  for  the  standing  of  hacks  and  buses,  and  the  solicita- 
tion of  passengers  therefor. 

Howell's  Statutes,  section  S355,  provides  that  ^'  all  railroad 
corporations  shall  grant  equal  facilities  for  the  transportation 
of  passengers  and  freight  to  all  persons,  companies,  or  corpo- 
rations." 

A  violation  of  this  statute  is  punished  by  a  penalty.  This 
statute  evidently  does  not  relate  entirely  to  the  mere  carrii^ 
in  the  cars  of  the  road.  To  be  effective,  it  must  be  construed 
to  include,  also,  not  only  the  receiving  of  such  passengers  and 
freight  at  its  depots,  but,  as  well,  the  receiving  of  them  by  other 
** persons,  companies,  or  corporations"  at  the  point  upon  its 
road  where  the  carriage  ends.  The  access  to  its  depots  must 
be  free  and  equal  to  all,  whether  it  be  to  take  passage  or  leave 
the  trains.  No  railroad  company,  under  this  statute,  would 
be  permitted  to  give  to  one  hack  and  bus  company  exclusive 
access  to  its  depots,  or  even  better  access  than  to  others,  in  the 
carriage  of  passengers  or  freights  to  its  trains.  Nor  can  it  any 
more  appropriately  give  such  exclusive  or  better  privilege  to 
such  company  taking  passengers  or  freights  from  its  trains^ 
to  be  transported  from  thence  elsewhere.  Therefore  the  cir* 
cuit  court  was  right  in  directing  the  verdict  as  he  did. 

But,  independently  of  the  statute,  upon  principle,  the  plain- 
tiff  could  not  recover  in  this  case.  A  railroad  company  can 
make  all  needful  reasonable  rules  and  regulations  concerning 
the  use  of  its  depots  and  grounds,  and  can  exclude  all  per- 
sons therefrom  who  have  no  business  with  the  railroad  or  the 
passengers  going  to  and  coming  from  the  trains  or  depots, 
and  it  probably  can  prohibit  all  persons  from  soliciting  busi- 
ness for  themselves  upon  its  premises;  but  it  cannot  arbi- 
trarily admit  one  common  carrier  of  passengers  or  freight  to 
its  depots  or  grounds,  and  exclude  all  others,  for  no  other  rea- 
son than  that  it  is  for  its  own  profit  or  pleasure.  Such  rules 
and  regulations  must  touch  and  affect  all  alike.  It  may  de- 
termine the  distance  from  its  depot  or  track  at  which  persons 


Bee.  1890.]    Kalamazoo  Hack  and  Bub  Co.  v.  Sootsha.    697 

Boliciting  passeDgers  may  stand  while  on  its  grounds,  but 
this  determination  must  affect  and  apply  to  all.  To  permit 
a  railroad  company,  upon  any  pretense,  except  of  wrong  or 
misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  person  excluded,  to  allow  one 
hackman  or  line  of  hacks  to  occupy  a  place  upon  its  grounds 
which  is  denied  to  another,  or  to  set  apart  the  most  favorable 
ground,  as  in  this  case,  to  one  company,  and  to  exclude  the 
others  therefrom,  would  be,  in  the  language  of  Justice  Field 
in  (Hd  Colony  R.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Tripp,  147  Mass.  43, 9  Am.  St.  Rep. 
661,  '*  to  enable  a  railroad  corporation  largely  to  control  the 
transportation  of  passengers  and  merchandise  beyond  its  own 
line,  and  to  establish  a  monopoly  not  granted  by  its  charter, 
which  might  be  solely  for  its  own  benefit,  and  not  for  the 
benefit  of  the  public." 

The  rules  and  regulations  of  a  railroad  company  in  this  re- 
spect must  be  not  only  reasonable,  but  they  must  not  unneces- 
sarily  infringe  upon  the  rights  of  the  public  and  others  having 
or  carrying  on  business  in  connection  with  railroad  traffic  or 
travel:  Summitt  v.  State,  8  Lea,  413;  41  Am.  Rep.  637.    It 
has  been  held,  in  Massachusetts,  that  a  railroad  corporation 
may  oontract  with  one  to  furnish  the  means  to  carry  incom- 
ing passengers,  or  their  baggage  or  merchandise,  from  its  sta- 
tions, and  may  grant  to  him  the  exclusive  right  there  to  solicit 
the  patronage  of  such  passengers;  but  three  of  the  seven  mem- 
bers of  the  supreme  court  dissented  therefrom,  giving,  it  seems 
to  me,  much  the  better  reason  for  such  dissent:  Old  Colony 
R  R.  Co.  V.  Tripp,  147  Mass.  35;  9  Am.  St  Rep.  661.    I  can 
find  no  other  case  holding  this  doctrine.      In  Cravens  v. 
BodgerB,  101  Mo.  247,  the  contrary  doctrine  is  held.     The 
granting  to  the  owner  of  one  bus  line  the  exclusive  right  to 
the  best  part  of  a  railway  platform  at  the  depot,  and  confin- 
ing a  rival  line  to  other  parts  of  the  platform,  where  the 
chance  of  getting  passengers  was  not  so  good,  was  held  to  be 
a  discrimination  tending  to  destroy  competition  and  to  en- 
courage a  monopoly,  which  is  obnoxious  to  the  spirit  of  our 
kkws,  and  contrary  to  the  constitution  of  Missouri,  which 
prohibits  **  discrimination  in  charges  or  facilities  in  transpor- 
tation •  •  •  •  between  transportation  companies  and  individ- 
uals, or  in  favor  of  either."    And  in  Montana  U.  Rfy  Co.  v. 
LangUA$,  9  Mont  419, 18  Am.  St  Rep.  745,  it  is  held  that  a  rail- 
road company  cannot  grant  the  right  to  receive  and  discharge 
passengers  at  its  platform  to  one  hack-owner,  to  the  exclusion 
of  others.    In  an  able  opinion,  the  case  of  Old  Colony  R.  IL 
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Co.  V.  Trippj  147  Mass.  35,  9  Am.  8t.  Bep.  661,  is  reviewed, 
and  the  argument  of  the  majority  opinion  in  that  case  criti- 
cised and  controverted.  For  other  cases  bearing  upon  this 
question,  see  Marriott  v.  London  etc.  Ry  Co.^  1  Com.  B.,  N.  S., 
499;  In  re  Palmer,  L.  R.  6  Com.  P.  194;  In  re  Parkinson^  L.  R. 
6  Com.P.  554;  Cambloe  v.  Railroad  Co.,  9  Phila.  411;  New  Eng- 
land Exp.  Co.  V.  Maine  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.^  57  Me.  188;  2  Am. 
Bep.  31. 

While  many  of  the  cases  above  cited  are  decided  in  refer- 
ence to  statutes  of  the  same  import  as  our  own,  it  is  clear  to 
me  that  the  action  of  the  construction  company  —  railroad 
company  —  in  this  case,  in  leasing  this  ground  to  plaintiff, 
would,  \t  sustained  as  valid,  tend  to  encourage  and  promote  a 
monopoly  of  carriage  of  passengers  from  this  depot  at  Kalama- 
soo,  not  only  to  connecting  routes  of  travel  upon  other  rail- 
roads, out  of  the  city,  but  to  places  within  the  city,  contrary 
to  the  spirit  of  our  laws,  and  against  that  public  policy  that 
refuses  to  encourage  or  foster  monopolies  in  any  kind  of  busi- 
ness. 

The  plea  is  made  that  the  railway  company,  owning  these 
grounds,  or  having  the  actual  occupancy  and  possession 
thereof,  has  the  same  right  of  control  over  them  that  any  citi- 
zen would  have  under  similar  circumstances,  provided  only 
that  it  discharges  its  duties  to  the  public,  with  reference 
thereto,  as  a  common  carrier.  This  is  true.  But  when  the 
ground  is  used  in  its  business  as  common  carrier,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  the  standing,  or  "  setting  "  of  hacks  and  buses  to 
solicit  the  patronage  of  incoming  passengers,  then  it  must  use 
it  for  the  benefit  of  all,  and  not  for  the  privilege  of  one.  It 
could  probably  refuse,  if  such  refusal  was  reasonable  in  that 
there  was  other  proper  ground  for  them  to  stand  upon,  to  per- 
mit any  hacks  or  buses  to  occupy  the  ground  at  all;  but  if  it 
opens  the  door  to  one,  all  must  enter  and  have  equal  facilities 
and  privileges  one  with  the  other.  No  doubt,  one  wrongfully 
creating  disorder  or  disturbance  upon  this  ground,  or  defraud- 
ing or  deceiving  passengers,  could  be  lawfully  ejected  there- 
from, and,  persisting  in  such  conduct,  be  forever  barred 
therefrom  by  the  railroad  company;  but  that  would  be  a  mat- 
ter for  the  railroad  company,  rather  than  the  plaintiff.  As 
the  case  stands,  the  plaintiff  had  no  better  right  upon  the 
premises  than  Sootsma. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  affirmed|  with  cottlu 
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Carrisr  ov  Passkroebs  —  Eight  to  Grant  Exglusivs  Priyileois  or 
PRR7BRKN0R8  TO  Hackmrm  OR  Othrr  SOLICITORS.  — KotwithstandiiiK  tho 
Miioas  conflict  existing  between  the  authorities  npon  this  subject,  we  think 
the  better  reasoning  sustains  the  doctrine  approved  in  the  principal  case; 
namely,  that  a  railway  company  or  other  common  carrier  may  exclude  all 
persons  from  its  depot  or  grounds  who  are  not  using  or  seeking  to  use  its 
means  of  carriage^  but  it  cannot  grant  an  exclusive  right  or  more  favorable 
preference  to  one  individual  or  oompany  engaged  In  soliciting  patronage  from 
its  passengers,  than  it  gives  to  another  individual  or  company  engaged  in  the 
■ame  line  of  business.    It  seems  to  us  that  an  agreement  to  grant  such  ex- 
elusive  privilege  to  any  one  person  is  contrary  to  public  policy  and  the  spirit 
of  our  laws,  especially  in  the  faoe  of  a  statutory  or  constitutional  provision 
existing  in  nearly  all  of  the  states  prohibiting  discrimination  in  charges  or 
facilities  for  transportation  between  carriers  or  individuals,  or  in  favor  of 
either.    In  the  words  of  Judge  Braoe  in  Cravem  v.  fiodgers,  101  Mo.  263:  '*  If 
better  facilities  are  afforded  to  one  carrier  than  another  by  the  connecting 
earrier,  competition  is  discouraged,  a  monopoly  created,  and  the  traveling 
public  are  apt  to  receive  a  slow,  uncomfortable,  slovenly,  negligent^  and  ex- 
pensive service.    Monopoliee  are  obnoxious  to  the  spirit  of  our  laws,  and 
ought  to  be  disoouraged." 

In  England,  under  a  statute  similar  in  its  provisions  to  those  which  exist 
In  most  of  the  states  of  the  American  Unicm,  the  rule  is  well  settled  that  a 
railway  company  cannot  exclude  one  line  of  omnibuses  engaged  in  bringing 
and  taking  passengers  to  and  from  the  railroad  from  its  station  grounds, 
when  other  omnibuses  engaged  in  the  same  business  are  admitted.  In  MarrioU 
V.  London  etc  R*y  Co.,  1  Com.  B.,  N.  S.,  499,  87  Eng.  Com.  L.  498,  Cockbum, 
C  J.,  observed:  "I  am  of  opinion  that  giving  an  undue  and  unreasonable 
preference  to  and  in  favor  of  Williams  brings  the  company  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute.  I  see  no  reason  why  thii  preference  should  be  given 
to  one  omnibus,  and  to  the  exclusion  of  another.  I  therefore  think  the  rule 
should  be  made  absolute,  to  the  extent  of  enjoining  the  company  to  admit 
the  complainant's  omnibus  into  the  station  of  this  railway  at  all  reasonable 
times,  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  setting  down  passengers  and  goods, 
in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  other  public  vehicles  of  a  similar 
description  are  admitted  into  the  yard  for  that  purpose."  So  in  Pabner  v. 
London  He.  R*y  Co.,  L.  R.  6  Com.  B.,  an  injunction  was  granted  against  the 
eompany  for  Refusing  to  admit  vans  containing  goods  to  the  station-yard  for 
delivery  to  the  oompany  for  transportation  by  it;  and  in  Parhmwn  v.  Cheat 
Wetitem  B^y  Cb.»  L.  IL  6  Com.  B.  564,  an  injunction  was  granted  against  the 
company  for  refusing  to  deliver  at  the  station,  to  a  person  authorized  to  re- 
oeive  them,  packages  of  goods  which  had  been  transported  on  the  railroad. 

As  was  remarked  in  the  beginning,  the  few  authorities  to  be  found  in  the 
United  States  on  this  subject  are  conflicting.  Still,  we  apprehend  that  the  ma- 
jority of  them,  as  well  aa  the  better  reasoning,  are  in  support  of  the  English 
doctrine  above  announced.  In  the  late  case  of  Oravem  v.  Bodgere,  101  Ma 
247,  the  owner  of  an  omnibus  line  constructed  an  approach  to  a  railroad  plat- 
form under  an  oral  agreement  with  the  agent  pf  the  railroad  company  that 
he  should  have  the  exclusive  use  thereof;  but  the  court  decided  that  the  com- 
pany eofdd  mot  grant  him  such  exclusive  privilege,  so  as  to  limit  the  teams 
of  a  competing  line  of  omnibuses  to  other  parts  of  the  platform,  where  the 
opportunities  for  obtaining  passengers  were  not  so  favorable.  Brace,  J.,  in 
delivering  the  opinion,  said:  "The  exclusive  privilege  which  the  plaintiffs 
elaiay  under  their  license  from  the  railroad  company's  station-agent,  of  oo- 
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capving  the  spaoo  beside  the  railroad  platform  of  easiest  approach  thereto, 
next  to  the  station-bailding,  the  objective  point  for  the  discharge  of  tho  rail« 
road  passengers,  is  a  yalaable  one,  giving  the  plaintiffs  an  advantage  in  car- 
rying on  their  business  over  the  defendants,  their  rivals  in  the  same  line  of 
business.    The  business  of  both  parties  is  that  of  common  carriers  for  hire^ 
on  the  same  line^  and  by  their  connection  with  the  railroad  forming  one 
•tontinnons  line^  by  which  passengers  are  transported  to  the  same  general 
destination,  the  railroad  company  carrying  them  to  its  station  near  the  city, 
and  the  plaintifb  and  defendants  carrying  them  to  their  several  destinations 
in  the  city.    As  common  carriers,  it  is  the  duty  of  each  of  the  parties  to 
transport  all  persons  who  offer  to  take  and  pay  for  passage  with  them,  and 
they  are  charged  with  grave  and  responsible  duties  to  such  persons  when  they 
have  once  taken  passage.    They  must  make  the  trip,  whether  they  haye  one 
or  many  passengers.    Am  a  corollary  of  this  duty  to  carry  all,  there  ought 
to  be  a  corresponding  right  upon  the  part  of  each  to  have  the  same  facilities 
afforded  them  to  obtain  the  passage  in  their  respective  vehicles  of  such  pas- 
sengers as  are  brought  to  the  point  of  connection  by  the  connecting  carrier, 
the  railroad  company,  on  the  same  general  route.    In  this  way  the  enter- 
prise of  each  is  encouraged,  competition  is  stimulated,  the  price  of  transpor- 
tation is  kept  within  reasonable  bounds,  the  safest^  best,  and  most  comfortable 
means  of  oonveyanoe,  a  rapid  passage,  and  polite  and  agreeable  service  are 
apt  to  be  secured  to  the  traveling  public    On  the  other  hand,  if  better  facil- 
ities are  affbrded  to  one  carrier  than  another  by  the  connecting  carrier,  com- 
petition is  discouraged,  a  monopoly  created,  and  the  traveling  publio  are  apt 
to  receive  a  slow,  uncomfortable,  slovenly,  negligent^  and  expensive  service.* 
Another  late  case  involving  the  same  principles,  and  decided  the  same 
way,  is  that  of  New  England  Expren  Co,  t.  Maine  QentraX  R.  R,  Co.,  57  Me. 
188;  2  Am.  Rep.  31.     In  that  case,  the  railroad  company,  by  agreement, 
gave  to  the  Eastern  Express  Company  the  exclusive  rights  for  four  years,  to 
use  a  certain  separate  apartment  in  a  car  attached  to  each  of  its  passenger 
trains  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  an  express-messenger  and  merchandiie, 
and  agreed  that  it  would  not  let  any  space  in  its  passenger  trains  during  the 
continuance  of  such  contract  to  any  other  express  carrier.     Before  the  ex- 
piration of  the  contract,  the  railroad  company  refused,  upon  any  terms,  t» 
receive  the  express  matter  of  another  express  company,  when  and  where 
they  received  that  of  the  contracting  express  company.    The  oourt  deter- 
mined that  it  was  not  within  the  power  of  the  railroad  company  to  grant  any 
such  exclusive  privilege,  and  that  it  was  liable  in  damages  for  so  doing. 
The  statute  under  which  that  case  was  decided  provided  that  all  engaged  ia 
the  business  of  carrying  express  matter  *'  should  have  reasonable  and  equal 
terms,  facilities,  and  accommodations  for  the  transportation  of  themselves, 
their  agents  and  servants,  and  of  any  merchandise  and  other  property,  upoft 
any  railroad  owned  and  operated  within  the  state,  and  of  the  use  of  the 
depot  and  other  buildings  and  grounds  of  such  corporation,  and  at  any  point 
of  intersection  of  two  railroads  reasonable  and  equal  terms  and  facilities  of 
interchange."    An  examination  will  disclose  a  striking  similarity  between, 
the  terms  of  this  statute  and  those  general  statutory  provisions  of  the  several 
states  under  which  cases  analogous  to  the  principid  case  must  necessarily  be- 
decided;  and  the  court,  in  referring  to  the  statute  quoted,  said:  ''The  de- 
fendants [the  railroad  company]  cannot  object  to  this  statute,  unless  they 
had  before  its  passage  an  unlimited  right  to  impose  unreasonable  and  un-^ 
equal  terms,  to  give  special  privileges,  to  confer  monopolies,  selecting  froift 
the  great  public,  from  whom  they  acquired  their  powers  and  franchise^  wbe 
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•hall  be  the  special  and  selected  objects  of  their  bounty,  and  who  shall  not. 
The  wildest  and  most  extravagant  sapporter  of  vested  rights  will  hardly 
claim  this.  It  would  imply  madness  or  crime  on  the  part  of  the  legislature 
granting  such  rights.  If,  then,  the  defendants  have  no  such  right,  the  grant 
of  a  monopoly  to  one  corporation  at  the  expense  of  the  general  public  is  alike 
a  violation  of  the  common  as  of  the  statute  law,  and  cannot  be  upheld." 

In  Sanford  v.  Calatmssa  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  24  Pa.  St.  378,  64  Am.  Deo.  667,  the 
company  sought,  by  contract,  to  give  an  express  company  the  exclusive  privi- 
lege of  transportation  on  its  passenger  trains,  and  the  court  remarked:  "The 
railroad  corporation  has  no  right  to  do  this.  The  power  to  regulate  the 
transportation  on  the  road  does  not  carry  with  it  the  right  to  exclude  any 
particular  individuals,  or  to  grant  exclusive  privileges  to  others.  Competition 
is  the  best  protection  to  the  public,  and  it  ii  against  the  policy  of  the  law  to 
destroy  it  by  creating  a  monopoly  of  any  branch  of  business.  It  cannot 
be  done  except  by  the  dearly  expressed  will  of  the  legislative  power.  If  it 
poaseased  this  power,  it  might  build  up  one  set  of  men  and  destroy  others; 
advance  one  kind  of  business  and  break  down  another;  and  might  make 
even  religion  and  politics  the  tests  in  the  distribution  of  its  favors.  Such  a 
power  in  a  railroad  corporation  might  produce  evils  of  the  most  alarming 
character.  The  rights  of  the  people  are  not  subject  to  any  such  corporate 
controL  Like  the  customers  of  a  grist-mill,  they  have  a  right  to  be  served, 
all  other  things  equal,  in  the  order  of  their  applications.  A  regulation,  to  be 
▼alid,  must  operate  on  all  alike.  If  it  deprives  any  person  of  the  benefits  of 
the  road,  or  grants  exclusive  privileges  toothers,  it  is  against  law,  and  void." 

An  innkeeper  is  bound  to  admit,  under  proper  limitations,  travelers  and 
those  who  have  business  with  them  as  such,  and  if  he  gives  a  general  license 
to  enter  his  inn  to  one  stage-driver,  whose  business  is  connected  with  his 
guests  in  their  character  as  travelers,  he  cannot  lawfully  exclude  others  who 
are  pursuing  the  same  business,  and  who  enter  for  a  similar  purpose:  Mark* 
ham  V.  Brown,  8  N.  H.  623;  31  Am.  Dec  209.  In  the  recent  and  well-con- 
sidered case  of  Montana  etc  B^y  Co,  v.  Langlois,  9  Mont  419,  18  Am.  St. 
Kep.  745,  the  exact  topic  here  under  discussion  received  the  thoughtful  at 
tent  ion  of  the  court,  and  it  was  there  determined,  after  a  full  review  of 
all  the  authorities,  that  a  general  rule  or  regulation,  as  applied  to  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  conduct  of  persons,  or  of  a  class  of  persons,  contemplates 
uniformity,  and  not  discrimination,  in  its  requirements;  and  a  grant  by  a  rail- 
way company  of  a  special  privilege  to  a  portion  of  the  platform  at  one  of  its 
stations  to  one  hackman,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others  engaged  in  the  same 
business,  is  not  such  a  regulation  as  a  common  carrier  has  a  right  to  adopt, 
either  under  the  provisions  of  the  constitution,  or  under  its  power  to  make 
and  enforce  reasonable  regulations  governing  persons  coming  to  its  stations 
and  platforms. 

Of  the  oases  that  maintain  the  contrary  doctrine  to  that  above  enunciated, 
perhaps  Old  Cohny  B.  B.  Co.  t.  Tripp,  147  Mass.  35,  9  Am.  St  Bep.  661,  is 
the  leading  one.  In  that  case  the  court  decided  that  a  railroad  company 
may  grant  to  one  person  who  owns  a  line  of  wagons  the  exclusive  right  of 
coming  upon  its  grounds  to  solicit  the  patronage  of  incoming  passengers  with 
respect  to  carrying  their  baggage  or  merchandise,  and  may  exclude  another 
person  owning  a  wagon  from  the  exercise  of  such  right,  notwithstanding  a 
statute  providing  that  "  every  railroad  corporation  shall  give  to  all  persons 
or  companies  reasonable  and  equal  terms,  facilities,  and  accommodations  for 
the  transportation  of  themselves,  their  agents  and  servants,  and  of  any 
merchandise  or  other  property,  upon  its  railroad,  and  for  the  use  of  its  depot 
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and  other  buildings  and  grounds."  Such  statute  only  applies  to  relations 
between  railroads,  as  carriers,  and  their  patrons.  This  case  was  decided  by 
an  almost  equally  divided  court,  four  judges  concurring  in  the  doctrine  here 
expressed,  while  three  judges  concurred  in  an  opinion  in  support  of  the  mle 
established  by  the  other  esses  cited  above.  Tike  opinion  which  stands  as  the 
judgment  of  the  court  has  been  severely  criticised  both  in  Jfantana  etc  £'jf 
Co.  V.  Langloii,  9  Mont  419,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  745,  and  in  the  principal  ease. 
Other  cases  exist,  however,  in  which  the  Msssachnsetts  rule  is  announced. 
Thus  in  Barry  v.  Opiier  Bay  Oc  Co.,  67  N.  Y.  301»  23  Am.  Rep.  116,  it  was 
determined  that  a  carrier  of  passengers  may  establish  on  his  car  or  vessel 
an  agency  for  the  delivery  of  passengers'  baggage,  and  may  exclude  all 
others  who  seek  to  enter  or  travel  thereon  for  the  purpose  of  competing  with 
such  agency.  And  in  Fluker  t.  Oeorgia  R,  R,  ete.  OS^,  81  Oa.  461,  12  Am. 
St  Rep.  328,  it  was  decided  that  the  dominion  of  a  railroad  company  over 
its  trains,  tracks,  and  right  of  way  was  no  less  complete  or  exclusive  than 
that  which  every  owner  has  over  his  own  property.  Such  company  may  ex- 
clude whom  it  pleases,  when  they  have  come  to  transact  their  own  private 
business  with  passengers  or  other  third  persons,  and  admit  whom  it  pleases 
when  they  come  to  transact  such  business.  This  applies  to  selling  lunches 
to  or  soliciting  orders  from  passengers  for  the  sale  of  lunches. 

The  late  case  of  OrUwold  v.  Webb,  decided  by  the  supreme  court  of  Rhode 
Island,  November  30,  1889,  not  yet  officially  reported  in  the  reports  of  that 
state,  but  appearing  in  40  Am.  k  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  683,  was  an  action  of  tres- 
pass against  a  hack-driver  for  going  on  a  wharf  used  by  a  steamboat  company, 
where,  by  the  rules  of  the  wharf,  only  drivers  with  licenses  could  stand  their 
carriages;  and  it  was  held  a  good  defense,  that  he  was  on  the  wharf  by  spe- 
cial contract  to  get  and  convey  a  certain  passenger  who  was  to  arrive  at  the 
wharf  by  that  boat,  and  that  he  was  not  there  to  solicit  business;  and  although 
perhaps  not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  that  case,  the  court  therein  said: 
"  We  understand  the  rules  to  forbid  an  unlicensed  hackney  carriage  to  stand 
upon  the  wharf  at  all;  for  none  are  allowed  to  stand  in  the  roadways,  except 
on  the  licensed  stands,  and  none  are  allowed  to  occupy  a  stand  without  a 
license.  But  the  wharf  is  leased  to  a  common  carrier  of  passengers,  with  a 
provision  that  the  space  east  of  the  restaurant  shall  be  reserved  for  the  use 
of  private  carriages  of  passengers  arriving  at  the  wharf.  The  question  of 
right,  therefore,  is  the  same  as  it  would  be  between  passengers  and  a  com- 
pany that  owns  its  terminus.  While  such  ownership  carries  with  it  the  right 
of  control  in  most  respects  the  same  as  in  private  property,  a  railroad  station 
or  steamboat  wharf  is  in  some  respects  a  public  place.  The  public  have 
the  right  to  come  and  go  there  for  the  purpose  of  travel;  for  taking  and 
leaving  passengers;  and  for  other  matters  growing  out  of  the  business  of  the 
company  as  a  conunon  carrier.  But  the  company  has  the  right  to  say  that 
no  business  of  any  other  character  shall  be  carried  on  within  the  limits  of  its 
property.  It  has  the  right  to  say  that  no  one  shall  come  there  to  solicit  trader 
simply  because  it  may  be  convenient  for  travelers,  and  so  to  say  that  none 
except  those  whom  it  permits  shall  solicit  in  the  burin im  «f  backing  or  ex- 
pressing." 
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fiALB  —  RbTKMTION  OV  TtTLS  BT  VbNDOR  ^  R1OHT8  ov  TvwmASKBB, — A 
contract  of  sale,  by  which  the  tUle  to  goods  it  to  remain  in  the  vendor 
until  paid  for  or  sold  in  dne  coarse  of  trade  by  the  vendee,  to  whom  they 
are  delivered,  it  valid;  and  a  pnrchater  from  him  in  due  oonrte  of  trade 
takes  a  good  title,  while  others,  not  to  purchasing,  cannot  rely  upon  his 
bare  possession  as  condnsive  evidence  of  title. 

Bajjbs  —  Fraudulent  Rkprbsbntations  bt  Vendor.  —  Evidence  of  false 
representations  made  by  a  vendee  as  to  his  financial  standing  at  the  time 
goods  are  delivered  to  him,  bat  not  relied  upon  by  the  vendor  in  making 
the  delivery,  under  a  contract  that  the  title  to  them  is  to  remain  in  the 
vendor  until  they  are  paid  for  or  sold  in  due  course  of  trade,  is  immaterial 
and  inadmissible  in  an  action  of  replevin  by  the  vendor  to  recover  the 
goods  from  a  third  person^  who  is  not  a  purchaser  in  due  course  of  trade. 

Waiaon  and  Chapman^  for  the  appellant. 
Lyon  and  Hacklemanf  for  the  respondents. 

Grant,  J.  Plaintiffs  were  partners  in  business  in  Bing« 
hamton,  New  York,  under  the  firm  name  of  the  Binghamton 
Cigar  Company.  In  November,  1889,  Mr.  Imhoff,  one  of  the 
plaintiffs,  went  to  Owosso,  Michigan,  and  entered  into  an  ar« 
rangement  with  the  Owosso  Cigar  Company,  a  copartnership 
composed  of  a  Mr.  Chase  and  a  Mr.  Totten,  by  which  they 
agreed  to  send  and  deliver  to  them  cigars.  Mr.  Imhoff  testi- 
fies that  plaintiffs  agreed  to  furnish  Chase  and  Totten  all  the 
goods  they  wanted;  the  title  thereto  to  be  retained  in  plain- 
tiffs until  paid  for  or  sold,  and  when  sold,  the  accounts  to 
belong  to  them.    This  was  denied  by  defendant's  witnesses. 

The  defendant,  Burhans,  had  indorsed  for  Chase  and  Tot- 
ten for  about  six  thousand  dollars.  Plaintiffs  shipped  goods 
to  Chase  and  Totten,  and  shortly  after,  they  turned  over  all 
their  stock,  including  the  goods  furnished  by  plaintiffs,  to  de- 
fendant, Burhans,  and  gave  him  a  bill  of  sale  thereof,  which 
defendant  claims  was  a  bona  fide  purchase  in  consideration 
of  his  indorsements.  Defendant  took  possession  of  the  goods. 
Plaintiffs  demanded  of  him  possession  of  the  goods  then  in 
the  stock,  and  which  they  had  furnished  to  Chase  and  Totten. 
Defendant  refused  possession,  and  thereupon  plaintiffs  brought 
this  suit  in  replevin,  and  recovered  possession.  The  trial  re- 
sulted in  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  plaintiffs. 

The  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury  upon  two  theories: 
1.  That  plaintiffs  had  not  parted  with  the  title  to  the  goods, 
that  they  were  not  sold  to  defendant  in  the  due  course  of 
trade,  and  they  were  entitled  to  recover  possession;  2.  That 
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Chase  and  Totten  made  false  and  fraudulent  representations 
to  plaintiffs  as  to  their  financial  standing,  and  that  therefore 
plaintiffs  might  rescind  the  sale  and  recover  the  goods. 

It  is  impossible  to  tell  from  the  record  upon  which  theory 
the  verdict  was  rendered.  It  is  very  doubtful  whether  the 
representations  alleged  to  have  been  made  were  in  fact  or  in 
law  fraudulent;  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  determine  that  ques- 
tion. All  the  evidence  in  regard  to  such  representations  or 
the  financial  condition  of  the  firm  was  immaterial.  Mr.  Im- 
lioff,  who  made  the  arrangement  on  behalf  of  plaintiffs,  testi- 
fied that  he  *'  did  not  rely  upon  these  representations,  but 
upon  his  contract;  that  it  was  immaterial  to  plaintiffs  what 
their  financial  condition  was;  that  the  statement  made  by 
Chase  to  him  that  they  could  clean  up  three  thousand  to  three 
thousand  five  hundred  dollars  did  not  deceive  him,  and  that 
he  did  not  rely  upon  it." 

The  court  therefore  erred  in  not  striking  out  all  evidence  of 
these  representations  upon  motion  of  the  defendant's  attor- 
neys. That  plaintiffs  did  not  rely  upon  these  alleged  repre- 
sentations is  evident  from  the  further  fact  that  when  Mr. 
Imhoff  demanded  the  goods  of  defendant,  he  only  claimed 
them  under  the  contract.  It  is  therefore  unnecessary  to  dis- 
cuss separately  any  of  the  forty-three  assignments  of  error. 

It  is,  however,  proper  to  note  that  the  assignment  of  error 
upon  the  charge  of  the  judge  is  too  general.  It  is,  that  the 
judge  erred  in  giving  that  portion  of  his  charge  to  the  jury 
commencing,  ^'I  give  you  these  requests  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffs,"  and  ending  with,  "  I  give  you  these  requests  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant"  This  involved  twelve  requests  of  the 
plaintiffs,  the  most  of  which  were  correct  propositions  of  law. 

The  sole  issue  for  the  jury  was,  whether  or  not  the  plaintiffs 
and  Totten  and  Chase  made  a  contract  by  which  the  title  of 
the  goods  was  to  remain  in  the  plaintiffs  until  they  were  paid 
for,  or  sold  in  the  due  course  of  trade.  The  defendant  did  not 
buy  them  in  the  due  course  of  trade;  and  therefore,  if  such  a 
contract  was  made,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover. 
Such  a  contract  is  valid  under  the  repeated  decisions  of  this 
court,  and  we  are  not  concerned  with  the  decisions  of  other 
courts  upon  the  subject  Those  who  purchased  in  the  usual 
course  of  trade  would  take  a  good  title.  Those  who  did  not 
purchase  in  the  usual  course  of  trade  could  not  rely  upon  the 
bare  possession  of  their  vendor  as  conclusive  evidence  of  title. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 
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Salw.  — Tttls  RmnnD  nr  thi  Vhtdob:  See  Stepheiu  t.  Oifard,  137 
Pa.  8t  219;  21  Am.  St  Rep.  868,  and  note.  That  property  may  be  deemed 
''•oldy"  it  is  not  necessary  that  title  should  have  actually  passed  to  the 
Tendee:  Eaiom  t.  Rkheriy  8S  GaL  186.  Title  does  not  pass  in  chattels  sold 
vpon  conditloii  that  the  priM  most  be  paid  npon  delivery,  until  the  pay- 
ment of  sueh  prioe:  Empire  State  etc  Oo,  r,  Orttni^  114  N.  Y.  40;  and  a  ten* 
der  of  only  a  part  of  the  price  is  not  sufficient:  Jenninge  y,  Wett,  40  Kan. 
S72.  The  rule  it  a  harsh  one  which  allows  the  seller  to  retain  title  to  per- 
■onalty  which  he  has  apparently  sold  to  one  who  is  permitted  to  have  the 
possession,  control,  and  apparent  ownership  thereof,  without  notice  being 
given  to  such  persons  as  deal  with  the  buyer:  Xdwarde  ▼•  Symone,  66  Mieh 


The  yendes  of  personalty  sold  on  condition  that  the  Tcndor  should  retain 
title  until  the  payment  of  the  price  may  exchange  it  for  other  property 
before  he  pays  the  prioe;  but  such  a  barter  does  not  affect  the  Tender's  title 
to  the  property  received  from  him,  nor  does  it  confer  on  him  any  rights  in 
the  property  for  which  it  was  exchanged:  Dtadman  v.  Eark^  63  Ark.  166. 
A  vendee  in  lawful  possession  of  personalty,  under  a  contract  whereby  the 
vendor  is  to  retain  title  until  a  certain  condition  is  performed,  cannot  be  dii- 
poesessed  by  replevin:  Sewing  Machine  0<k  v.  Bothane,  70  Mich.  443. 

Under  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  personalty,  it  being  stipulated  that  the 
vendor  should  retain  title  till  the  property  should  be  shipped  to  the  yen* 
dee,  it  could  not  be  seised  to  satisfy  taxes  assessed  against  the  vendor 
prior  to  its  shipment:  ffovey  v.  Oow,  81  Mich.  314  Compare  Jenkt  v. 
Colwell,  66  Mich.  420;  11  Am.  St  Rep.  602,  and  note.  A  purchaser  of  chat- 
tels from  one  in  possession  under  a  conditional  sale  gets  only  the  title  of 
his  vendor,  even  though  he  buys  in  ignorance  of  the  condition  and  in  good 
faith:  Sumntr  T.  Woods,  67  Ala.  139;  42  Am.  Rep.  104,  and  note  106-107; 
BegoUw.  Stom,  78  Mich.  7L 
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(84  MxcmOAN,  517.] 

AaBAxna  —  Bvix>Bf oi  —  Pkotooatioii  —  MmaAnov  ov  Damaom.  —  A  de- 
fendant cannot  give  in  evidence^  in  mitigation  of  damages  for  an  assault, 
the  acts  and  declarations  of  the  plaintiff  at  a  different  time,  or  any  ante- 
cedent facts  which  are  not  fairly  to  be  considered  as  part  of  one  and  the 
same  transaction.  To  entitle  the  defendant  to  give  evidence  of  provooa- 
tion  in  mitigation  of  damages,  the  provocation  must  be  so  recent  and 
immediate  as  to  induce  a  presumption  that  the  violence  done  was  com- 
mitted under  the  immediate  influence  of  the  feelings  and  passions  ex- 
eited  by  It. 

WatU  and  Smithy  and  Robert  E.  Prater^  for  the  appellant 

F.  B.  Wood^  J.  E.  Bird^  and  Weaver  and  Bean^  for  the  re- 
•pondent 

Long,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  trespass  for  an  assault  and 
battery.  Plaintiff  had  verdict  and  judgment  for  four  hundred 
dollars.    Defendant  brinp  error. 

AM.  ST.  Bit.,  You  XXIL— 46 


706  Millard  v.  Tbuaz.  [Mioh. 

The  plaintiff  is  Beventj-five  years  of  age,  and  an  attorney 
at  law.  He  met  the  defendant  in  the  hall  of  the  court-house 
in  Adrian,  Lenawee  County,  where  the  parties  reside.  It  ap- 
pears that  some  litigation  had  been  going  on  between  them, 
and  the  plaintiff,  on  the  morning  of  the  claimed  assault^ 
accosted  the  defendant,  and  told  him  he  had  paid  the  money 
in  on  the  decree.  Plaintiff  had  filed  a  bill  to  redeem  from  a 
certain  mortgage,  and  the  decree  granted  him  the  right  to 
redeem  upon  the  payment  of  a  certain  amount,  which  he  had 
paid  to  the  register  of  the  court  in  -  Ingham  County.  Upon 
being  thus  accosted,  the  defendant  replied:  ''Yes,  damn  you; 
you  have  robbed  me  out  of  that  farm,  and  damn  you,  I  will 
be  revenged."  He  thereupon  struck  the  plaintiff  with  his 
fist,  knocking  him  down,  causing  a  severe  contusion  on  the 
cheek,  near  the  eye.  This  was  the  plaintiff's  claim.  On  his 
cross-examination  he  was  permitted  to  testify  that  before  that 
time  he  had  obtained  a  decree  against  the  defendant  for  the 
possession  of  the  farm;  that  he  was  compelled  to  go  to  the 
court,  and  take  proceedings  to  enforce  it;  that  he  made  com* 
plaint  against  defendant  for  contempt  of  court  in  not  obeying 
the  decree,  and  the  court  pronounced  the  defendant  guilty, 
and  committed  him  to  jail. 

The  defendant  was  called  as  a  witness,  and  testified  that  he 
was  imprisoned  for  such  contempt  for  some  six  months;  that 
when  he  was  first  shut  up,  the  sheriff  gave  him  for  a  time  the 
limits  of  the  town.     He  was  then  asked  by  his  counsel:  — 

''  Q.  Now,  did  or  did  not  Mr.  Millard  come  up  there  and 
order  the  sheriff  to  shut  you  up  entirely?  A.  He  made  the 
order,  the  sheriff  told  me.  I  did  not  hear  it,  no  more  than 
the  sheriff  told  me." 

Plaintiff's  counsel  moved  to  strike  this  testimony  out, 
and  it  was  so  ordered.  The  following  question  was  then 
asked:  — 

"  Q.  Were  you,  shortly  after  that,  shut  up  and  kept  oon* 
fined?    A.  Yes,  sir;  it  injured  my  health." 

This  was  objected  to  as  immaterial,  and  the  objection  sus- 
tained. This  is  claimed  as  error.  There  was  no  exception 
taken  to  these  rulings,  and  for  that  reason  they  cannot  now 
be  considered;  but  even  if  there  had  been  proper  exceptions, 
the  rulings  were  correct.  Such  testimony  was  wholly  incom- 
petent and  immaterial,  so  far  as  the  defense  was  concerned. 
It  could  not  have  been  allowed  even  in  mitigation  of  damages. 
Its  admission  would  rather  have  tended  to  aggravate  the  dam* 
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ages.  It  was  at  a  time  long  prior  to  the  assault.  The  !m- 
prisoiitnent  itself,  it  appears,  was  by  order  of  the  court  for 
contempt.  If  the  defendant  had  been  wronged  by  such  im. 
prisonment,  he  certainly  had  no  right  to  revenge  it  upon  the 
person  of  the  plaintiff.  A  defendant  cannot  give  in  evidence  in 
mitigation  of  damages  for  an  assault  the  acts  and  declarations 
of  the  plaintiff  at  a  different  time,  or  any  antecedent  facts 
which  are  not  fairly  to  be  considered  as  part  of  one  and  the 
same  transaction.  To  entitle  the  defendant  to.  give  evidence 
of  provocation  in  mitigation  of  damages,  the  provocation  must 
be  so  recent  and  immediate  as  to  induce  a  presumption  that 
the  violence  done  was  committed  under  the  immediate  influ* 
ence  of  the  feelings  and  passions  excited  by  it:  Coxe  v.  Whitneyf 
9  Mo.  581;  Lee  v.  Woolsey^  19  Johns.  819;  10  Am.  Dec.  230. 

The  only  other  error  assigned  relates  to  the  charge  of  the 
court.  It  is  conceded  that  the  court  correctly  stated  the  rule 
to  the  jury  upon  the  question  of  exemplary  damages;  but  it  is 
urged  that,  having  stated  what  circumstances  would  authorize 
exemplary  damages,  he  should  also  have  stated  in  the  same 
connection  what  circumstances  would  mitigate  or  reduce  the 
exemplary  damages.  No  instructions  to  the  jury  were  asked 
by  the  defendant,  and  the  attention  of  the  court  was  in  no 
way  called  by  counsel  to  any  fact  or  circumstance  which 
would  have  mitigated  the  damages,  and  no  fact  or  circum* 
stance  is  pointed  out  here,  and  the  record  does  not  disclose 
any.  It  appears  by  the  record  to  have  been  a  cruel,  wanton, 
and  malicious  assault,  committed  without  any  immediate 
provocation,  for  the  purpose  of  revenge  for  some  claimed  pre- 
vious wrong.  It  was  committed  upon  an  aged  and  infirm  man, 
who  had  pleasantly  accosted  him  that  morning.  We  see  no 
error  in  the  case. 

The  judgment  must  be  afiirmed,  with  costs. 

AsSAtTLT.  —  PROVOCATIOK,  WHBK  AdMISSIBLS    19    BviDIKOS    TK  MmOA* 

fiOM  ov  Daicagbs:  Sm  Ward  v.  While,  86  Va.  212;  19  Am.  St  Rep.  883. 
and  partioalarly  note.  Evidence  that  plaintiff  need  abneiye  and  inaolting 
language  to  defendant  just  prerioas  to  the  aaeanit  for  which  damages  are 
ionght  is  admissible:  Keni  r.  Cole,  84  Mich.  679;  (hUi^  v.  IFaOsem  80  liich. 
443;  Oaih^dtk  r.  FlenUng,  00  Ifioh.  408. 
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Watnb  County  Savings  Bank  t;.  Stookwell. 

[84  HlCHIOAH,  6M.1 

HioHWATS  BT  User.  — A  highway  established  by  uaer  need  not  be  of  the 

•tatntory  width.    A  highway  by  nser  beoomes  each  to  tho  width  and 

extent  need. 
HiOHWATB  BT  UsBB  —  ABANDOMicBirT.  — A  highway  eetabliehed  by  nser,  «r 

any  portion  of  it,  may  be  lost  by  non-useri  bat  the  non-naer  will  not 

affect  the  portion  kept  in  nse. 

Millard^  Wood^  and  Bird^  for  the  appellants. 
Andrew  Rowell^  for  the  respondent. 

Morse,  J.  The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  to  restrain  the 
defendants  from  closing  up  or  in  anj  manner  obstructing  an 
alleged  public  highway  in  the  township  of  Medina,  in  Lenar 
wee  County,  known  as  the  Savage  road,  it  being  claimed  that 
the  said  highway  was  duly  laid  out  in  1840,  four  rods  in  width, 
commencing  at  a  point  on  the  east  side  of  section  13  in  said 
township,  and  running  to  the  quarter-post  standing  on  the 
west  side  of  the  section.  It  is  not  deemed  necessary,  for  the 
purposes  of  this  case,  to  give  here  the  particular  survey  of 
the  road  made  in  1840. 

Between  sections  13  and  14  there  runs  a  highway,  north 
and  south.  The  defendant  Stockwell  owns  land  for  eighty 
rods  east  of  this  highway  upon  the  north  side  of  the  east  and 
west  quarter  line  of  said  section  13,  and  Frank  A.  Kinney  for 
the  same  distance  upon  the  south  side.  East  of  the  lands  of 
Kinney  are  the  lands  of  the  complainant,  known  as  the  old 
Ravage  farm.  It  is  claimed  in  the  bill  that  this  highway, 
known  as  the  Savage  road,  ran  upon  this  east  and  west  quar- 
ter line  to  the  center  of  the  section,  near  the  west  bank  of  a 
stream  known  both  as  Tiffin  River  and  Bean  Creek.  It  is 
alleged  in  the  bill  that  this  highway  was  opened  on  this  quar- 
ter line  as  far  as  Bean  Creek  very  soon  after  it  was  surveyed 
and  established,  but  the  part  of  the  road  east  of  said  creek  was 
never  opened  or  worked,  and  no  bridge  was  ever  built  across 
the  creek.  The  bill  further  alleges  that  the  road  from  the 
west  section  line  of  13  through  to  said  creek  has  ever  since 
been  opened,  used,  and  traveled  as  a  public  highway,  and  for 
over  forty  years  has  been  recognized  as  such  by  the  public 
and  the  township  authorities,  and  has  been  kept  open  to  the 
width  of  from  two  and  a  half  rods  to  three  rods;  that  about 
fifteen  years  before  the  filing  of  this  bill,  this  road  and  the 
lands  adjacent  to  it  were  set  off  into  a  road  district,  and 
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called  road  district  No.  42,  and  ever  since  then  the  lands  have 
been  assessed  for  highway  labor  upon  said  road,  and  a  path- 
master  elected  each  year  until  the  one  in  which  this  bill  was 
filed;  that  there  has  never  been  any  other  road  or  highway, 
public  or  private,  giving  ingress  and  egress  to  and  from  the  said 
Savage  farm,  now  owned  by  complainant,  and  that  said  Sav* 
age  road  is  the  only  way  out  from  and  into  this  farm. 

It  very  clearly  appears  from  the  testimony  that  this  road 
was  laid  out  by  the  highway  commissioners  of  Medina,  the 
survey  being  made  March  26,  1840,  and  recorded  April  2^ 
1841.  Whether  such  establishment  conformed  in  every  re* 
spect  to  the  statutes  then  existing  is  not  material,  in  our  view 
of  the  case.  The  testimony  shows  plainly  that  the  road  was 
opened  and  worked,  as  claimed  by  the  bill,  as  far  east  as  Bean 
Creek;  that  the  then  owners  of  the  premises  now  occupied  and 
owned  by  defendants,  Stockwell  and  Kinney,  when  they  cleared 
and  worked  their  lands,  built  their  fences  so  as  to  leave  this 
road  open  to  the  width  of  from  two  and  a  half  to  three  rods, 
the  center  of  the  same  being  the  quarter  line.  From  that 
time — a  period  of  over  forty  years — this  road  has  been  uni- 
versally recognized  and  treated  by  the  public  as  a  highway, 
most  of  them  regarding  it  as  a  public  way,  and  the  others,  as 
they  testify,  supposing  it  was  a  private  way  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Savage  farm,  it  being  called  sometimes  the  Savage  road 
and  sometimes  Savage  lane.  It  formed  by  itself  a  road  dis- 
trict, and  work  was  done  upon  it.  In  1884,  the  commissioner 
of  highways  undertook  to  discontinue  it  as  a  public  highway, 
but  the  proceedings  are  not  relied  upon  as  being  effectual  law- 
folly  to  do  so.  There  is  no  doubt  in  our  minds  that  this  road 
has  become  a  highway  by  user,  and  that  the  fencing  up  and 
obstructing  of  it  by  the  defendants  in  the  spring  of  1888  was 
unlawful,  and  rightfully  enjoined  by  the  court  below. 

The  answer  of  the  defendants  relied  almost  entirely  upon 
the  claim  that  the  road  had  never  been  fully  opened,  being, 
as  shown  by  the  testimony  in  their  behalf,  at  different  times 
fenced  up,  and  otherwise  obstructed  at  various  places.  The 
circuit  judge  found  and  decreed  that  a  public  highway  existed 
two  and  a  half  rods  in  width,  of  which  the  east  and  west  quar- 
ter line  was  the  center,  and  that  the  same  extended  from  the 
quarter-stake  in  the  highway,  running  north  and  south  be- 
tween sections  18  and  14,  along  the  said  quarter  line  to  the 
northwest  comer  of  the  lands  owned  by  complainant,  which 
would  be  one  and  a  half  rods  off  from  the  lands  of  each  of 
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the  defendants.  The  defendants  were  ordered  to  remove  all 
obstructions  placed  by  them  in  snch  highway,  and  also  forever 
enjoined  and  restrained  from  hereafter  obstructing,  encroach- 
ing  upon,  or  in  any  wise  interfering  with  said  highway  so  as 
to  impede  the  full  and  free  use  of  the  same  as  a  public  high- 
way. 

It  was  shown  that,  when  Savage  lived  upon  his  farm,  at 
several  different  times  he  temporarily  put  fences  across  the 
road  on  his  own  premises  to  keep  his  cattle  or  stock  from  get- 
ting out,  so  that  he  could  pasture  or  water  them  in  the  high- 
way, and  connected  with  some  of  his  fields.  There  was  at  one 
time  a  temporary  fence,  with  a  pair  of  bars,  at  the  extreny 
west  end  of  the  road,  and  between  the  lands  now  owned  by 
the  defendants;  but  there  can  be  no  serious  contention  that 
this  road,  in  so  far  as  it  has  been  declared  a  highway  by  the 
decree  of  the  court  below,  was  ever  abandoned  or  went  into 
disuse,  or  that  it  was  not  understood  by  all  to  be  a  highway 
with  which  the  land-owners  could  not  interfere  to  prevent 
public  travel  upon  it.  It  was  recognized  as  a  public  highway 
in  1884,  by  the  petition  and  other  proceedings  taken  to  dis- 
continue it;  and  one  of  the  defendants  testifies  that  he  did  not 
meddle  with  it  until  1888,  because  he  supposed  that  it  was  a 
road,  until  he  was  advised  about  that  time,  by  a  lawyer,  that 
it  was  not  A  very  similar  case  to  the  one  before  us  is  Nye  v. 
Clark,  56  Mich.  602. 

We  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  discuss  or  state  the  evidence 
in  detail.  We  are  all  satisfied  that  a  road,  —  a  public  high- 
way,— as  found  by  the  circuit  judge,  has  long  been  established 
by  user.  It  is  not  necessary  that  a  highway  established  by 
user  should  be  of  the  statutory  width  of  four  rods.  A  highway 
by  user  becomes  such  to  the  width  and  extent  used:  Cowniy 
of  Wayne  v.  MUUr,  81  Mich.  447, 449;  Lyle  v.  Leeia,  64  Mich. 
22;  Scheimer  v«  Priee^  65  Mich.  638;  Kruger  v.  Le  Blane,  70 
Mich.  76;  Pratt  v.  Lewie,  39  Mich.  7,  12;  McKay  y.  Doty,  68 
Mich.  581. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  an  attempt  was  made  to  lay  out  this 
highway  four  rods  wide,  and  across  the  whole  of  the  section. 
The  fact  that  no  part  of  the  highway  east  of  Bean  Creek  was 
ever  used,  or  that  a  portion  of  it  was  shut  up  and  abandoned 
west  of  the  creek,  or  that  the  part  of  it  ranning  between  the 
lands  of  Stockwell  and  Kinney  was  reduced  to  a  width  of  two 
and  a  half  rods,  would  not  destroy  the  right  of  the  public  or 
the  complainant  to  preserve  the  use  of  such  portion  as  had 
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been  for  so  ]ong  a  time  used  as  a  public  highway.  A  high« 
wajy  or  any  portion  of  it,  can  be  lost  by  non-user,  but  that  will 
not  affect  the  portion  kept  in  use:  Gregory  v.  KnighiyW  Mich. 
61,  64;  Ijyle  v.  Le%%a,  64  Mich.  22;  Coleman  y.  FlifU  etc  B.  B. 
Co.,  64  Mich.  163. 
The  decree  of  the  court  below  is  affirmed,  with  costa. 

HiOHWATS  BT  UsxB.  —  The  pablio  cannot  acquire  a  presoriptive  right  to 
paia  over  a  tract  of  land  generally,  but  it  must  be  confined  to  a  certain, 
definite,  and  preciee  line  or  way:  OerUleman  v.  Soule,  92  IlL  271;  83  Am.  Deo. 
264.  A  highway  by  mer  indudei  only  so  much  land  at  is  used  for  that  pur- 
pose: Sehdmer  t.  Priee,  66  Mich.  638.  Highways  by  user  are  based  apon 
the  implied  dedication  by  the  owner,  in  which  ease  the  public  is  only  en* 
^titled  to  claim  the  part  which  it  has  been  permitted  to  use:  Kruger  y.  Le 
Biane,  70  Mich.  76;  MeKa^  y.  Dajf,  63  Mich.  681. 

Highways — DnooHTnruAKOs  bt  Kon-useil  — The  reduction  of  the  width 
•f  a  street  acquired  by  user  operates  as  a  discontinuance  of  so  rnneh  of  it  aa 
ia  thereby  exdnded:  Valeniine  y.  Boiton,  22  Pick.  75;  83  Am.  Deo.  711.  A 
highway  can  be  partially  discontinued  by  non*user;  and  a  highway  by  user 
only  is  measured,  as  to  its  width,  by  such  use:  Coleman  r,  Ftini  dOL  JL  A  Oo.^ 
M  Mich.  160;  WUekr  y.  (%  qfFiicKburg,  100  Mass.  850. 
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SAfiOL  — RiOKT  ov  SitwPAOB  IK  TaAVurr  ia  a  right  poesassed  by  the  eellar 
to  reassume  the  possession  of  goods  not  paid  for,  while  on  their  way  to 
the  purchaser,  In  case  he  becomes  insolvent  before  he  has  aoqnired  actual 
possession  of  them. 

Baims.  —  RioBV  OP  SropPAaa  nr  TaAirsrr  is  property  exercised  only  upon 
goods  whioh  are  in  passage^  and  are  in  the  hands  of  some  intermediate 
person  between  the  seller  and  purchaser  in  process  and  for  the  purpose 
of  deliyery;  and  the  right  may  be  exercised,  whether  the  insolvency  of 
the  pnrohaser  exists  at  the  time  of  sale,  or  occurs  at  any  time  before  ao- 
toal  delivery  of  the  goods  without  the  knowledge  of  the  seller. 

Sales.  —  Rioar  ov  Stopfaos  xh  Trarsit  will  not  be  defeated  by  an  appar> 
ent  ssle^  fraodolestly  made,  without  consideration,  for  the  pnrpoeo  of 
defeating  the  right;  for  there  most  be  a  imrehase  for  yalae  withont  fraud, 
to  have  this  effect. 

Obattbl  MoBtOAOs— Libk  ov  AiTiH«AOQuntiD  Pftopnmr — Stoppaob 
n  Tbahsit.  —  A  chattel  mortgage  ooyering  additions  to  and  suhstitates 
for  the  mortgaged  property  will  not  eonatitote  a  lien  on  gooda  ordsrad 
by  the  mortgagor  bofore  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  sad  which  ware 
neyer  aotnally  delivered  to  him  as  owner,  nor  will  the  seller's  right  of 
atoppage  in  transit,  in  ease  of  the  insolyency  of  the  mortgagor,  be  di- 
Tsated  by  a  pnrohase  of  the  gooda  m  ordered,  by  tha  twirtfagaa  a*  ftha 


Taggart  and  Demeon,  for  the  appellants 
Sweet  and  Perkini,  for  the  respondents. 
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Long,  J.  On  July  8,  1889,  defendant  Denison  wrote  the 
plaintiff  at  Peoria,  Illinois^  ordering  five  thousand  pounds  of 
twine.  No  dealings  had  ever  been  had  between  the  parties 
prior  to  that  time.  The  plaintiff  received  the  letter  the  next 
day,  and  at  once  wrote  Denison:  "We  have  entered  your 
order,  and  twine  will  go  forward  to-morrow."  On  July  11th 
the  twine  was  shipped  to  W.  0.  Denison,  Orand  Rapids,  Michi- 
gan,  plaintiff  taking  shipping  bill  from  the  railroad  company 
there,  and  on  same  day  sending  it  to  Denison,  with  statement 
of  account  for  value  of  the  twine.  The  twine  was  received  at 
Grand  Rapids  by  the  Orand  Rapids  and  Indiana  Railroad 
Company,  July  17th,  and  on  the  18th  it  turned  it  over  to  a^ 
teamster,  who  delivered  it  at  the  store  which  was  occupied  by 
Denison  at  the  time  the  order  was  made. 

It  appears  that  on  July  9th  the  Orand  Rapids  Savings 
Bank  caused  an  attachment  to  be  levied  upon  Denison's  prop- 
erty. On  that  evening  Denison  gave  the  bank  a  chattel  mort- 
gage on  all  the  goods  in  the  store  and  at  a  warehouse  there, 
and  a  store  situate  at  another  place  outside  of  Orand  Rapids. 
July  10th,  11th,  and  12th  he  gave  mortgages  on  the  same 
property  to  several  other  creditors,  two  of  them  being  given 
to  the  defendant  the  McGormick  Harvesting  Machine  Com- 
pany. The  goods  mortgaged  were  held  in  the  store  by  the 
agents  of  the  bank  until  they  were  sold  under  one  of  the  mort- 
gages, which  was  about  July  18th,  at  which  time  the  defend- 
ant the  McCormick  Harvesting  Machine  Company  bid  the 
goods  in,  and  continued  to  occupy  the  store,  putting  Mr* 
Denison  in  as  its  agent.  The  McCormick  Harvesting  Ma* 
chine  Company  mortgage  contained  a  clause,  after  a  descrip* 
tion  of  the  property  mortgaged,  as  follows:  ^'And  all  additions 
to  and  substitutes  for  any  or  all  of  the  above-described  prop- 
erty." 

On  September  7th,  plaintiff,  who  had  no  notice  or  knowl* 
edge  of  the  changed  condition  of  Mr.  Denison's  affairs,  drew 
on  him  at  sight  for  the  amount  of  the  bilL  This  draft  was 
not  paid,  and  on  September  14th  plaintiff  wrote  him  for 
prompt  remittanoe,  which  was  not  made.  On  September  19, 
1889,  plaintiff  brought  replevin  against  the  defendants  for  the 
twine,  finding  about  one  half  of  it,  the  balance  having  been 
sold  out  of  the  store  by  the  McCormick  Harvesting  Machine 
Company.  On  the  trial  of  the  cause  the  defendants  waived 
return  of  the  property,  and  had  verdict  and  judgment  against 
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the  plaintiff  for  $351.91,  the  Taloe  of  the  twine  taken,  and 
costs.    Plaintiff  brings  error. 

The  plaintiff  asked  the  court  to  instnict  the  jury  that  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  a  verdict;  and,  in  the  ninth  request,  asked 
an  instruction  that  "  if  Mr.  Denison  did  not  in  fact  receive 
the  twine  at  his  store,  but  was  not  there  when  it  was  delivered, 
and  never  received  and  accepted  it  for  his  use  in  any  way,  ex- 
cept that,  finding  it  in  the  store,  he  allowed  the  mortgagees  to 
assume  control  of  it,  plaintiffs  could  retake  it  as  against  him.'' 

And  in  the  fourteenth  request  it  was  asked  that  the  jury  be 
instructed  that  "the  McCormick  company,  as  mortgagee,  is  in 
■no  better  position  than  Mr.  Denison.  Its  mortgage  does  not 
cover  this  twine,  nor  is  it  a  bona  fide  purchaser." 

Several  requests  were  also  asked  for  instructions  to  the  jury 
relating  to  the  insolvency  of  Mr.  Denison  at  the  time  of  the 
purchase,  and  his  intent  not  to  pay  for  the  twine  at  the  time 
of  its  purchase,  or  at  the  time  when  it  was  received  at  the 
store,  on  July  18th.  These  last-named  requests  we  do  not 
deem  it  necessary  to  set  out  here  for  an  understanding  of  the 
points  involved.  The  requests  set  out  were  refused  by  the  trial 
court,  and  upon  such  ruling  the  plaintiff  assigns  error. 

The  court,  in  its  charge  to  the  jury,  stated:  "  Plaintiff 
claims  the  right  to  the  possepsion  of  these  goods  at  the  time 
this  suit  was  commenced, —  1.  Because,  as  counsel  claims^ 
the  goods  were  ordered,  were  purchased  by  Mr.  Denison  at  a 
time  when  he  was  insolvent,  and  knew  that  he  was  insolvent, 
and  had  no  intention,  or  at  least  no  reasonable  expectation,  of 
paying  for  them  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract;  and 
the  plaintiff's  counsel  also  claims  the  right  of  stoppage  in 
transit.  All  I  need  to  say  in  regard  to  the  latter  claim  is,  that 
I  think  the  right  of  stoppage  in  transit,  under  the  facts  of  this 
case  as  shown  by  the  evidence,  has  no  application  whatever; 
there  is  no  such  right  existing." 

This  part  of  the  charge  relating  to  the  right  of  stoppage  in 
transit  is  assigned  as  error. 

The  court  was  in  error  in  refusing  these  requests  to  charge^ 
and  in  the  charge  as  given.  It  is  not  seriously  contended 
here  but  that,  under  the  evidence  given  on  the  trial,  the  de- 
fendant Denison  was  insolvent  at  the  time  the  goods  were 
ordered.  At  least  this  was  a  question  of  fact  which  should 
have  been  submitted  to  the  jury;  and  if  so  found,  the  ques- 
tion of  the  right  of  stoppage  in  transit  was  an  important 
question  in  the  case. 
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The  right  of  stoppage  in  transit  is  a  right  possessed  by  the 
seller  to  reassume  the  possession  of  goods  not  paid  for,  while 
on  their  way  to  the  vendee,  in  case  the  vendee  becomes  in- 
solvent before  he  has  acquired  actual  possession  of  them.  It 
is  a  privilege  allowed  to  the  seller  for  the  particular  purpose 
of  protecting  him  from  the  insolvency  of  the  consignee.  The 
right  is  one  highly  favored  in  the  law,  being  based  upon  the 
plain  reason  of  justice  and  equity  that  one  man's  property 
should  not  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  another  man's  debts: 
Oibaon  v.  Carruiher$t  8  Mees.  &  W.  337.  But  it  is  properly 
exercised  only  upon  goods  which  are  in  passage,  and  are  in 
the  hands  of  some  intermediate  person  between  the  vendor 
and  vendee  in  process  and  for  the  purpose  of  delivery;  and 
this  right  may  be  exercised,  whether  the  insolvency  exists  at 
the  time  of  tBe  sale,  or  occurs  at  any  time  before  actual  de- 
livery of  the  goods  without  the  knowledge  of  the  consignor: 
(ySrien  v.  Norris,  16  Md.  122;  77  Am.  Dec.  284;  Reynolds  v. 
Boston  A  M.  R.  R.  Co.,  43  N.  H.  580;  Blum  v.  Marks,  21  La. 
Ann.  268;  99  Am.  Dec  725;  Benedict  v.  Sduiettle,  12  Ohio  St 
515.  This  right  of  stoppage  in  transit  will  not  be  defeated  by 
an  apparent  sale,  fraudulently  made,  without  consideration, 
for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  right  There  must  be  a  pur* 
chase  for  value,  without  fraud,  to  have  this  effect:  Harris  v. 
Pratt,  17  N.  Y.  249. 

In  the  present  case  it  appears  that  the  goods  arrived  in 
Grand  Rapids  July  17th,  and  were  taken  to  the  store  on  the 
18th.  Mr.  Denison  was  not  in  the  store  at  the  time  they  were 
taken  in.  Mr.  Talford  was  in  possession  of  all  the  goods  and 
of  the  store  at  this  time  for  all  the  mortgagees,  and  after  the 
sale  under  the  mortgage  the  McCormick  company  took  pos- 
session, and  was  in  possession  at  the  time  this  replevin  suit 
was  commenced.  The  testimony  tends  to  show  that  at  the 
time  demand  was  made  upon  the  McCormick  company  and 
Mr.  Denison  for  the  twine,  Mr.  Denison  stated  that  he  thought 
the  plaintiff,  having  heard  of  his  financial  affairs,  would  not 
ship  the  twine,  aiid  that  he  did  not  know  it  had  been  shipped 
until  it  was  in  the  store;  and  he  was  very  sorry  it  had  come, 
under  the  circumstances.  The  McCormick  company  claimed 
that  by  the  terms  of  its  mortgage  it  was  entitled  to  hold  the 
twine. 

The  court  was  in  error  in  not  submitting  to  the  jury  the 
question  whether  the  goods  had  come  actually  to  the  posses- 
sion of  Mr.  Denison.    The  circumstances  tend  strongly  to 
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show  that  he  never  had  actual  possession  of  them,  and  never 
claimed  them  as  owner.  He  had  made  the  order,  and  was 
notified  that  they  would  be  shipped;  but  from  that  time  for« 
ward  it  is  evident  that  he  made  no  claim  to  them.  The  Mc* 
Cormick  company  claimed  that  they  passed  to  it  under  the 
terms  of  its  mortgage.  It,  however,  stood  in  no  better  posi- 
tion then  Denison.  If  the  goods  never  actually  came  into  the 
possession  of  Denison  as  owner,  the  mortgage  lien  would  not 
attach,  even  under  the  clause  in  the  mortgage  covering  after- 
acquired  property.  It  does  not  stand  in  the  position  of  a  bona 
fide  purcbaAer  of  the  property.  The  right  of  stoppage  could 
not  be  divested  by  a  purchase  of  the  goods  under  the  mort- 
gage sale.  The  transit  had  not  ended  unless  there  was  actual 
delivery  to  Mr.  Denison. 

These  were  questions  of  fact  for  the  jury,  which  the  court 
refused  to  submit.  If  the  jury  had  found  that  Denison  was 
insolvent  at  the  time  the  order  was  made,  or  became  insolvent 
at  any  time  before  the  claimed  delivery  of  the  goods,  and  that 
the  goods  were  never  actually  delivered  to  the  possession  of 
Mr.  Denison,  then  the  vendor's  rights  would  have  been  para- 
mount to  any  right  which  the  McCormick  company  could 
have  acquired  at  the  mortgage  sale:  UnderhiU  v.  Muskegon 
Booming  Co.,  40  Mich.  660;  Lentz  v.  Flint  etc.  R'y  Co.,  53 
Mich.  444;  While  v.  Mitchell,  38  Mich.  390;  James  v.  Oriffin, 
2  Mees.  &  W.  623. 

In  the  view  we  have  taken  of  the  case,  we  think  the  other 
questions  raised  are  unimportant,  and  we  will  not  pass  upon 
them. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be  reversed,  with 
costs,  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 


Salh. — 91OFPA0B  or  Transitu,  Riovt  of,  Who  mat  Ezbkcisi^  avd 
PPOH  What  OaomiDSs  8m  note  to  HetuBe  r.  JutUon,  29  Am.  Deo.  3S4-S94) 
t/onei  T.  IBari,  87  ObL  630;  99  Am.  Deo.  338,  «id  note;  FtMrreU  t.  Rkhmtmd 
etc  R.R.  Qh,  103  N.  a  390;  11  Am.  St  Rep.  760,  and  note. 

Chatrl  Hortoaob  —  AFnut-ACQaiRBD  Pbopxbtt.  —  The  gmeral  nl« 
ii,  that  tabeequently  aoqnired  gooda,  although  aoqaired  in  inbetitation,  or  1^ 
waj  of  ranewal  of  goods  od  haad  al  the  execation  of  the  mortsage,  are  nol 
hioliided  in  tha  lien  of  the  mortgage:  Note  to  Mood^  r.  Wrigki,  46  Am.  Deou 
710b  716|  BoU  to  ertffg  v.  Ani/bni;  76  Am.  Dee.  727-782. 
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Fakb  v.  Addiok£U 

[45  ICiiririfOTA,  87.] 

AvDiAU—  ynnovB  Doo— Refotatiok  as  BriDiiroi  ov  Nomm.  -« Wbtro 
on«  keeps  upon  hia  premiaee  a  dog  which  hms  attacked  or  bitten  a  con* 
■iderable  namber  of  penone  and  it  notoriooaly  croes  and  yicions,  it  may 
be  presumed  that  the  owner  has  some  knowledge  of  this  fact^  and  in  an 
■etiott  to  reoover  for  injuries  inflicted  bj  such  dog,  CTidenoe  of  his  gen* 
•ral  repute  for  riciouBuess  is  admissible,  not  to  proTe  the  particular  fact 
of  the  dangerous  propensity  of  the  animal,  but  the  public  notoriety,  and 
as  tending  to  support  the  inference  of  knowledge  of  such  propensity  on 
the  part  of  his  owner. 

Ahzmals — Viaous  Doa — Koncs  of  Vicxoumnai  —  In  an  aetion  to  re- 
corer  for  an  injury  received  from  a  yicious  dog;  the  gnwamen  of  the 
action  is  the  neglect  of  the  owner  of  the  animal,  known  by  him  to  be 
Ticious  and  liable  to  attack  and  injure  people,  to  restrain  him  so  as  to 
prevent  the  risk  of  damage,  and  the  notice  of  such  propensity  must  be 
such  as  to  put  a  prudent  man  on  his  guard. 

Ahimals  —  VioiouB  Dog — Proyocatiox  bt  Stkpfino  utok  Htm,  — Where  a 
person,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  evil  propensities  and  ▼ickmsnees  of  a 
dog,  wantonly  excites  him  or  voluntarily  and  unnecessarily  puts  him- 
self in  his  way,  he  cannot  recover  for  an  injury;  but  the  fiiet  that  tho 
psrty  injured  accidentally  backed  or  stepped  upon  the  dog  without 
knowing  of  his  presence  is  no  defense  for  the  owner  of  the  dog. 

Eaton  and  CvUingj  for  the  appellant 

Wmiam  E,  CulHn  and  J.  T.  AlUy^  for  the  respondent 

VANDEBfiUROH,  J.  The  plaintiff  was  bitten  and  injured  bjr 
a  dog  alleged  to  be  dangerous  and  accustomed  to  bite  man- 
kind, and  kept  and  owned  by  defendant  with  knowledge  of 
his  yicious  propensities.  There  was  sufficient  eridence  to- 
prove  his  yicious  disposition,  and  that  it  was  not  safe  to  per- 
mit him  to  be  at  large.    The  testimony  in  plaintiff's  behalf 

71S 
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was  saffieient  to  show  that  the  dog  had  attacked  and  bitten, 
or  attempted  to  bite,  several  persons  before  the  injury  com- 
plained ot  There  was  also  evidence  enough  to  support  the 
verdict  that  the  defendant  had  notice  sufficient  to  warn  bim 
of  his  duty  to  kill  or  confine  the  animal.  The  plaintiff's 
brother  testifies  that  in  1887,  before  the  mischief  complained 
of,  he  was  bitten  by  the  dog  while  passing  through  defendant's 
yard,  and  that  defendant  saw  it.  Defendant  had  owned  and 
kept  this  dog  between  two  and  three  years.  One  of  his  own 
witnesses  states  that  he  ^' was  cross,  ugly,  and  vicious";  and 
there  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  he  had,  on  several  oc- 
casions, attacked  persons  in  defendant's  yard,  or  going  past 
his  house,  to  the  knowledge  of  members  of  the  family.  Upon 
the  question  of  scienter^  evidence  was  also  admitted  of  the 
general  repute  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  vicious  nature  of  the 
dog.  If  one  keeps  upon  his  premises  a  dog  which  has  attacked 
or  bitten  a  considerable  number  of  persons  coming  upon  or 
passing  by  them,  and  is  notoriously  cross  and  vicious,  it  may 
safely  be  assumed  that  the  owner  has  some  knowledge  of  the 
fact  The  evidence  of  general  repute  is  in  such  cases  received, 
not  to  prove  the  particular  fact  of  the  dangerous  propensity 
of  the  animal,  but  the  public  notoriety,  and  as  tending  to  sup* 
port  the  inference  of  knowledge,  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  of 
such  propensity;  and  for  such  purpose  it  was  received  in  this 
instance,  in  connection  with  other  evidence  on  the  subject* 
The  court  was  sufficiently  guarded  in  its  instructions  to  the 
jury  on  this  branch  of  the  case,  and  we  think  there  was  no 
error  in  permitting  it  to  go  to  the  jury:  Jones  v.  Perry ,  2  Esp. 
482;  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  sec.  101;  Meier  v.  Shrunk,  79  Iowa,  17; 
Murray  v.  Young j  12  Bush,  337;  Keenan  v.  Hayden^  39  Wis. 
558. 

The  gravamen  of  the  action  is  the  neglect  of  the  owner  of 
an  animal,  known  by  him  to  be  vicious  and  liable  to  attack 
and  injure  people,  to  restrain  bim  so  as  to  prevent  the  risk  of 
damage;  and  the  notice  of  such  propensity  must  be  such  as 
to  put  a  prudent  man  on  his  guard. 

At  the  time  of  the  injury  complained  of,  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  who  had  his  dog  with  him,  were  present  on  the 
premises  of  a  neighbor  who  was  engaged  in  thrashing  his 
grain.  In  the  afternoon  the  plaintiff  got  into  a  scuffle  with  a 
third  party,  and  while  this  was  going  on,  the  dog  suddenly 
attacked  him,  biting  and  lacerating  his  leg  severely.  Plain- 
tiff's testimony  shows  that  the  dog  came  up  from  behind  and 
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seized  his  leg  without  warning,  and  he  denies  that  he  pro- 
yoked  or  stepped  on  him.  One  of  defendant's  witnesses 
testifies  that  he  *'  heard  the  growl  of  the  dog,"  and  he  looked 
around,  and  saw  that  he  had  '*  grabbed  "  the  plaintiff.  The 
conduct  of  the  dog  and  the  severity  of  the  injury  show  his 
malignant  disposition.  But  another  witness  for  the  defend- 
ant swears  that,  while  the  parties  were  scuffling,  the  plaintiff 
*'  backed  on  the  dog.  The  dog  was  lying  down.  He  got  up 
and  bit  him."  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  that  the 
plaintiff  knew  the  dog  was  lying  there,  or  that,  if  he  did 
tread  on  him  (which  was  a  question  for  the  jury),  the  act 
was  other  than  accidental. 

The  defendant  assigns  as  erroi  the  charge  of  the  court  on 
this  subject,  in  which  it  is  stated  that  it  was  immaterial  in 
this  case  whether  the  plaintiff  stepped  on  the  dog  or  not.     And 
so,  under  the  evidence,  we  think  it  was.    No  case  holds  a 
contrary  doctrine.    It  is  true  that  in  another  part  of  the  charge 
the  court  is  less  guarded,  and  states  that  the  owner  who 
''  knowingly  keeps  a  vicious  dog  is  responsible  for  all  the  in- 
juries he  may  do  in  that  direction,  whether  he  is  provoked  or 
not,*'  but  it  is  clear  the  court  had  in  mind  and  referred  to 
the  facts  as  they  appeared  in  this  case.    The  charge  was  not, 
therefore,  prejudicial,  and  besides,  the  defendant's  exception 
does  not  cover  that  portion  of  the  charge,  but  only  that  part 
first  referred  to.     In  Smith  v.  Pelahy  2  Strange,  1264,  the  chief 
justice  ruled  '^  that  if  a  dog  has  once  bit  a  man,  and  the  owner, 
having  notice  thereof,  keeps  the  dog,  and  lets  him  go  about  or 
lie  at  his  door,  an  action  will  lie  against  him  at  the  suit  of  the 
person  who  is  bit,  though  it  happened  by  such  person's  tread- 
ing  on  the  dog's  toes;  for  it  was  owing  to  his  not  hanging  the  dog 
on  the  first  notice,  and  the  safety  of  the  king's  subjects  ought 
not  afterwards  to  be  endangered  ":  Wood  on  Nuisances,  sec. 
766;  Muller  v.  McKesson,  78  N.  Y.  195,  201;  29  Am.  Rep.  123. 
The  cases  cited  by  the  defendant  are  to  the  point  that  where 
a  person  voluntarily  and   unnecessarily  provokes  a  vicious 
animal,  and  thus  invites  or  induces  the  injury,  knowing  the 
probable  consequences,  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover:  Lynch  v. 
McNally^  78  N.  Y.  347.     Here  there  is  no  evidence  that  the 
plaintiff  knew  the  dog  was  in  his  way.    The  case  is  not  within 
the  rule  last  referred  to.    The  evidence  is  conflicting  on  the 
question  whether  plaintiff  stepped  on  the  dog  at  all;  but  cou- 
ceding  it  to  be  true,  that  portion  of  the  charge  excepted  to  was 
correct.    Says  Church,  C.  J.,  in  Midler  v.  McKesson^  78  N.  Y. 
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195,  201,  29  Am.  Rep.  123:  ''  If  a  person,  with  full  knowledge 
of  the  evil  propensities  of  an  animal,  wantonly  excites  him  or 
yoluntarily  and  unnecessarily  puts  himself  in  the  way  of  such 
an  animal,  he  would  be  adjudged  to  have  brought  the  injury 
upon  himself,  and  ought  not  to  be  entitled  to  recover.  In 
such  a  case  it  cannot  be  said,  in  a  legal  sense,  that  the  keep* 
ing  of  the  animal,  which  is  the  gravamen  of  the  offense,  pro- 
duced the  injury;  but  as  the  owner  is  held  to  a  rigorous  rule 
of  liability  on  account  of  the  danger  to  human  life  and  limb 
by  harboring  and  keeping  such  animals,  it  follows  that  he 
ought  not  to  be  relieved  from  it  by  slight  negligence  or  want 
of  ordinary  care.  To  enable  an  owner  of  such  an  animal  to 
interpose  this  defense,  acts  should  be  proved  with  notice  of 
the  character  of  the  animal,  which  would  establish  that  the 
person  injured  voluntarily  brought  the  calamity  upon  himself." 
Plaintiff's  inadvertence  in  *' backing  upon"  or  ^treading 
upon  "  the  dog  was  not  such  a  case. 

There  are  no  other  of  the  alleged  errors  which  seem  to  re- 
quire particular  consideration. 

Order  affirmed.  ^__^ 

m 

Vicious  Avimals — Doos— Nonos  to  Owhkb.  — The  owner  of  avicioof 
domestic  animal,  when  chargeable  with  notice  of  its  Ticionsness:  KnowUs  t. 
Mulder,  74  Mich.  202;  16  Am.  8t  Rep.  627,  and  extended  note.  The  owner 
of  a  vicioas  dog  is  answerable  for  anj  damage  that  he  does:  McOture  r.  Ring- 
ffYMB^  41  La.  Ann.  1029;  Doebtrty  t.  IfuUon,  125  Ind.  102;  Clanin  r.  Fagan^ 
124  Ind.  304;  NewUm  v.  Oordon,  72  Mich.  642.  A  party  injnred  by  a  vicioos 
horse  may  recover  damages  of  the  owner:  Reynoldi  r.  Httuey,  64  N.  H.  64. 
The  owner  of  a  ricions  bnll,  who  allows  it  mn  at  large,  will  be  liable  for  any 
damage  inflicted  by  it:  KknJberg  t.  i^ussefl;  126  Ind.  682;  Md€r  r.  Bkmnk  79 
Iowa.  17. 


Marston  v.  Williams. 

(46  MIMNSSOTA,  116.] 

liosraAOB  BT  Absoluts  Debd  ahd  Dbiba8A]«ob — Erraor  of  Record  ov 
Dbbd  Alomb— Judombmt  Libn  is  aoaikst  Pobohaiibr  ibom  Mortoa- 
ORB  WITH  KonoB.  — The  record  of  a  deed  absolate  in  form,  intended  as 
a  mortgage,  will  protect  the  rights  of  the  grantee,  although  he  has  failed 
to  record  a  defeasance,  in  the  form  of  a  contract  to  reconrey,  which  he 
has  ezecnted  to  the  grantor;  bnt  a  jadgment  properly  docketed  against 
the  grantor  is  a  lien  npon  his  equity  of  redemption,  at  against  a  subse- 
quent purchaser  from  the  grantee  with  knowledge  of  the  faotSL 

Larin  Oray^  for  the  appellant 
Tk<m€t$  Hughes,  for  the  respondents. 
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CoLLnni,  J.  On  Noyember  5,  1880,  defendant  Williams, 
then  in  actual  possession  of  two  hundred  acres  of  land  under 
a  contract  for  its  purchase,  made  with  a  railway  corporation, 
and  being  unable  to  pay  for  the  same,  borrowed  of  defendant 
Thomas  O.  Jones  the  sum  of  fifteen  hundred  dollars  for  the 
purpose  of  making  full  payment  and  securing  a  deed  of  the 
land.  On  that  day,  using  the  fifteen  hundred  dollars  and  one 
hundred  dollars  of  his  own  money,  he  paid  for  the  land,  and 
thereupon,  by  deed  dated  October  29, 1880,  the  railway  corpo- 
ration duly  conveyed  the  same  to  Williams.  On  the  first  day 
named,  Williams  and  his  wife,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the 
payment  of  the  borrowed  money,*  executed  and  delivered  to 
defendant  Thomas  O.  Jones  a  deed  of  warranty  of  199  acres 
of  the  land  so  purchased  from  the  corporation,  one  acre  thereof 
having  been  previously  sold  to  another  party.  These  deeds 
were  duly  recorded  on  the  eighth  day  of  November,  1880.  At 
the  time  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  deed  last  men- 
tioned, Jones,  the  grantee  therein,  with  his  wife,  made,  exe- 
cuted, and  delivered  to  Williams,  one  of  the  grantors,  a  land 
contract  in  the  usual  form,  agreeing  to  sell  and  convey  to  Wil- 
liams,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  land  in  question,  upon  being 
paid  the  sum  of  fifteen  hundred  dollars  and  interest  at  the 
time  and  in  the  manner  therein  prescribed.  This  contract 
was  never  recorded.  Williams  continued  in  actual  occupancy 
of  the  premises,  and  with  his  family  resided  on  the  same  until 
March  1, 1884.  He  claimed  one  eighty-acre  tract  as  his  home- 
stead, and  the  court  below  found  that  it  was  his  homestead  up 
to  the  time  that  he  removed,  under  the  circumstances  herein- 
after stated.  On  March  1,  1884,  defendant  Williams,  by  a 
writing  made  upon  the  back  of  said  land  contract,  duly  wit- 
nessed and  acknowledged,  surrendered,  assigned,  and  set  over 
unto  defendant  Robert  D.  Jones  all  his  right,  title,  and  inter- 
est in  the  contract,  under  an  agreement  made  between  him- 
self, said  Robert  D.  Jones,  and  Thomas  O.  Jones,  that  the 
latter  should  sell  and  convey  the  land  therein  described  to 
said  Robert  D.  Jones  for  the  sum  of  two  thousand  six  hundred 
dollars,  of  which  sum  six  hundred  dollars  should  be  paid  to 
Williams,  and  the  balance — which  was  the  amount  then  due 
upon  the  land  contract — should  be  paid  to  Thomas  0.  Jones. 
Thereupon  the  latter  conveyed  the  premises  to  Robert  D. 
Jones.  As  agreed  upon,  six  uundred  dollars  of  the  amount  to 
be  paid  for  the  land  was  paid  to  Williams,  and  on  March  1, 
1884,  he  removed  from  the  same,  surrendering  possession  to 
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the  purchaser.    In  the  year  1883,  three  separate  money  judg- 
ments had  been  obtained  against  Williams,  and  duly  docketed 
in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  for  the  county  in 
which  this  land  was  situate,  aggregating  in  amount  the  sum 
of  $444.27.    In  two  of  these,  plaintiff  and  one  Perry  were  the 
judgment  creditors.    The  plaintiff  has,  by  proper  assignment, 
succeeded  to  Perry's  interest  in  these  judgments,  and  he  was 
the  sole  creditor  named  in  the  third  judgment.     No  part  of 
the  judgments  has  been  paid,  except  $236  on  March  27,  1884. 
Executions  were  duly  issued  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  the 
proper  officer,  where  they  remained  wholly  unsatisfied  when 
this  action  was  commenced.    The  trial  court  found,  in  addi* 
tion  to  the  facts  above  stated,  that  none  of  these  instruments 
executed  and  delivered  by  the  defendants  above  named  were 
made  or  procured  with  fraudulent  design.    It  also  found  that 
the  purchaser  knew,  at  the  time  of  the  sale  and  conveyance  to 
him  on  March  1,  1884,  that  Williams  bad  obtained  the  sum 
of  fifteen  hundred  dollars  from  Thomas  0.  Jones  in  1880 
for  the  purpose  and  that  it  was  used  in  paying  the  railway 
company  for  the  land,  and  that  thereupon  the  conveyance, 
absolute  in  form,  from  Williams  and  wife  to  said  Jones,  and 
the  land  contract  signed  by  the  latter,  were  executed  and  de- 
livered.   On  the  findings  it  was  adjudged,  as  matters  of  law, 
by  the  court  below,  that  the  deed  from  Williams  and  wife  to 
Thomas  O.  Jones,  and  the  contract  from  the  latter  to  Williams, 
constituted  a  mortgage  upon  the  land,  and  that  xipon  a  sur- 
render of  the  contract  by  Williams,  and  the  conveyance  to 
Robert  D.  Jones,  the  absolute  title  to  the  land  vested  in  the 
latter.    Judgment  was  entered  on  these  findings  and  order  in 
favor  of  defendants,  and  from  this  judgment  plaintiff  appeals* 
The  appellant  concedes  that  the  transaction  of  November  6, 
1880,  in  which  Williams  and  his  wife  gave  their  warranty 
deed  of  the  premises  to  Jones,  and  the  latter  executed  and  de- 
livered to  Williams  his  contract  to  reconvey,  upon  being  paid 
the  exact  sum  loaned  by  him,  with  interest,  constituted  a 
mortgage.     But  his  counsel  argues  that  as  this  mortgage  was 
in  two  parts,  one  the  unconditional  deed,  the  other  the  defea- 
sance, the  recording  of  the  deed  alone  was  abortive,  and  of  no 
avail  as  against  subsequent  good-faith  purchasers  or  encum* 
brancers,  or  as  against  creditors  with  judgments  duly  dock- 
eted, without  actual  notice  of  the  unrecorded  defeasance;  that 
as  the  record  of  the  deed  was  but  the  record  of  a  part  of  the 
mortgage,  it  gave  no  notice  to  any  one;  that  such  record  failed 
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CoLLiKS,  J.  On  November  5,  1880,  defendant  Williama, 
then  in  actual  poBsession  of  two  hundred  acres  of  land  under 
a  contract  for  its  purchase,  made  with  a  railway  corporation, 
and  being  unable  to  pay  for  the  same,  borrowed  of  defendant 
Thomas  O.  Jones  the  sum  of  fifteen  hundred  dollars  for  the 
purpose  of  making  full  payment  and  securing  a  deed  of  the 
land.  On  that  day,  using  the  fifteen  hundred  dollars  and  one 
hundred  dollars  of  his  own  money,  he  paid  for  the  land,  and 
thereupon,  by  deed  dated  October  29, 1880,  the  railway  corpo- 
ration duly  conveyed  the  same  to  Williams.  On  the  first  day 
named,  Williams  and  his  wife,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the 
payment  of  the  borrowed  money,  executed  and  delivered  to 
defendant  Thomas  0.  Jones  a  deed  of  warranty  of  199  acres 
of  the  land  so  purchased  from  the  corporation,  one  acre  thereof 
having  been  previously  sold  to  another  party.  These  deeds 
were  duly  recorded  on  the  eighth  day  of  November,  1880.  At 
the  time  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  deed  last  men- 
tioned, Jones,  the  grantee  therein,  with  his  wife,  made,  exe- 
cuted, and  delivered  to  Williams,  one  of  the  grantors,  a  land 
contract  in  the  usual  form,  agreeing  to  sell  and  convey  to  Wil- 
liams, his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  land  in  question,  upon  being 
paid  the  sum  of  fifteen  hundred  dollars  and  interest  at  the 
time  and  in  the  manner  therein  prescribed.  This  contract 
was  never  recorded.  Williams  continued  in  actual  occupancy 
of  the  premises,  and  with  his  family  resided  on  the  same  until 
March  1, 1884.  He  claimed  one  eighty-acre  tract  as  his  home- 
stead, and  the  court  below  found  that  it  was  his  homestead  up 
to  the  time  that  he  removed,  under  the  circumstances  herein- 
after stated.  On  March  1,  1884,  defendant  Williams,  by  a 
writing  made  upon  the  back  of  said  land  contract,  duly  wit- 
nessed and  acknowledged,  surrendered,  assigned,  and  set  over 
unto  defendant  Robert  D.  Jones  all  his  right,  title,  and  inte^ 
est  in  the  contract,  under  an  agreement  made  between  him- 
self, said  Robert  D.  Jones,  and  Thomas  0.  Jones,  that  the 
latter  should  sell  and  convey  the  land  therein  described  to 
said  Robert  D.  Jones  for  the  sum  of  two  thousand  six  hundred 
dollars,  of  which  sum  six  hundred  dollars  should  be  paid  to 
Williams,  and  the  balance — which  was  the  amount  then  due 
upon  the  land  contract — should  be  paid  to  Thomas  0.  Jones. 
Thereupon  the  latter  conveyed  the  premises  to  Robert  D. 
Jones.  As  agreed  upon,  six  iiundred  dollars  of  the  amount  to 
be  paid  for  the  land  was  paid  to  Williams,  and  on  March  1, 
1884,  he  removed  from  the  same,  surrendering  possession  to 
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the  purchaser.    In  the  year  1883,  three  separate  money  judg- 
ments had  been  obtained  against  Williams,  and  duly  docketed 
in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  for  the  county  in 
which  tbis  land  was  situate,  aggregating  in  amount  the  sum 
of  $444.27.    In  two  of  these,  plaintiff  and  one  Perry  were  the 
judgment  creditors.    The  plaintiff  has,  by  proper  assignment, 
succeeded  to  Perry's  interest  in  these  judgments,  and  he  was 
the  sole  creditor  named  in  the  third  judgment.    No  part  of 
the  judgments  has  been  paid,  except  $236  on  March  27,  1884. 
Executions  were  duly  issued  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  the 
proper  officer,  where  they  remained  wholly  unsatisfied  when 
this  action  was  commenced.    The  trial  court  found,  in  addi* 
tion  to  the  facts  above  stated,  that  none  of  these  instruments 
executed  and  delivered  by  the  defendants  above  named  were 
made  or  procured  with  fraudulent  design.    It  ako  found  that 
the  purchaser  knew,  at  the  time  of  the  sale  and  conveyance  to 
him  on  March  1,  1884,  that  Williams  bad  obtained  the  sum 
of  fifteen  hundred  dollars  from  Thomas  0.  Jones  in  1880 
for  the  purpose  and  that  it  was  used  in  paying  the  railway 
company  for  the  land,  and  that  thereupon  the  conveyance, 
absolute  in  form,  from  Williams  and  wife  to  said  Jones,  and 
the  land  contract  signed  by  the  latter,  were  executed  and  de- 
livered.   On  the  findings  it  was  adjudged,  as  matters  of  law, 
by  the  court  below,  that  the  deed  from  Williams  and  wife  to 
Thomas  O.  Jones,  and  the  contract  from  the  latter  to  Williams, 
constituted  a  mortgage  upon  the  land,  and  that  xipon  a  sur- 
render of  the  contract  by  Williams,  and  the  conveyance  to 
Robert  D.  Jones,  the  absolute  title  to  the  land  vested  in  the 
latter.    Judgment  was  entered  on  these  findings  and  order  in 
favor  of  defendants,  and  from  this  judgment  plaintiff  appeals* 
The  appellant  concedes  that  the  transaction  of  November  6, 
1880,  in  which  Williams  and  his  wife  gave  their  warranty 
deed  of  the  premises  to  Jones,  and  the  latter  executed  and  de- 
livered to  Williams  his  contract  to  reconvey,  upon  being  paid 
the  exact  sum  loaned  by  him,  with  interest,  constituted  a 
mortgage.     But  his  counsel  argues  that  as  this  mortgage  was 
in  two  parts,  one  the  unconditional  deed,  the  other  the  defea- 
sance, the  recording  of  the  deed  alone  was  abortive,  and  of  no 
avail  as  against  subsequent  good-faith  purchasers  or  encum- 
brancers, or  as  against  creditors  with  judgments  duly  dock- 
eted, without  actual  notice  of  the  unrecorded  defeasance;  that 
as  the  record  of  the  deed  was  but  the  record  of  a  part  of  the 
mortgage,  it  gave  no  notice  to  any  one;  that  such  reoord  failed 
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to  protect  the  mortgagee;  and  that  appellant's  judgments  were 
liens  prior  and  superior  to  the  rights  of  Thomas  O.  Jones,  or 
the  rights  and  title  of  his  grantee,  Robert  D.  Jones.  Relying 
on  these  propositions,  it  was  plaintiff's  object  in  this  action  to 
have  his  judgments  declared  prior  liens,  and  superior  to  the 
rights  and  title  of  either  of  said  parties  to  the  land.  To  sus- 
tain this  position,  appellant's  counsel  has  cited  cases  from 
several  of  the  New  York  and  Pennsylvania  reports,  among 
others,  Dey  ▼.  Dunham^  2  Johns.  Ch.  182,  and  Jaques  v.  Weeb^ 
7  Watts,  261.  To  the  same  effect,  Fisher  v.  Tannard,  25  La. 
Ann.  179,  Gulley  v.  Macy,  84  N.  C.  434,  and  Ives  v.  Stone,  51 
Conn.  446,  may  be  noticed.  In  Louisiana,  New  York,  and 
Pennsylvania,  the  conclusions  reached  were  placed  upon  ex- 
press statutory  provisions,, unlike  our  own,  in  regard  to  the 
registration  of  mortgages;  the  statute  of  New  York,  the  par- 
port  of  which  is  stated  in  Benton  v.  Nicoll^  24  Minn.  221,  being 
an  example.  But  in  the  Connecticut  and  North  Carolina 
cases,  supra,  it  is  distinctly  asserted  that  such  a  decision  is 
demanded  by  a  proper  interpretation  of  the  registry  laws  in 
their  general  intent  and  purpose,  as  designed  to  afford  a  pro- 
tection against  fraud.  But  the  current  of  authority,  in  the 
absence  of  an  express  statute  requiring,  without  qualification, 
the  record  of  the  defeasance,  is,  that  the  rights  of  the  mortga- 
gee are  fully  protected  by  the  recording  of  the  deed,  and  with- 
out a  record  of  the  instrument  by  which  the  deed  may  be 
defeated.  It  is  said  that  the  record  of  a  conveyance  absolute 
in  terms,  being  notice  of  a  greater  interest  than  the  mortgagee 
really  has,  must  be  held  adequate  to  protect  his  rights,  and  be 
treated  as  sufficient  notice  of  his  actual  interest,  whatever  that 
may  prove  to  be:  Bank  of  Mobile  v.  Tishomingo  Sat,  Inst,  62 
Miss.  250;  Christie  v.  Hale,  46  111.  117;  Kemper  v.  CampbeU,  44 
Ohio  St.  210;  Knowlton  v.  Walker,  13  Wis.  264;  Webb  on  Rec- 
ord of  Title,  sees.  137-139;  1  Jones  on  Mortgages,  sec.  548. 

It  was  held  in  Benton  v.  NicoU,  24  Minn.  221,  that  a  deed 
absolute  in  form,  but  a  mortgage  in  fact,  was  properly  recorded 
in  a  book  kept  for  the  recording  of  deeds,  and  that  its  de- 
feasance —  a  bond  in  that  instance  —  was  rightfully  recorded 
in  the  book  kept  for  miscellaneous  records.  And  further,  that 
Revised  Statutes  of  1851,  chapter  46,  section  27,  now  section 
23,  chapter  40,  Greneral  Statutes  of  1878,  repelled  the  infe^ 
ence  that  the  statute  in  reference  to  the  recording  of  deeds, 
mortgages,  and  other  instruments  contemplated  the  record  of 
such  a  conveyance  or  deed  in  a  book  kept  for  the  record  of 
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mortgages.  The  deed  record  being  therefore  the  proper  place 
for  the  recording  of  the  conveyance  from  Williams  and  wife 
to  Thomas  0.  Jones,  —  although  it  was  a  mortgage,  —  its 
record  was  notice  to  plaintiff  of  all  rights  which  Jones  could 
claim  under  it,  without  reference  to  the  defeasance.  Again, 
had  the  latter  instrument  properly  appeared  of  record  in  its 
place  among  the  miscellaneous  records,  the  true  condition  of 
affairs  would  not  have  been  disclosed.  Such  a  record  —  the 
deed  in  the  record-book  of  deeds,  the  contract  in  the  book  of 
miscellaneous  records  —  would  not  appear  to  be  the  record  of 
a  mortgage.  Ptima  facie,  the  record  of  the  two  instruments 
would  be  that  of  a  conditional  sale  {Buse  v.  Page^  32  Minn. 
Ill),  but  prima  facie  only;  for  the  real  character  of  the 
transaction  might  otherwise  be  obvious,  and  undoubtedly  its 
real  character  could  be  made  to  appear  should  occasion  re« 
quire:  Phosnix  v.  OardneVy  13  Minn.  396  (430);  Buiman  v. 
Jamee,  34  Minn.  547;  WakefUld  v.  Day,  41  Minn.  344.  The 
interest  of  Thomas  0.  Jones  as  a  mortgagee  was  fully  pro- 
tected by  a  record  of  the  absolute  conveyance  to  him;  and  it 
may  be  added,  in  this  connection,  that  there  was  no  merger 
of  his  mortgage  when  the  land  was  sold  and  conveyed  to  the 
defendant  Robert  D.  Jones:  Flanigan  v.  Sable^  44  Minn.  417. 
The  fact  must  be  apparent  that  the  plaintiff's  judgments  were 
liens  upon  the  debtor's  equity  of  redemption  in  the  land,  ex- 
cept  as  to  the  eighty  acres  which  he  occupied  and  held  as  a 
homestead.  The  record  in  the  office  of  the  register  of  deeds 
showed  Thomas  0.  Jones  to  be  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  land. 
Taking  this  record  in  connection  with  the  unrecorded  defea« 
sance,  and  prima  facie  the  transaction  was  a  conditional 
sale  to  the  judgment  debtor,  Williams.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
susceptible  of  proof,  the  debtor  was  a  mortgagor  holding  an 
equity  of  redemption  in  the  premises.  There  could  be  no 
method  adopted  by  the  mortgagor,  the  mortgagee,  or  the  pur- 
chaser—  the  latter,  as  found  by  the  court,  having  knowledge 
of  the  facts  —  by  which  the  plaintiff  could  be  deprived  of  his 
liens.  As  the  record  showed  the  title  to  the  land  to  have  gone 
absolutely  from  Williams,  the  debtor,  to  Jones,  the  mortgagee, 
years  before  the  judgments  were  docketed,  and  thereafter  to 
have  passed  directly  to  Jones,  the  purchaser,  wholly  failing  to 
disclose  the  mortgagor's  real  interest  when  the  judgments 
were  docketed  against  him  or  at  any  subsequent  time,  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled,  on  the  facts  found,  to  a  conclusion  of 
law  declaring  these  judgments  to  have  been  liens  upon  all  of 
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the  land  except  the  homestead,  subject  and  secondary  to  the 
mortgage  interest  held  by  Thomas  O.  Jones. 

The  case  is  remanded,  with  instructions  to  amend  the  judg- 
ment in  accordance  with  these  views. 


Dbbd  and  DmASAiroB  —  Mortoaob — Rboord  ov  Dxbd.  —  A  deed  with 
an  unrecorded  bond  to  reconvey,  aa  between  the  parties,  oonstitatet  a  mort- 
gage only;  but  aa  to  third  partiea  without  notice,  it  conveya  the  fee: 
Knighi  r.  Dyer,  67  Me.  174;  99  Am.  Deo.  765.  A  deed  accompanied  by  a 
aeparate  defeasance  ia  merely  a  mortgage;  yet  it  mast  be  recorded  aa  anch, 
in  order  to  give  notioe  of  ita  real  eifect  to  subsequent  bona  JSde  purchaaera: 
Mant^ffuAurtr^  ele.  Bank  ▼.  Bank  </  Pennsylvania,  7  Watta  k  &  336;  42  Am. 
Dec.  240,  and  particularly  note.  A  deed  abaolute,  accompanied  by  a  de- 
feasance, will,  if  the  defeasance  is  not  recorded,  though  the  deed  ia  recorded, 
be  treated  aa  an  unrecorded  mortgage  and  postponed  to  the  lien  of  a 
aubaequent  judgment:  FrkdUy  ▼.  Hamilton,  17  Serg.  k  R.  70;  17  Am.  Dee. 
638,  and  note.  In  SUen  r.  Mark,  32  S.  0.  286,  where  S.  eonreyed,  by  abao- 
lute  deed  to  secore  a  debt,  lands  to  M.,  which  M.  aubseqnently  oonreyed  to 
A.,  who  had  notioe  of  all  the  facts,  S.  was  allowed  to  maintain  an  action  to 
redeem  against  M.  and  A.  upon  payment  of  the  debt 

KoTicB  —  OoTSTANDiNO  Equxtims. — One  who  takes  a  deed  of  land  with 
knowledge  of  an  outstanding  equitable  right  or  title  in  a  third  person,  takea 
it  aubjeot  to  aaoh  outstanding  right:  McOone  ▼.  Courter,  64  N.  H.  606. 


Gilbert  v.  How. 

[46  MiNtrasoTA,  121.] 

PowBBS  OF  Attornbt  Kbobivb  A  Stbict  iNTKRPRiTATioir,  and  the  authority 
given  by  them  is  never  extended  by  intendment  or  construction  beyond 
that  which  ia  given  in  terma,  or  abaolutely  neoeaaary  to  carry  the  au- 
thority into  eflfeot. 

Joint  Powbr  or  Attornbt  Gitbn  bt  Two  Pbbsons,  authorizing  another  to 
enter  upon,  take  possession  of,  and  coovey  all  lands  in  which  they  may 
be  interested,  does  not  authorise  the  donee  of  the  power  to  oonvey  lands 
in  which  one  only  of  the  donors  ia  interested,  and  a  conreyanoe  made  in 
the  name  of  both  ia  void,  unleaa  both  had  an  intereat  in  the  lands  con* 
▼eyed. 

Ejectment.  The  plaintiff  claimed  title  under  Mary  A. 
Clarke,  a  former  owner  of  the  property,  under  a  conveyance 
purporting  to  be  made  by  Mary  A.  Clarke  and  Benjamin  F. 
Bucklin,  by  Franklin  Chase,  their  attorney  in  fact.  The  ques- 
tion was,  whether  this  conveyance  transferred  her  title.  Judg- 
ment for  the  dofendant.     Plaintiff  appealed. 

H.  J.  Peciy  for  the  appellant 

Southworih  and  Coller^  for  the  respondenii 
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Collins,  J.  The  deed  in  which  Mary  A.  Clarke  and  B.  F. 
Bucklin  were  named  as  grantors,  and  George  A.  Bucklin  as 
grantee,  was  executed  by  Bucklin  in  person,  and  by  Franklin- 
Chase  in  behalf  and  as  the  attorney  in  fact  of  Mary  A.  Clarke. 
The  land  described  therein  was  then  the  sole  property  of  the 
grantor  last  mentioned,  so  far  as  was  shown  by  the  record, 
Bucklifi  having  no  interest  in  it.  The  power  of  attorney,  by 
virtue  of  which  Chase  assumed  to  act,  was  a  joint  power, 
executed  and  delivered  to  him  by  Mary  A.  Clarke  and  B.  F. 
Bucklin.  By  its  terms,  the  latter  constituted  and  appointed 
Chase  ''our  true  and  lawful  attorney  for  us,  and  in  our 
names,''  to  enter  upon  and  take  possession  of  all  lands  ''  to 
which  we  are  or  may  be  in  any  way  entitled  or  interested,  and 
to  grant,  bargain,  and  sell  the  same,  •  •  •  .  and  for  us  and  in 
our  names  to  make  •  •  •  •  and  deliver  good  and  sufficient 
deeds;  ....  and  we  do  hereby  further  constitute  the  said 
Chase  our  attorney,  and  in  our  names  to  transact  and  manage 
all  business;  •  •  •  •  and  also  in  our  names  to  demand,  sue  for, 
recover,  and  receive  all  sums  of  money,"  etc. 

All  powers  of  attorney  receive  a  strict  interpretation,  and 
the  authority  is  never  extended  by  intendment  or  construc- 
tion beyond  that  which  is  given  in  terms,  or  is  absolutely 
necessary  for  carrying  the  authority  into  effect,  and  that  au- 
thority must  be  strictly  pursued:  RoaHter  v.  Roasiter^  8  Wend. 
494;  24  Am.  Dec.  62;  Brantley  v.  Southern  Life  Ins.  Co.,  58 
Ala.  554;  Bliss  v.  Clark,  16  Gray,  60.  This  rule  was  applied 
in  Rice  v.  Tavemier,  8  Minn.  214  (248);  83  Am.  Dec.  778; 
Oreve  v.  Coffin,  14  Minn.  263  (345);  100  Am.  Dec.  229;  Berkey 
Y.  Judd,  22  Minn.  287.  And  a  party  dealing  with  an  agent 
is  chargeable  with  notice  of  the  contents  of  the  power  under 
which  he  acts,  and  must  interpret  it  at  his  own  peril:  Sand^ 
ford  V.  Handy,  23  Wend.  260;  Niocon  v.  Hyserott,  5  Johns.  58. 

The  power  under  which  Chase  pretended  to  convey  a  tract 
of  land,  the  sole  property  of  Mary  A.  Clarke,  must  be  con- 
strued as  authorizing  him  to  convey  such  lands  only  as  were 
held  and  owned  by  his  two  constituents  jointly  or  in  common, 
and  not  the  lands  held  and  owned  by  either  and  separately. 
By  its  terms,  the  attorney  was  not  empowered  to  convey  land 
held  and  owned  as  the  undivided  property  of  one,  and  in 
which  the  other  had  no  interest,  nor  was  he  given  authority 
to  transact  any  business,  except  that  in  which  the  parties  were 
jointly  concerned.  The  authority  was  special,  and  the  written 
power  joint  in  form.    No  mention  was  made  of  the  separate 


726  Gilbert  v.  How.  [Mixul 

property  or  business  of  either  of  the  parties  who  executed  it, 
and  it  cannot  be  inferred  that  they  intended  to  confer  upon 
Chase  the  power  to  convey  such  property  or  to  transact  such 
business:  Dodge  v.  Hopkins^  14  Wis.  630;  JohTiston  v.  Wright^ 
6  Cal.  373.  This  rule  is  also  recognized  in  HoUaday  v.  Daily^ 
19  Wall.  606,  although  the  point  was  not  directly  in  issue. 
The  deed  referred  to  was  a  nullity,  did  not  convey  the  land 
to  George  A.  Bucklin,  and  when  the  mortgage  given  by  Mary 
A.  Clarke  was  foreclosed  by  action  brought  against  Bucklin 
alone,  the  proper  party,  the  owner  of  the  land,  was  not  made 
a  defendant.  The  foreclosure  sale  was  void,  and  a  purchaser 
thereat  acquired  no  interest  in  the  land  sold.  As  the  plain- 
tiff's rights  were  predicated  upon  this  sale,  he  failed  to  es- 
tablish title  to  the  land  in  himself,  upon  the  triaL 
Judgment  affirmed.  

PowBB  OF  Attornbt  Givbn  bt  Tvto  OB  MoRB,  GoysTRucnoir  0F.~ 
Uader  the  weli^established  rule  that  a  power  of  attorney  must  receive  a 
strict  constrnction,  it  is  well  settled  that  wher«  the  power  is  giran  for  a  par- 
ticular purpose,  general  words  therein  are  not  to  be  construed  at  large,  bat 
merely  as  giving  a  general  authority  for  carrying  into  effect  the  special  pur- 
pose for  which  the  power  is  given:  Roundtree  v.  Denson,  59  Wis.  522; 
Brantley  r.  SotUhern  Life  Im.  Co,,  53  Ala.  554.  In  other  words,  the  larger 
powers  conferred  by  the  general  terms  must  be  construed  with  reference  to 
the  matters  specially  mentioned:  RossUer  v.  RossWn',  8  Wend.  494;  24  Am. 
Dec.  62.  Under  this  line  of  reasoning  the  court  said,  in  Jofituion  v.  Wrighi^  6 
Cal.  373-376:  "  From  all  the  authorities  and  the  reasoning  deduced  from  them, 
it  appears  to  be  a  well-established  rule  that  where,  in  powers,  covenants,  re- 
leases, and  other  contracts,  a  several  interest  is  alone  expressed  and  referred 
to,  no  general  terms  will  allow  the  meaning  to  be  extended  to  a  joint  inter- 
est. In  the  case  before  us,  the  power  refers  the  attorney  to  '  demands  be- 
tween me  and  any  person  or  persons,'  and  to  '  debts  or  demands  owing  to  me.' 
This  language  must,  in  interpretation,  be  confined  to  such  debts  and  demands 
whereof  the  principal  had  a  several  and  sole  interest,  and  oannot  be  made 
to  include  a  covenant  which  he  jointly  held  witik  others."  Consequently  it 
was  decided  in  this  case  that  a  power  of  attorney  authorising  the  attorney 
**to  settle  and  adjust  all  partnership  debts,  accounts,  and  demands  and  all 
other  accounts  and  demands  now  subsisting,  or  which  may  hereafter  snbsistk 
between  me  and  any  person  or  persons  whatever,"  and  to  execute  releases 
for  such  purposes,  does  not  confer  a  power  to  release  a  covenant  of  gnaranty 
made  to  the  principal  and  others  jointly,  for  the  payment  of  rent  and  pur* 
ohase-money  of  property  sold  by  them  as  tenants  in  common. 

In  HoUaday  v.  Daily,  19  Wall.  606-610,  the  court  said:  "  Undonbtedlr, 
it  is  a  rule  that  a  special  power  of  attorney  is  to  be  strictly  construed  so  as 
to  sanction  only  such  acts  as  are  clearly  within  it  terms;  but  it  is  also  a 
rule  of  equal  potency  that  the  object  of  the  parties  is  always  to  be  kept  ia 
view,  and  where  the  language  used  will  permit*  that  construction  should  be 
mdopted  which  wiU  carry  out,  instead  of  defeating,  the  purpose  of  the  ap- 
pointment.    Here  the  object,  and  the  sole  object,  of  the  power  was  to 
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•oibU  the  attorney  to  pan  the  title  freed  of  any  possible  da!m  of  the  wife, 
aad  under  the  law  of  Colorado  that  result  woald  be  accomplished  by  the 
deed  of  the  hasband  alone,  as  fally  without  as  with  her  signature.  A  power 
of  attorney  made  by  two  or  more  persons  possessing  distinct  interests  in 
real  property  may,  of  course,  be  so  limited  as  to  prevent  a  sale  of  the  in* 
terest  of  either  separately;  but  in  the  absence  of  qualifying  terms  or  other 
eirenmstanoes  thns  restraining  the  authority  of  the  attorney,  a  power  to 
mU  and  convey  real  property,  given  by  several  parties  in  general  teems, 
as  in  the  present  case,  is  a  power  to  sell  and  convey  the  interests  of  each, 
either  jointly  with  the  interests  of  the  others,  or  by  a  separate  instrument. 
The  cases  are  numerous  where  the  power  given  by  several  has  been  held  in* 
▼alid  as  to  some  of  the  parties,  and  yet  sufficient  to  authorize  a  transfer  of 
the  title  of  the  others.  The  decision  of  those  cases  has  proceeded  on  the 
doetrine  stated,  that  where  a  power  is  given  by  several,  the  interest  of  each 
in  the  property  to  which  the  power  refers  may  be  separately  transferred.** 
In  this  case  it  was  decided  that  a  power  of  attorney  to  sell  and  convey  real 
property  given  by  a  husband  and  his  wife,  in  general  terms»  without  any 
provisian  against  the  sale  of  the  interest  of  either  separately,  or  other  ciroum- 
stance  restraining  the  authority  of  the  attorney  in  that  respect^  authorizes  a 
eouTeyance  by  the  attorney  of  the  interest  of  the  husband,  by  a  deed  eze« 
•nted  in  his  name  alone.  A  power  of  attorney  executed  jointiy  by  husband 
and  wif«  for  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  all  their  property,  in  which  the  words 
**  we,**  "ua,"  and  "our**  were  exclusively  used,  will  not  authorize  a  sale  and 
eonveyance  of  property  the  title  to  which  is  in  the  husbcmd  alone,  in  th« 
abaence  of  extrinsic  proof  of  the  non-existence  of  joint  property  by  them: 
Dodge  v.  ffopkiiUf  14  Wis.  d30.  So  a  deed  purporting  to  be  executed  under 
power  of  attorney  from  two  grantors,  supported  by  some  evidence  of  the 
existenee  of  a  joint  power  from  them,  while  only  a  power  from  one  of  them 
individually  is  produced,  will  not  support  the  theory  that  the  execution  of 
the  deed  can  be  referred  to  such  separate  power,  so  as  to  uphold  it  as  the 
deed  of  the  grantor  who  had  given  such  power:  Davenport  v.  PareonSf  10 
Mich.  42;  81  Am.  Dec.  772.  The  foregoing  are  all  the  authorities  we  have 
been  able  to  discover  bearing  upon  the  precise  question  involved  in  the  prin* 
eipal  case,  which  ia»  whether,  when  a  power  of  attorney  ia  given  by  two  per- 
■ona  to  a  third,  it  ia  to  be  oonatrued  as  authorizing  him  to  act  only  in  matters 
in  which  they  have  a  joint  interest.  The  question  is  by  no  means  so  frea 
from  doubt  aa  it  was  assumed  to  be  in  the  principal  case.  In  faoft^  the  Ian* 
guage  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  quoted  abova  seems  to 
be  wholly  irreconcilable  with  the  decision  in  the  principal  case^  and  to  show 
that  a  power  of  attorney  from  two  or  more  persons,  unless  restricted  in  its 
terms,  anthorizes  the  agent  to  act  for  either  as  well  as  for  both.  In  this  eon* 
neetion  it  would  not  seem  out  of  place  to  state  that  a  power,  given  to  sell 
the  separate  eetate  of  a  wife,  does  not  authorifls  a  mortgage  of  such  property 
for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  debts  of  the  hnsbflmd:  Hirteknum  v.  BrtuhmMrtf 
79  Ky.  268;  and  that  the  wife  may  appoint  her  husband,  by  power  of  attorney, 
as  her  agent  and  attorney  in  fact  to  convey  the  inchoate  interest  wfaieh  shs 
holds  in  his  real  estate,  and  that  an  instrument  executed  by  himaelf,  sad  by 
him  for  her,  under  such  authority  is  effectual  to  transfer 
Mmgirr.  Baldridge,  41  Kan.  236;  18  Am.  St  Bep.  278L 
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MoYsBTT  V.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis,  and  Mani- 
toba Kailway  Company. 

[46  MIXKUOTA,  26a.) 

OoMMOV  Oabbibm^Pabtt  ok  Fkbiobt  Traut  hot  Patiho  Fab^  whu 
EimTLB]>  TO  Riams  of  PAjasMaBB.  — Wh«ra  the  oondnotor  o£  a  tnin 
diflolwyt  the  nilee  of  the  eompaiij  for  which  he  is  ftcting,  m  regard  to  the 
oolleoUon  of  fare  from  a  panenger^  and  permits  him  to  be  npoo  a  forbid* 
den  part  of  the  train,  or  npon  a  tnin  not  allowed  to  oaxry  paasengera,  the 
traTeler  haa  all  the  rights  of  a  passenger,  if  withoat  noticse^  ezpreas  ev 
implied,  of  the  mles  or  of  the  oondnetor'a  disobedience. 

OoMMo:!  CABRnua— Pabtt  oh  Traih  hot  Paying  Fabb,  whxh  vot  Rh- 
TnxjD  TO  BiOBiw  of  Passxhoiou  —  Where  a  person  solioita  and  aeenrae 
free  transportation,  or  ridee  npon  a  part  of  the  train  from  which  pasaen- 
gors  are  ezdnded,  or  takes  passage  npon  a  train  not  allowed  to  mxrf 
paasengersb  knowing  that  his  act  is  against  the  mles  of  the  eompanj,  and 
that  in  permitting  it  the  oondnotor  is  disobedient^  he  is  gnilty  of  a  fraad^ 
and  not  entitled  to  a  passenger's  rights  to  reooTor  for  injnry. 


M.  D.  Orw$r  and  JB.  A.  WUhimmif  for  the  appellanL 

Jl  /•  Woolly^  F.  E.  Latiiam^  and  Wendell  and  Pidgeon^  for  the 
respondent 

Collins,  J.  On  the  trial  of  this  action,  It  was  defendant's 
contention  that  although  plaintiff  was  on  its  train — a  freight 
with  a  caboose  attached — when  the  accident  occurred  in 
which  he  claims  to  have  been  injured,  he  was  not  a  passenger 
to  whom  it  owed  any  duty.  Testimony  was  introduced  tend- 
ing to  show  that  plaintiff  had  not  paid  his  fare;  had  no  ticket; 
that  on  boarding  the  train  he  had  solicited  the  conductor,  an 
acquaintance,  to  permit  him  to  ride  without  paying  his  fare; 
and  that  the  latter  had  consented.  The  defendant  then  offered 
to  prove  by  the  conductor  that  when  soliciting  that  he  be  car* 
ried  without  paying  his  fare,  the  plaintiff  knew  that  the  con* 
ductor  had  no  authority  to  allow  it  To  this  offer  the  court 
sustained  an  objection,  defendant  duly  excepting.  This  ruling 
was  erroneous,  and  a  new  trial  must  be  had.  It  is  probable 
that  there  is  authority  for  the  statement  that  when  the  con* 
ductor  of  a  train  disobeys  the  rules  of  the  company  for  which 
he  is  acting,  in  regard  to  the  collection  of  fare  from  a  traveler^ 
or  in  respect  to  some  other  matters,  such,  for  instance,  as 
permitting  him  upon  a  forbidden  part  of  the  train,  or  upon  a 
train  not  allowed  to  carry  passengers,  the  traveler  has  all  the 
rights  of  a  passenger,  if  he  has  no  notice  of  the  rule,  express  or 
implied,  or  of  the  conductor's  disobedience*  But  if  a  person 
solicits  and  secures  free  transportation,  or  if  he  rides  upon  a 
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part  of  the  train  from  which  passengers  are  excluded,  or  takes 
passage  upon  a  train  not  allowed  to  carry  passengers,  knowing 
that  his  act  is  against  the  rules  of  the  carrier  and  in  permit- 
ting it  the  conductor  is  disobedient,  he  is  guilty  of  a  fraud, 
and  not  entitled  to  a  passenger's  rights:  Toledo  etc.  R^y  Co.  v. 
Brooks,  81  111.  245;  Toledo  etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  Beggs,  85  111.  80;  28 
Am.  Rep.  613;  Robertson  v.  N.  Y,  &  Erie  Ry  Co.,  22  Barb.  91; 
Union  Pacific  R'y  Co.  v.  Nichols,  8  Kan.  505;  12  Am.  Rep.  475; 
Prince  V.  InUmaiional  etc.  Ry  Co.,  64  Tex.  146;  Oxdf,  Colorado, 
and  Santa  Ft  Ry  Co.  v.  CanipbeU,  76  Tex.  174.  The  defendant 
had  been  allowed  by  the  court  to  introduce  testimony  tending 
to  establish  its  claim  that  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  the  con- 
ductor's consent  to  his  riding  without  payment  of  fare,  and  it 
should  have  been  permitted  to  go  further,  and  prove,  if  it  could, 
that  plaintiff  knew  that,  in  securing  this  consent,  he  had  in- 
duced the  conductor  to  violate  a  rule  of  the  railway  company. 
Order  reversed*  

Carriers — Passbnorbs— Ridino  on  Frbioht  Trains — Trrspa8Sbr& — 
A  party  obtaining  a  free  ride  on  a  railroad  train  without  the  oonsent  of  the 
carrier  cannot  recover  for  injariet  received,  in  the  alieence  of  proof  of  groea 
negligence:  Chicago  eU.  R.  B.  Co.  r.  MefiUaek,  131  IlL  61;  19  Am.  8t  Rep. 
17.  and  extended  note;  Brieker  t.  PhUaddpftia  etc  B.  B.  Co,,  132  Pa.  St  1; 
19  Am.  St.  Rep.  585,  and  note.  A  person  who  goes  aboard  a  freight  train  by 
the  invitation  or  permission  of  the  conductor  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  passen- 
ger, if  it  is  in  violation  of  the  rules  of  the  company:  SmUh  v.  LouiivilU  etc 
B*y  Co.,  124  Ind.  395;  Ouff  etc  B'y  Co.  t.  Campbell,  76  Tex.  174.  One  who 
voluntarily  takes  passage  on  a  freight  train  assumes  the  risks  incident  to  such 
a  mode  of  transportation:  LouisvUle  etc  B^y  Co.  v.  Biseh,  120  Ind.  549;  Crime 
▼.  Saet  Tenneeeee  etc  B*p  Co.,  84  Ga.  651;  Haaee  r.  0.  B.  A  N,  Co.,  19  Or. 
354;  contra,  McOee  v.  iftMOnn  etc  Ry  Co.,  92  Mo.  208;  1  Am.  St  Rep.  706» 
and  note;  Wmehtad  r.  8L  Louie  tie.  B^y  Co..  W  Uo.  W^ 
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Omci  AND  OmoBRS — Tbnurr  ->  ELBcnoN  or  IvBUoniLB  Succbssor  — 
Quo  Warranto.  —  An  incumbent  of  an  office  who  is  entitled  to  hold 
for  a  fixed  period,  and  until  his  successor  is  elected  and  qualified,  is  en- 
titled to  hold  over  in  the  event  of  the  election  of  an  ineligible  successor, 
and  has  such  interest  in  the  election  that  he  may  question  its  legality 
1^  ^110  worroiito. 

OmoB  AND  OrnoBRA — Inblioibilftt. — A  foreigner,  constitutionally  in- 
eligible to  election  to  office  at  the  time  of  his  election,  for  want  of 
declaration  of  intention  to  become  a  dtiien,  cannot  hold  the  office^ 
although  after  election,  and  before  the  eommenesment  ol  his  teem  of 
sffioe,  he  duly  declares  such  intention. 
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Application  for  a  writ  of  quo  warranto. 

Taylor^  Calhoun^  and  Rhodes^  for  the  petitioner. 
Theodore  Brvsner^  for  the  respondent. 

Dickinson,  J.  By  this  proceeding,  the  relator  seeks  an  ad- 
judication as  to  the  right  of  the  respondent  to  hold  the  office  of 
county  attorney  of  Stearns  County,  for  which  office  he  received 
a  majority  of  the  votes  cast  at  the  general  election  in  1890. 
The  point  of  contention  is,  whether  the  respondent  was  legally 
elected,  and  can  hold  the  office  under  such  election,  he  being 
of  foreign  birth,  and  having  never  declared  his  intention  to 
become  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  until  after  such  elec- 
tion. The  contention  that  the  relator  has  no  such  private  in. 
terest  in  the  matter  as  justifies  him  to  invoke  a  decision  upon 
it  is  not  sustained.  The  relator  was  elected  to  the  office 
at  the  election  in  1888,  qualified,  and  entered  upon  the  dis- 
charge of  its  duties.  He  is  still  the  incumbent  of  the  office, 
unless  he  has  been  superseded  by  the  respondent,  or  unless  a 
vacancy  has  occurred  by  force  of  the  statute.  The  term  of 
office  for  which  the  relator  was  elected  was  '*  two  years,  and 
until  his  successor  is  elected  and  qualified  ":  Gen.  Stats.  1878, 
c.  8,  sec.  210.  If  the  election  of  the  respondent  was  not  le- 
gally authorized,  the  relator  would  continue  to  hold  the  office 
by  force  of  this  express  provision  of  the  statute:  State  v.  Ben^ 
edict,  15  Minn.  153  (198);  PeopU  v.  TUton,  37  Cal.  614.  The 
case  in  this  particular  is  distinguishable  from  that  of  County 
of  Scott  y.Ring,  29  Minn.  398.  We  therefore  hold  that  the 
relator's  interest  entitled  him  to  call  in  question  the  legality 
of  the  respondent's  election. 

We  come  then  to  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  respond- 
ent to  hold  the  office  by  virtue  of  his  election  in  1890.  It 
appears  that  at  the  time  of  the  election  the  respondent 
was  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  had  not  declared 
his  intention  to  become  a  citizen,  conformably  to  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  upon  the  subject  of  naturalization.  He  re- 
lies, however,  upon  the  fact  that  after  the  election,  and  befort 
the  commencement  of  the  term  of  office  for  which  he  waj 
elected,  he  duly  declared  his  intention  to  become  a  citizen, 
and  so  the  fact  is  shown  to  be.  It  is  not  to  be  qnestioned  that 
at  the  election  in  1890,  the  respondent  was  not  entitled  to  vote 
at  any  election  in  this  state.  The  constitution  (article  7,  sec- 
tions 1,  2)  so  declares.  Section  7  of  the  same  article  reads: 
*'  Every  person  who,  by  the  provisions  of  this  article,  shall  be 
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entitled  to  vote  at  any  election  ehall  be  eligible  to  any  office 
which  now  is,  or  hereafter  shall  be,  elective  by  the  people  in 
the  district  wherein  he  shall  have  resided  thirty  days  previous 
to  such  election,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  consti- 
tution, or  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States." 
This  was  intended  as  a  restriction,  and  it  has  the  effect  of  a 
constitutional  declaration  that  only  such  persons  as  by  the 
provisions  of  this  article  are  entitled  to  vote  shall  be  ^'  eligi- 
ble" to  any  elective  office.  We  need  not  dwell  upon  this 
proposition,  for  the  argument  for  the  respondent  virtually 
concedes  it.  He  rests  his  case  upon  the  proposition  that  this 
restriction  refers  merely  to  the  holding  of  office,  and  not  to 
elections,  and  hence  that  he  was  legally  entitled  to  the  office, 
because  his  disqualification  was  removed  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  term,  although  subsequent  to  the  election. 

This  question  has  not  been  heretofore  decided  in  this  state. 
The  terms  of  the  statute  construed  in  Temtory  ex  rel.  v.  Smithy 
3  Minn.  164  (240),  74  Am.  Dec.  749,  were  such  that  the  decis- 
ion has  no  bearing  upon  the  construction  of  the  very  different 
language  of  the  constitutional  provision  under  consideration. 
The  case  of  Bamum  v.  Oilman^  27  Minn.  466,  38  Am.  Rep. 
304,  relating  to  a  different  constitutional  provision,  did  not 
involve  the  question  here  presented,  although  language  was 
used  in  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court  in  harmony 
with  the  contention  of  this  respondent.  Our  inquiry  is  as 
to  the  meaning  of  the  word  '* eligible  "  as  used  in  the  constitu- 
tion. In  Webster's  Dictionary  its  meaning  is  defined  to  be, 
'*  proper  to  be  chosen;  qualified  to  be  elected."  In  this  and 
the  cognate  words  derived  from  the  same  source  (the  Latin 
verb  eligere),  the  idea  primarily  involved  is  that  of  choosing, 
selecting.  It  is  expressed  in  our  verb  "  to  elect,"  derived  from 
the  same  Latin  word.  This  primary  and  strictly  proper  sig- 
nification of  the  word  "eligible"  is  also  its  well-understood 
popular  meaning.  If  we  had  adopted  the  form  ^*  electible  "  for 
the  adjective,  instead  of  following  more  nearly  the  form  of  the 
verb  from  which  it  is  derived,  the  meaning  might  have  been 
more  obvious,  but  it  would  not  have  been  different  There 
seems  to  be  no  sufficient  reason  why  the  proper  and  ordinary 
meaning  should  not  be  given  to  the  word  **  eligible  "  in  the 
constitution,  as  though  it  had  read,  *'  no  person  shall  be  quali- 
fied to  be  elected,"  etc.  This  is  the  plain  and  natural  con- 
struction of  the  language,  and  the  otiier  provisions,  with  which 
that  immediately  under  consideration  is  associated^  add  to  the 
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probabilitj  that  this  word  was  intended  to  refer  to  the  election 
to  office,  and  not  merely  to  the  holding  of  office.    The  whole 
article  relates  to  the  elective  franchise.    It  declares  the  dis- 
ability of  certain  classes,  including  persons  of  foreign  birth  who 
have  not  declared  their  intention  to  become  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  to  vote  at  any  election.    That  declared  disahil- 
ity  certainly  relates  to  the  time  when  an  election  takes  place. 
Closely  associated  with  this  is  the  provision  in  question,  which, 
in  legal  effect,  declares  that  the  persons  thus  disqualified  to  vote 
shall  not  be  "eligible  to  any  office''  elective  by  the  people. 
Neither  the  proper  signification  of  the  language,  nor  the  con- 
text, justifies  the  conclusion  that  at  this  point  there  is  an 
abrupt  transition  in  the  subject  from  elections  to  the  holding 
of  office.    Elsewhere  in  the  constitution  we  do  find  express 
provision  rel&ting  to  disqualification  for  holding  office,  as  in 
section  11  of  article  6,  and  in  section  9  of  article  4. 

Again,  the  positive  and  unambiguous  restriction  upon  the 
right  to  vote  at  any  election  is  in  itself  a  reason  supporting  the 
conclusion  that  when  the  disqualified  classes  are  declared  to 
be  ineligible  to  any  elective  office,  it  was  meant  that  they  could 
not  be  legally  elected,  or  *'  electible,"  if  we  may  use  such  a 
word.    There  is  little  reason  to  suppose  that  it  was  intended 
that  persons  who,  by  reason  of  their  alienage,  or  for  other  spe- 
cified reasons,  were  expressly  excluded  from  the  right  to  vote 
at  any  election  should  still  be  deemed  qualified  to  be  elected 
to  any  office.    In  State  v.  Murray^  28  Wis.  96,  9  Am.  Rep. 
489,  it  was  considered  to  be  a  fundamental  principle  of  popu- 
lar government,  even  in  the  absence  of  any  constitutional  or 
statutory  restriction,  that  one  who  is  not  a  qualified  elector 
cannot  legally  hold  an  elective  office.    According  to  the  opin- 
ion of  Ryan,  C.  J.,  in  the  later  case  of  State  v.  T^mpf^  50 
Wis.  103,  this  proposition  should,  in  principle,  be  more  broadly 
stated,  and  only  such  persons  as  are  themselves  electors  at  the 
time  of  the  election  should  be  deemed  to  be  eligible  to  office. 
We  think  that  this  must  certainly  be  so  considered  under  a 
constitution  which,  in  effect,  declares  than  only  such  persons 
shall  be  eligible  to  elective  offices. 

The  construction  which  we  place  upon  the  constitution  is 
supported  by  Searcy  v.  Orow,  15  Gal.  118;  State  v.  Claries 
8  Nev.  566;  StaU  v.  McMiUen,  23  Neb.  385.  In  Smith  v. 
Moore,  90  Ind.  294,  —  followed  in  Vogel  v.  State,  107  Ind.  874, 
—  the  word  '*  eligible  "  was  construed  as  referring  to  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  the  term  for  which  a  person  is  elected* 
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The  dissentiDg  opinion  of  Elliott,  J.,  referring  to  the  earlier  de- 
cisions in  that  court,  is  worthy  of  attention. 

Our  conclusion  is,  that,  as  the  case  now  appears,  the  respond- 
ent was  not  legally  elected  to  the  office,  and  that  his  subse- 
quent declaration  of  his  intention  to  become  a  citizen  does  not 
entitle  him  to  hold  the  office.  It  is  therefore  ordered  that  the 
respondent's  motion  to  dismiss  the  order  to  show  cause  be  de- 
nied, and  that  the  application  of  the  relator  for  a  writ  of  quo 
warranto  be  granted.  . 

OvFics  AND  OfncBBs,  Rbmbdt  TO  Trt  Titls  to  —  Quo  Wabbahto.  — 
Title  to  office  roast  be  determiaed  by  quo  warranto:  Hamlin  ▼.  KoMafer^  15 
Or.  456;  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  176,  and  note;  Oreemoood  ▼.  Murphy,  131  III.  604; 
Frejf  ▼.  Miehie,  6S  Mioh.  323;  Prince  ▼.  Boston,  148  Mass.  285;  Hinckley  ▼. 
Breen^  56  Conn.  119;  Nedand  v.  Kanaas,  39  Kan.  154. 

Offiob  and  OmcBBS  —  Holding  ovbr.— When  an  officer  holds  over 
after  the  expiration  of  his  term,  his  acts  are  those  of  a  (is  /aeto  officer,  and 
▼alid  as  to  third  persons:  Hamlin  r,  Katvrfer,  15  Or.  456;  3  Am.  St.  Rep. 
176,  and  note.  An  office  does  not  become  vacant  by  the  expiration  of  the 
term  of  the  incumbent^  bat  he  continues  a  de  jure  officer  until  his  successor 
is  duly  appointed  and  qualified:  State  v.  Howe,  25  Ohio  St.  588;  18  Am.  Rep. 
821 ;  People  v.  Tyrrell,  87  Cftl.  475. 

Ornci  AND  Officbm  —  ELiGiBn:.rrT.  —  Qualification  of  a  candidate  for 
office  should  be  consummate  at  the  time  of  the  election,  and  it  will  not  do  that 
it  becomes  so  before  time  for  him  to  qualify  and  enter  upon  the  duties  of  his 
office:  Parker  v.  Smith,  3  Minn.  240;  74  Am.  Dec  749;  contra,  see  Brown  v. 
Ooben^  122  Ind.  113.  Where  the  legislature  may  prescribe  the  qualifications 
for  an  office,  it  may  prescribe  that  they  shall  exist  at  the  time  of  the  elec- 
tion: State  ▼.  WUliamt,  99  Mo.  291. 

An  alien  who  has  not  declared  his  intentions  to  become  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  may  be  elected  to  a  public  office,  and  may  hold  the  same  in 
case  hit  disability  is  removed  before  the  term  of  office  begins:  State  v.  Mur* 
ray,  28  Wis.  96;  9  Am.  Rep.  489. 
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JVDOMBNTS  —  MlROXR  —  InJURISS  TO  UUSBAND  AND  WlFB    B7    SaMB  AoT 

orNBGLiQBNOB — SuooEasiVB  Rboove&ibs  b7  Husband*  —  Where  hus- 
band and  wife  are  both  at  the  same  time  injured  by  the  same  act  of  neg- 
ligence, a  recovery  by  the  husband  for  the  injury  to  himself  is  not  a  bar 
to  a  subsequent  action  by  him  to  recover  for  the  loss  of  the  society  and 
services  of  his  wife,  and  expenses  incurred  in  curing  her  of  the  injury 
received. 

Merrick  and  Merrick,  for  the  appellant. 

Koon^  Whelan,  and  Bennett,  for  the  respondent. 
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OiLFiLLAN,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff  and  his  wife,  while  riding 
in  one  of  defendant's  cars,  were  both  at  the  same  time  injured 
by  the  same  accident  or  act  of  negligence  of  defendant.  Plain- 
tiff brought  an  action,  and  recovered  for  the  injury  to  himself. 
He  brings  this  action,  alleging  the  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ant, the  injury  to  his  wife,  in  consequence  whereof  he  lost  her 
services  and  society,  and  was  put  to  expenses  for  physicians 
and  medicines  and  the  care  of  his  wife.  In  its  answer  the 
defendant  alleged  the  former  action  and  recovery  by  plaintiff 
in  bar  of  this  action,  and  the  court  below  held  it  a  bar,  and 
ordered  judgment  for  defendant  on  the  pleadings.  This  ap- 
peal is  from  an  order  denying  plaintiff's  motion  for  a  new 
trial.  The  case  raises  the  question,  Was  the  cause  of  action 
in  the  first  action  the  same  as  in  this?  Is  this  an  attempt  to 
recover  damages  that  belonged  to  that  cause  of  action?  We 
think  the  decision  of  the  court  below  was  erroneous,  not  be- 
cause one  action  was  to  recover  for  an  injury  to  what  are 
termed  the  absolute  rights  of  plaintiff,  and  the  other  for  in- 
jury to  his  relative  rights,  or  rights  he  possessed  by  reason  of 
his  relation  to  his  wife,  but  because  his  right  to  recover  in  this 
case  will  depend  on  a  different  state  of  facts  from  those  which 
would  sustain  a  recovery  in  the  other  case.  In  the  action  for 
injury  to  himself,  all  he  needed  to  show,  in  order  to  recover 
nominal  damages  at  least,  was  the  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  the  consequent  injury  to  himself.  But  proof  of  the 
negligence  and  injury  to  the  wife  would  not  sustain  the  hus- 
band's action  in  this  case.  The  cause  of  action  which  those 
facts  alone  show  belongs  to  the  wife.  Those  facts  go  to  make 
up  the  husband's  cause  of  action,  but  alone  they  are  not 
enough.  In  addition  to  them  there  must  exist  the  fact  that, 
by  reason  of  the  injury  so  caused,  he  has  been  deprived  of  her 
society  or  services,  or  has  been  put  to  expense.  Such  loss  is 
of  the  substance  of  his  cause  of  action. 

As  said  in  Todd  v.  Redford^  11  Mod.  264:  **  Husband  and 
wife  cannot  join  in  assault  and  battery  per  quod  eonaortium 
amisiU  for  the  per  quod  in  such  case  is  the  gist  of  the  action." 
In  other  words,  the  gist  of  the  husband's  cause  of  action  on 
account  of  an  injury  to  his  wife  is  not  the  injury  itself,  but  the 
consequence  of  the  injury  in  depriving  him  of  his  common- 
law  right  to  her  society  or  services,  or  in  imposing  on  him  the 
common-law  duty  to  care  for  her.  A  case  may  easily  be  im- 
agined where,  for  an  injury  to  her  person,  a  cause  of  action  — 
a  technical  cause  of  action,  at  least  —  would  instantly  accrue 
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to  the  wife,  but  where  none  would  ever  accrue  to  the  husband, 
for  the  reason  that  none  of  the  above  injurious  consequences 
to  his  relative  rights  would  follow.  Where  a  cause  of  action 
arises  from  a  wrongful  injury,  it  arises  at  once;  and  in  such 
case  the  subsequently  ascertained  or  developed  consequences 
of  the  injury  are  items  that  might  exist  without  them.  But 
in  an  action  by  a  husband  on  account  of  an  injury  to  his  wife, 
the  consequences  of  loss  of  her  society  or  services  are  not  items 
of  damages  pertaining  to  an  already  existing  cause  of  action, 
or  to  a  cause  of  action  which  might  exist  without  them,  but 
they  are  essential  to  the  cause  of  action  itself,  which  can- 
not arise  until  such  consequences  have  followed  the  injury.  If 
it  could  be  said  that  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  in  his  first 
action  arose  upon  the  negligence  alone,  then  all  the  injurious 
consequences  of  that  negligence^  the  injury  to  his  person,  the 
loss  of  his  wife's  society  and  services,  caused  by  the  injury  to 
her  person,  might  be  regarded  as  items  of  damage  in  that  cause 
of  action.  But  no  cause  of  action  could  accrue  upon  the  neg- 
ligence alone.  That  cause  of  action  accrued  only  upon  injury 
to  his  person  caused  by  the  negligence,  and  when  they  con- 
curred, his  cause  of  action  was  complete.  The  loss  of  his 
wife's  services  had  no  connection  with  that  injury.  That 
cause  of  action  was  not  a  consequence  of  it,  and  not  an  item 
of  damage  pertaining  to  it.  His  right  to  recover  for  such  loss 
was  independent,  and  would  have  existed  had  that  cause  of 
action  not  accrued. 

We  have  been  able  to  find  but  two  cases  in  the  United 
States  analogous  to  this.  In  Cincinnati  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Cheater^ 
57  Ind.  297,  the  plaintiff  had  joined  in  one  count  a  cause  of 
action  for  an  injury  to  himself  with  a  claim  for  damages  for 
loss  of  services  of  his  wife,  and  for  expenses  in  healing  in- 
juries to  his  child;  the  three  having  been  injured  at  the  same 
time  by  the  same  negligence  of  defendant.  On  defendant's 
motion  to  require  plaintiff  to  state  the  separate  claims  for 
damage  in  separate  counts  or  paragraphs,  the  supreme  court 
held  the  motion  properly  denied,  saying:  "It  seems  to  us  •  •  •  . 
they  would  really  constitute  but  a  single  cause  of  action." 
Toton  of  Newbury  v.  Connecticut  etc.  R.  R.  Co.^  25  Vt.  377,  was 
an  action  by  the  town  to  recover  damages  it  had  been  com- 
pelled to  pay  for  an  injury  to  the  person  caused  by  a  defect  in 
a  highway  which,  as  between  it  and  the  town,  defendant  was 
under  a  duty  to  keep  in  repair.  Husband  and  wife  were  at 
the  same  time  injured  in  consequence  of  the  defect.    The  hus- 
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band  sued  the  town  for  the  injury  to  himself,  recovered  judg* 
ment,  which  the  town  paid,  and  saed  and  recovered  against 
defendant  for  that.  The  husband  also  sued  the  town  and  re. 
covered  judgment  on  account  of  the  injury  to  bis  wife,  and 
the  town  paid  it,  and  sued  defendant  for  it.  The  defendant 
pleaded  in  bar  the  former  recovery  against  it  Speaking  of 
the  recovery  against  the  town  on  account  of  the  injury  to  the 
wife,  in  reference  to  the  recovery  for  injury  to  the  husband, 
the  court,  Redfield,  C.  J.,  said:  "  For  it  is  as  much  a  distinct 
matter  as  if  the  persons  had  been  strangers  to  each  other,  and 
as  much,  I  think,  an  if  the  persons  had  been  injured  at  differ- 
ent times  by  reason  of  the  same  neglect  of  defendant."  The 
two  cases  seem  directly  opposed  to  each  other,  though  neither 
is  particularly  satisfactory  as  an  authority.  So  far  as  they 
determine  the  question  here  involved,  the  latter  is  more  con- 
sistent with  principle. 
Order  reversed.  

Husband  and  Wm  — Aotions  tor  Luusna  to  Warn  —  Two  aetioiis 
will  lie,  as  a  general  mle,  for  a  torfc  committed  apon  a  wife:  1.  By  tho  hoa- 
band  alone,  for  the  loss  of  serrioea,  ezpenMa,  oto.;  2.  'By  the  bnabaad  and 
wife,  for  the  injary  to  the  wife's  peraoni  Bogen  t.  8mUh,  17  Ind.  323;  79  Am. 
Dec.  483,  and  note  i^  ^85;  SmUk  v.  Si.  JcMph,  65  Mo.  456;  17  Am.  Rep. 
660. 
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fiS  MiMNESOTA,  401.] 

Adtbrss  PossnsiON  uhdib  Mistakb  nr  Bounbabt.  —  An  entry  iipoa 
and  more  than  twenty  yeara'  aubeeqitent  poeseaaion  of  land  beyond  the 
line  of  hia  own  lot  by  an  adjoining  owner  under  eUim  of  title,  and  nnder 
a  mistake  as  to  the  location  of  the  boundary  line,  must  be  deemed  adverse 
to  the  true  owner,  so  as  to  extinguish  hia  title  and  vest  it  in  the  party 
in  possession. 

Adverse  Entry  bt  Ten  ant  ^  Advebsb  PoflSBssiON  bt  Lavdu>bdw  — 
Where  an  original  adverse  entry  upon  and  possession  of  land  ia  made 
by  an  adjoining  owner's  tenant^  under  a  mistake  by  both  as  to  the  loca- 
tion of  the  boundary  line,  and  thia  is  followed  by  a  new  lease  of  the 
whole  premises  to  the  same  tenant^  especially  mentioning  a  building 
previously  erected  by  the  tenant  on  land  beyond  the  true  boundary 
line,  the  adverse  possession  of  the  landlord  begins  when  the  tenant  en* 
tered  under  the  second  lease. 

Adverse  Entry  by  Tenant ->  Adverse  Possession  by  Landlord  and 
HIS  Heirs  or  their  Grantees.  —  The  connected,  successive,  and  con- 
tinuous possession  of  a  landlord  by  his  tenant,  his  heirs  and  their  gran* 
teeSh  to  the  land  in  dispute  may  be  tacked  together  so  as  to  form  a 
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eontiniioiis  and  nnliittmiptod  pouesston  adverM  to  the  tine  owner  for 
the  period  of  time  eeiential  to  give  title  by  advene  poaaeesion. 

Adtxrsk  Posskssioh.  —  PBrvmr  RjcQuiam  bitwuik  Suoossuys  Holders, 
to  constitute  advene  poetession,  ii,  that  the  latter  holder  must  take  un- 
der the  earlier,  as  by  descent^  by  will,  by  grants  or  by  voluntary  trans- 
fer of  poeseaaion. 

Adtxbsi  Fossissioir,  CoNnNuirr  of  Pobssssion  bt  Snooissivx  Holdsks^ 
HOW  EynoTSD.  —  Continuity  and  oonneotion  of  advene  pooaeeciom  by 
■noceastve  holders,  so  that  the  possession  of  the  true  holder  will  not  in- 
tervene, may  be  effected  by  any  conveyance  or  undentanding  which  has 
for  its  object  a  transfer  of  the  rights  of  the  posseisor  or  of  his  posses- 
sion when  aoeompanied  by  an  actual  transfer  of  the  possessioii* 

AinrxBSM  Posbbbsiov — Bmor  or  ExosmoH  in  CoNysTAHon  on  A]>- 
▼BBSX  Claik.  "—Where  a  party  and  his  snccesson  in  interest^  in  adverse 
poeseaaion  of  certain  land  under  a  mistake  as  to  the  boundary  line,  make 
deeds  and  leases  of  such  land,  excepting  therein  the  easterly  two  feel 
thereof  previously  conveyed,  the  ezceptioo  in  the  deeds  and  leases  can- 
not be  treated  as  deolarmtions  by  the  parties  making  them  that  they 
made  no  daim  to  the  land  held  advenely  by  mistake,  or  as  conclusive 
evidence  that  they  did  not  hold,  or  claim  to  hold,  adversely  to  the  tme 
owner. 

Adtmbsb  PossisnoN^Brnor  or  Absbncs  or  Dnssnom  vbom  8tati.  — 
A  party  or  his  successor  in  interest  in  adverse  poesession  of  land  may 
oontinne  snch  possession  by  his  tenant^  and  the  absence  of  the  landlord 
from  the  state  will  not  interrupt  the  running  of  the  statute  of  limitations, 
as  the  true  owner  has  his  right  of  action  against  the  tenant  to  reoover 


Daviij  Kellogg^  and  Severance^  for  the  appellant. 
FlandraUj  Squire$^  and  Cuteheon^  for  the  respondents. 

Collins,  J.  Action  of  ejectment,  in  which  judgment  was 
entered  for  defendants  in  the  trial  court,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  premfjses  had  been  held  by  the  defendants  and  their 
grantors  adversely  to  the  plaintiff  for  a  period  of  more  than 
twenty  years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action.  There 
was  but  little  controyersy  over  the  facts.  In  the  year  1862 
plaintiff  owned  the  westerly  half  of  lot  18,  block  28,  St.  Paul 
proper,  and  also  a  strip  adjoining  the  same  on  the  west,  being 
the  easterly  two  feet  of  lot  12  in  the  same  block,  upon  which 
he  had  previously  erected  a  frame  building.  One  Mack  was 
the  owner  of  the  remainder  of  lot  12.  These  lots  were  about 
130  feet  in  depth,  and  faced  upon  Third  Street.  Mack  had, 
the  year  before,  leased  to  Nicols  and  Dean  the  easterly  twenty- 
eight  feet  of  his  lot  for  a  period  of  five  years.  In  1862  he 
erected  for  their  use  and  occupancy,  as  his  tenants,  a  stone 
building  reaching  from  the  front  of  his  premises  back  about 
seventy-five  feet.  Thereafter,  but  prior  to  June  4,  1866,  the 
tenants  built  a  shed  extending  from  the  stone  building  to  the 
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rear  of  the  lot,  the  easterly  wall  thereof  being  of  stone,  and  on 
the  same  line  as  the  easterly  wall  of  the  building.     It  was  not 
as  high  as  this  wall,  but,  substantially,  a  continuation  of  it. 
Mack  supposed  and  believed  when  he  erected  his  building  that 
it  was  upon  his  own  premises,  and  that  the  east  wall  thereof 
was  on  the  line  between  himself  and  plaintiff.    His  tenants, 
when  building  the  shed,  supposed  and  believed  that  the  east 
wall  thereof  was  upon  the  leased  premises;  and  both  of  these 
parties  supposed  and  believed  when  the  lease  was  made  in 
1862  that  the  line  between  the  tracts  of  land  was  that  after- 
wards fixed  and  occupied  by  the  easterly  walls  of  the  bnilding 
and  shed,  when  in  fact  the  walls  of  the  building  and  of  the 
shed  encroached  upon  the  plaintiff's  land  along  their  entire 
length.    The  strip  of  land  in  controversy  is  that  covered  by 
this  encroachment.    Mack  died  in  1870,  his  interest  descend- 
ing to  his  widow  and  heirs  at  law,  who  sold  to  these  defend- 
ants in  1883.  These  respective  owners  have  been,  by  themselves 
or  by  their  tenants,  in  open  and  notorious  possession  of  the  stone 
building  and  the  shed,  and  the  land  upon  which  they  stood, 
from  the  time  the  building  and  shed  were  erected.    Such  pos- 
session has  been  continuous  and  uninterrupted  for  more  than 
twenty  years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  action,  and 
the  fact  that  the  walls  were  standing  all  of  this  period  of  time 
was  patent  to  the  plaintiff,  although  he  may  not  have  been 
aware  of  the  fact  that  any  part  of  the  same  were  upon  his  land. 
It  is  argued  by  plaintiff,  appellant,  that  because  Mack  and 
his  tenants,  Nicols  and  Dean,  entered  into  the  actual  posses- 
sion of  this  strip  of  land  through  mistake,  and  without  any 
intent  to  do  so,  and  because  the  former  and  those  who  have 
succeeded  him  have  held  possession  without  realizing  that  a 
part  of  the  stone  walls  had  been  built  over  the  line,  such  pos- 
session could  not  be  accompanied  with  an  intent  to  claim  ad- 
versely, and  hence  was  at  no  time  hostile  to  the  true  owner. 
But  on  this  point,  and  to  the  extent  of  that  part  of  the  dis- 
puted strip  covered  by  the  wall  of  the  building,  the  case  can- 
not be  distinguished  from  Seymour  v.  Carli^  31  Minn.  81.     In 
that  case  it  appeared  that  Carli  and  his  grantors  had  owned 
and  had  been  in  possession  of  a  certain  lot  for  more  than 
twenty  years,  and  that  for  the  same  period  of  time  Seymour, 
Sabin,  &  Co.,  and  their  grantors,  had  owned  and  been  in  pos- 
session of  an  adjoining  lot,  save  as  to  that  portion  in  dispute. 
More  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the 
aotiotti  Carli's  grantors  had  erected  a  house  wholly  on  their 
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own  lot,  as  was  supposed,  but  by  reason  of  a  mistake  as  to 
the  location  of  the  linOi  a  part  of  the  building  was  placed  on 
the  adjoining  lot,  then  owned  by  the  grantors  of  Seymour, 
Sabin,  A  Co.,  and  there  it  had  remained  for  more  than  twenty 
years,  under  no  other  claim  than  that  of  title  to  the  lot  on 
which  the  parties  intended  to  erect  it.  It  was  held  that  the 
actual,  exclusive  possession  of  Carli  and  his  grantors  was,  to 
the  extent  of  their  occupancy,  adverse,  notwithstanding  the 
original  entry  and  possession  thereunder  were  by  mistake. 
The  facts  which  appear  in  that  case  and  those  here,  so  far  as 
they  relate  to  the  erection  of  the  stone  building  and  its  occu« 
paney,  are  almost  identicaL  No  distinction  can  be  made,  ex- 
cept as  to  certain  documentary  testimony  consisting  of  deeds 
and  leases  made  by  Mack  and  his  successors,  to  which  refer- 
ence will  be  made  later. 

As  before  stated,  the  shed  was  built  by  Mack's  tenants  more 
than  twenty  years  before  the  commencement  of  this  action, 
and  had  it  been  erected  by  him,  no  difference  would  exist  be* 
tween  the  facts  concerning  it  and  those  which  surround  the 
erection  and  occupancy  of  the  building;  the  conclusion  in  the 
Carli  case  would  apply  to  the  entire  strip  covered,  as  it  has 
been,  by  the  easterly  walls  of  the  building  and  shed.  The 
court  below  found  that  the  shed  was  erected  with  the  assent 
of  Mack,  entry  being  made  on  the  land  under  a  claim  of  right 
as  his  tenants,  and  that  in  fact  it  was  the  landlord's  inten- 
tion by  his  lease  to  cover  and  embrace,  and  both  landlord  and 
tenants  then  believed  that  it  did  cover  and  embrace,  all  of  the 
land  upon  which  the  structures  were  erected.  The  original 
lease  was  not  introduced  in  evidence,  having  been  lost;  but  it 
is  undisputed  that  in  the  description  the  easterly  two  feet  of 
lot  12  were  excluded.  The  entry  subsequently  made  by 
the  tenants  thereon  when  they  built  the  shed  wall  was  un- 
doubtedly under  the  belief  (common  to  all  parties,  it  seems) 
that  plaintiff's  frame  building  was  upon  his  westerly  line,  and 
consequently  the  stone  building,  which  was  as  close  to  it  as 
possible,  was  upon  Mack's  easterly  line,  and  also — a  most 
natural  conclusion  —  that  the  line  in  the  rear  of  the  building 
was  an  extension  of  that  upon  which  it  stood.  The  testimony 
sustained  the  finding  as  to  what  was  supposed  and  believed 
by  Mack  and  his  tenants  as  to  the  true  line  when  the  latter 
built  the  stone  wall.  There  was  no  testimony  tending  to  show 
that  Mack  positively  or  openly  assented  to  the  construction  of 
this  wall  or  the  shed.    But  taking  into  consideration  his  be- 
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lief  as  to  where  the  line  was,  that  he  had  pat  his  tenants  in 
possession  of  the  building  which  stood  over  the  real  line,  and 
that  the  construction   and    maintenance  of  the  shed  was  a 
proper  nse  of  the  leased  premises,  his  assent  may  readily  be 
inferred.     But  this  is  not  very  material,  for  by  means  of  the 
lease  to  John  Nicols  of  date  June  4,  1866,  it  clearly  appears 
that  Mack  was  then  asserting  title  to  that  part  of  the  prem- 
ises upon  which  his  tenants  had  previously  erected  the  shed 
wall^  for  he  then,  in  express  terms,  leased  it  for  the  period  of 
five  years  commencing  October  22, 1866,  on  which  day  the 
lease  to  Nicols  and  Dean  terminated.    In  this  instrument 
special  mention  was  made  of  the  rear  of  the  lot,  that  part 
about  fifty  feot  back  of  the  stone  building,  and  also  of  the 
shed  or  building,  as  it  was  therein  called,  erected  by  the  ten- 
ants.   The  earlier  lease  to  Nicols  and  Dean,  bearing  date  Octo- 
ber 22, 1861,  ''  of  the  same  property,"  was  also  therein  referred 
to  and  recognized.    At  the  expiration  of  this  earlier  lease, 
there  was,  in  contemplation  of  law,  surrender  of  the  entire 
premises  occupied  by  Nicols  and  Dean,  including  both  build- 
ings, to  Mack,  and  he  at  once  put  the  new  tenant  in  posses- 
sion Oi  all  of  the  same.    Had  the  latter  been  ejected  by  this 
plaintiff  from  that  part  of  the  leased  estate  now  in  contro- 
versy, the  landlord.  Mack,  would  have  been  liable  on  his  cove- 
nants in  the  lease.    If  the  latter  had  not  previously  taken 
possession  or  asserted  any  claim  to  that  strip  of  land  covered 
by  a  part  of  the  shed  wall,  and  if  the  original  entry  by  bis 
tenants,  and  their  subsequent  occupation  for  about  two  years, 
cannot  be  declared  his,  his  adverse  and  hostile  claim,  his 
possession  by  means  of  his  tenant  Nicols,  must  at  least  date 
from  the  commencement  of  the  latter's  term,  in  October,  1866, 
more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this 
action.    It  is  obvious  that  his  exclusive,  adverse,  and  hostile 
occupation  and  possession  began  then,  if  it  had  not  before 
that  time. 

But  it  is  claimed  by  plaintiff's  counsel  that  the  successive 
possessions  of  Mack  by  his  tenants,  of  his  heirs  and  their  gran- 
tees, to  the  litigated  premises  cannot  be  tacked  together  so  as 
to  form  a  continuous  and  uninterrupted  possession  adverse  to 
the  plaintiff  for  the  essential  period  of  time;  citing  Sherin  v. 
Bracken^  86  Minn.  152;  Witt  v.  St.  Pavl  etc.  Ry  Co.,  88  Minn. 
122, 129.  The  rule  is  there  clearly  stated.  The  privity  spoken 
of  and  requisite  is  that  existing  between  two  successive  hold- 
ers, when  the  latter  takes  under  the  earlier,  as  by  descent,  or 
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bj  will  or  grant,  or  by  a  volantary  transfer  of  possession.  In 
this  case,  the  first  tenants  surrendered,  and  Mack  gave  pos- 
eion,  in  1866,  to  Nicols  of  the  entire  premises  covered  by  the 
easterly  walls  of  bis  two-story  building  and  of  the  shed  in  its 
rear,  with  full  belief  as  to  ownership.  The  plaintiff  had 
previously  been  disseised,  and  this  disseisin  was  in  no  way 
interrupted  thereafter.  The  buildings,  with  their  easterly 
walls,  remained,  and  were  successively  transferred  to  the  pres- 
ent defendants  in  1883.  The  adverse  possession  was  con- 
nected as  well  as  continuous,  so  that  the  possession  of  the 
true  owner  did  not  constructively  intervene.  Such  continuity 
and  connection  may  be  effected  by  any  conveyance  or  under- 
standing  which  has  for  its  object  a  transfer  of  the  rights  of 
the  possessor  or  of  his  possession,  when  accompanied  by  an 
actual  transfer  of  possession:  Vandall  v.  SU  Martin^  42  Minn. 
163. 

We  have  mentioned  that  plaintiff's  counsel  place  much 
reliance  upon  a  clause  in  the  descriptive  part  of  certain  deeds 
and  leases,  executed  either  by  Mack  in  his  lifetime  or  by 
those  in  privity  with  him,  his  heirs  or  their  grantees.  In 
each  of  these  instruments  the  premises  were  described,  sub- 
stantially, as  the  easterly  thirty  feet  of  lot  12,  excepting  the 
easterly  two  feet  previously  conveyed  to  Ramsey;  and  further, 
in  each  the  stone  building  is  mentioned,  and  is  described  as 
standing  on  the  conveyed  premises,  when  it  did  not,  altogether, 
in  fact.  The  counsel  insist  that  the  exceptions  of  the  strip  of 
two  feet  in  these  deeds  and  leases  are  declarations  by  Mack 
and  his  successors  that  they  made  no  claim  to  that  part  of 
the  strip  now  in  litigation  on  which  the  buildings  stood,  and 
must  be  considered  as  conclusive  evidence  that  Mack,  his 
heirs  and  their  grantees,  did  not  hold,  or  claim  to  hold,  ad- 
versely. If  it  had  appeared  in  evidence  that,  when  executing 
these  instruments  and  reciting  the  exception  therein,  Mack 
and  his  successors  knew  of  the  encroachment,  and  that  in 
erecting  their  buildings  they  had  trespassed  upon  the  plain- 
tiff,  there  might  be  merit  in  the  counsel's  contention;  but  the 
testimony  is  to  the  contrary.  All  parties  supposed  and  be- 
lieved the  structures  were  on  the  line,  and  not  over  it. 

The  point  is  made  that  Mack,  who  died  in  1870,  and  like- 
wise his  heirs,  whose  interests  were  not  transferred  until  1883, 
were  not  residents  of,  nor  could  they  have  been  found  within, 
the  state.  It  has  been  held  at  the  present  term  of  this  court 
that  the  exceptions  found  in  General  Statutes  of  1878,  chapter 
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66,  section  15,  do  not  apply  in  actions  to  recover  real  property, 
or  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  same:  City  of  SL  PaiU  y. 
Chicago  etc.  Ry  Co.,  45  Minn.  387. 
Judgment  affirmed.  

Adtkbsi  PossBssioir  —  Mdtaki  nr  Bouhbabt.  —  Where  a  peraoo.  by 
mistake,  incloees  land  of  another,  hia  actual  and  uninterrupted  pooManoa 
for  the  time  preacribed  will  give  him  a  good  title  to  the  land:  Zecy  t.  Terga^ 
25  Neb.  764;  13  Am.  St  Rep.  525,  and  note;  but  eueh  adverse  poneeerion 
must  be  intentional  and  under  color  of  title:  McDonald  v.  Foot,  20  Not.  964; 
Skiniar  r.  ffaagtma,  90  Ma  20S. 

AdVBBSI  P033B88IOir  — TaOKINQ  —  PbIYITT — OONTIinnTT  OF  POOSISBIOV. 

—  To  render  poaseuion  adverae,  it  maat  be  oontinuona:  Turner  t.  Hari,  71 
Mieh.  128;  16  Am.  St  Rep.  S4S,  and  note.  To  bar  a  plainti£f 'a  claim  by 
adTerae  poaaeaaion,  it  doea  not  make  any  difference  whether  tha  poaaeaaioa 
waa  held  by  one  or  by  a  aucoeaaion  of  indinduala,  if  the  poaaeaaion  waa  cob* 
tinuoua:  Shannon  t.  JEtmiy,  1  A.  K.  Marah.  3;  10  Am.  Dec  705.  The  ad- 
Terae poaaeaaion  of  the  heir  may  be  tacked  to  that  of  the  anoeator:  Duren  t. 
£ar,  26  S.  0.  219.  The  adverae  poaaeaaion  of  a  receiver  may  be  tacked  to  thai 
of  the  debtor:  Verdery  t.  Savannah  He  I^y  Co.^  82  Oa.  675.  Adrerae  poaaea- 
aion of  aaaignor  may  be  tacked  to  that  of  the  aaaignee:  Brown  ▼.  Brown^  106 
N.  O.  451.  To  make  out  an  adrerae  poaaeaaion  for  the  atatntory  period  by 
tacking,  privity  between  them  must  be  ahown,  and  a  continuity  of  poaaeaaion 
without  breach:  LouievUte  etc  R,  £L  Co.  v.  PhUyaw,  88  Ala.  264;  i?oaf  v. 
Qoodvrin,  88  Ala.  39a 
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Kbgotiabli  iNSTRxncBirra — Indobsjer's  Liabilitt  cannot  bi  Varikd  bt 
Pakol.  —  If  an  indoraer  wiahes  to  qualify  hia  liability,  he  muat  uae  apt 
worda  therefor,  or  must  in  aome  other  manner  clearly  indicate  that  hia 
indoraement  ia  limited  to  a  tranafer  of  the  paper  and  nothing  morei  ffia 
liability  cannot  be  changed  or  varied  by  parol  evidence. 

Kbootiablb  Inotrumknts  —  Indorsbr's  Ljabiutt  oannot  bb  Varibd  bt 
Parol.  —  The  indoraee  oannot  ahow,  aa  against  the  indoraer  of  negotiable 
pai>er,  that  at  the  time  of  indoraement  it  was  verbally  agreed  that 
presentment  for  payment^  notice  thereof,  and  of  non*paymenth  need  not 
be  made  or  given. 

Nbqotiablb  Instrumbnts — Insolvbnot  ot  Makbr  dobb  not  Bzocsb  Pbb- 
bzntmbnt.  —  The  indoraee  muat  present  the  note  at  the  place  fixed  for 
payment  at  ita  maturity,  and  hia  failure  to  do  ao  will  not  be  excuaed  by 
the  insolvency  of  the  maker  or  hia  removal  from  the  state. 

Pabtnbrship — UsB  OF  Firm  Monbt  bt  Pabtnbb  to  Pat  hib  iNDnmxrAL 
Dbbt — BuRDBN  or  Proov. — A  general  partner  oannot^  without  the 
consent,  expreaa  or  implied,  of  the  other  membera  of  the  firm,  uae  the 
fnnda  or  property  of  the  firm  to  pay,  settie,  or  cancel  hia  individual 
debta;  and  a  creditor  receiving  auch  funds  or  pfoperty,  having  knowledge 
that  they  were  miaappropriated,  cannot  retain  the  aamo,  and  ntoat  i 
the  burden  of  proving  the  consent  of  the  other  partnen^ 
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Howard  £.  Smithy  for  the  appellants. 

John  B.  and  W.  H.  Sanborn^  for  the  respondent 

Collins,  J.  In  the  consideration  of  this  case  it  will  be  as* 
suined  without  discussion,  and  without  deciding  the  pointy 
that  Ettelsohn,  who  attempted  to  become  a  special  partner  in 
the  firm  of  E.  Allen  A  Co.  (see  In  re  Allen,  41  Minn.  480), 
possessed  either  the  power  and  authority  of  a  general  partner 
or  that  of  an  agent  when  transacting  the  business  with  ap» 
pellants  out  of  which  arise  their  claims  against  respondent  as 
receiver  in  insolvency.  This  assumption  brings  us  at  once  to 
a  brief  statement  of  the  facts  surrounding  the  transaction,  and 
to  the  merits. 

Allen  and  Levinson  were  general  partners,  looking  after 
a  mercantile  business  in  St.  Paul.    Appellants  were  engaged 
in  the  wholesale  trade  in  Chicago,  where  Ettelsohn  resided. 
B.  Allen  &  Co.,  the  insolvents,  were  dealing  quite  extensively 
with  appellants,  and  Ettelsohn  was  attending  to  nearly  all  of 
their  part  of  the  business.    E.  Allen  &  Co.  had  an  opportunity 
to  sell  a  bill  of  goods  to  Long  and  Qlennon,  traders  at  Mankato, 
Minnesota,  upon  time.    Ettelsohn  called  upon  appellants  in 
reference  to  such  a  sale,  and  it  was  agreed  that  if  the  sale 
was  made  the  latter  would  take  Ijong  and  Glennon's  notes 
upon  account,  when  indorsed  by  Ettelsohn  personally  and 
by  his    firm.    The    sale  was    made,    and   the    purchasers 
6z]&cuted   thirteen  promissory  notes,  bearing  date  April  9, 
1888,  payable  to   their   own  order  at  intervals  of   fifteen 
days,  the  first,  235  days  from  date.    These  notes  were  then 
indorsed  by  Long  and  Qlennon,  delivered  to  Allen  &  Co.« 
and  immediately  forwarded  to  Ettelsohn,  who  at  once  placed 
his  own  name  and  that  of  the  firm  upon  the  back  of  each,  and 
delivered  them  to  appellants,  with  the  understanding  that 
they  should  be  discounted.    This  was  done  by  appellants,  and 
the  trial  court  found  as  a  fact  that  the  proceeds  were  applied 
by  the  latter  in  payment  of  the  balance  then  owing  appellants 
by  Allen  &  Co.  on  account  of  goods  sold  between  September  1 
and  December  31, 1888.    These  notes  were  made  payable  at 
the  office  of  the  makers  at  Mankato,  but  were  not  presented 
there  or  elsewhere  for  payment  as  they  matured.    On  January 
19, 1889,  Long  and  Glennon  made  an  assignment  under  th« 
Insolvency  act,  and  then  removed  from  the  state.    To  avoid 
the  effect  of  a  failure  to  present  the  notes  at  maturity,  to  give 
notice  thereof,  and  of  the  makers'  default^  appeUanta  oflbred 
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to  prare  on  the  trial  that,  at  the  time  of  the  indorsement, 
demand  upon  the  makers  at  mataritj,  notice  thereof,  and  of 
non-payment,  were  verbally  waived  by  the  indorsers,  Allen  & 
Co.  The  question  is  by  no  means  a  new  one,  and  goes  to  the 
competency,  as  between  indorser  and  indorsee,  of  testimony 
tending  to  show  that  contemporaneously  with  the  indorse- 
ment there  was  a  parol  agreement  which  materially  changed 
the  contract  from  what  it  appeared  to  be,  and  relieved  one  of 
the  parties  from  the  performance  of  certain  acts  otherwise 
resting  upon  him.  To  put  it  in  other  words,  the  object  of 
their  proposed  testimony  was  to  transform  the  contract  from 
one  of  conditional  to  one  of  absolute  liability. 

From  the  earliest  history  of  the  state  this  court  has  steadily 
resisted  the  attempts  which  have  frequently  been  made  to  vary 
or  explain  by  parol  the  ordinary  indorsement  of  a  promissory 
note,  by  means  of  which  the  usual  liability  and  contract  of 
the  indorser  might  be  enlarged  or  diminished,  made  greater 
or  less,  as  interest  demanded.  The  most  notable  of  the  earlier 
cases  was  that  of  Kern  v.  Vm  Pkrd^  7  Minn  841  (426),  82 
Am.  Dea  105,  where  a  regular  indorser  in  blank  sought  to 
show  that  he  was  an  indorser  without  recourse.  We  do  not 
feel  called  upon  to  review  this  line  of  cases,  but  content  our- 
selves by  saying  that,  while  this  precise  question  was  in  neither, 
it  was  practically  settled  by  the  reasoning  and  conclusion  in 
the  cases  of  Fir$t  Nai.  Bank  y.  National  Marine  Bank,  20  Minn. 
49  (63);  Barnard  v.  G'ailin,  23  Minn.  192;  and  Knoblauch  y. 
Fogleeong,  88  Minn.  852. 

The  contract  of  indorsement  is  twofold,  —  that  of  sale  and 
transfer,  and  that  of  conditional  liability.  When  in  blank,  as 
in  the  case  at  bar,  all  of  the  authorities  concur  in  saying  that 
a  well-defined  contract  has  been  made,  as  full  and  complete  as 
if  explicitly  expressed  in  writing.  On  what  principle  ean  it 
be  urged,  then,  that  testimony  which  would  be  incompetent 
and  inadmissible  to  vary,  alter,  or  control  a  written  agreement 
can  be  receivable  to  vary,  alter,  or  control,  and  even  to  destroyy 
the  contract  entered  into  by  the  regular  indorser  in  blank? 
And  if  there  is  any  rule  of  evidence,  save  in  a  few  exceptional 
cases  referred  to  in  Firet  Nat.  Bank  y.  NiUional  Marine  Bankj 
20  Minn.  49  (68),  whereby  parol  testimony  may  be  received 
to  yary  or  alter  the  contract,  at  what  point  short  of  that  which 
may  totally  destroy  it  can  the  line  be  drawn  7  The  contract 
is  admittedly  of  the  same  force  as  though  it  were  reduced  to 
writing,  and  for  that  reason  it  can  only  be  limited  or  enlarged 
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or  impeached  with  safety  by  the  same  class  of  testimony.  If 
the  indorser  wishes  to  qualify  his  liability,  apt  words  are  in 
common  use  which  he  must  adopt,  or  he  must  in  some  other 
manner  clearly  indicate  that  his  indorsement  is  limited  to  a 
transfer  of  the  paper,  and  nothing  more.  If  a  transfer  of  title 
is  desired,  with  a  complete  and  unconditional  assumption  of 
liability  by  the  indorser,  equally  as  apt  and  common  phrases 
are  at  hand  which  may  be  written  above  the  indorser's  signa- 
ture, and  the  indorsee  must  see  to  it  that  they  are  used,  thus 
relieving  the  transaction  of  its  doubt  and  uncertainty.  We 
regard  it  as  of  great  importance  that  the  rules  respecting  ne- 
gotiable paper  should  be  clear,  and  the  whole  story  of  its  obli- 
gation should  appear  upon  it.  The  indorsee  must  not  be 
permitted,  as  against  the  indorser,  to  show  that  at  the  time  of 
the  indorsement  it  was  verbally  agreed  that  presentment  for 
payment,  notice  thereof,  and  of  non-payment,  need  not  be  made 
or  given:  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Dunn^  6  Pet.  61;  Renner  y. 
Bank  of  Columhia,  9  Wheat.  581;  Dale  v.  Oear,  88  Conn.  15; 
9  Am.  Rep.  853;  BartUtt  v.  Lee,  33  Qa.  491;  Barry  ▼.  Morse^ 
8  N.  H.  132;  Charles  v.  DenU,  42  Wis.  56;  24  Am.  Rep.  383; 
Bank  of  Albion  v.  Smith,  27  Barb.  489;  Campbell  v.  Rabbins, 
29Ind.  271;  Rodney  v.  Wihon,  67  Mo.  123;  29  Am.  Rep.  499; 
Hoare  v.  Oraham,  3  Camp.  57;  Free  v.  Hawkins,  8  Taunt.  92. 

We  are  aware  of  the  existence  of  a  very  respectable  number 
of  authorities  to  the  contrary,  and  that  in  some  of  the  recent 
text-books  the  opposite  rule  is  announced  as  fully  supported 
by  the  decisions,  including  those  of  the  highest  federal  court; 
citing  Union  Bank  v.  Hyde,  6  Wheat.  572,  and  Sigerson  ▼. 
Mathews,  20  How.  496.  Neither  of  these  cases  support  the  claim 
made  for  them,  and,  as  will  be  seen  upon  examination  of  Bank 
of  United  Stales  v.  Dunn^  6  Pet.  51,  the  court  referred  to  has 
decided  the  question  in  accordance  with  the  views  herein  ex- 
pressed.  But  in  some  of  the  state  courts,  and  particularly  by 
some  of  the  text-book  writers  (judging  from  the  indiscriminate 
manner  in  which  authorities  have  been  collected  by  the  latter), 
it  would  seem  as  if  the  distinction  which  can  easily  be  made 
between  evidence  which  tends  to  establish  a  contemporaneous 
parol  agreement  and  that  which  might  prove  a  waiver  of  de- 
mand and  notice,  verbally,  and  subsequently  to  the  indorse- 
ment, has  been  completely  overlooked. 

The  claim  that,  because  of  the  insolvency  and  absence 
from  the  state  of  the  makers  of  the  notes  when  the  greater 
number  matured,  demand  of  payment  of  these  and  notice  of 
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non-payment  was  excused  is  without  merit.  It  was  the  duty 
of  the  appellants  to  present  the  notes  as  they  matured  at  the 
place  fixed  for  payment,  notwithstanding  the  insolvency  of 
the  makers  when  a  portion  thereof  matured,  and  their  removal 
from  the  state  at  a  time  thereafter  not  definitely  fixed  in  the 
findings:  Michaud  v.  Lagarde^  4  Minn.  21  (43);  Hartv,  East- 
man, 7  Minn.  50  (74);  Herrick  v.  Baldioin,  17  Minn.  183  (209); 
10  Am.  Rep.  161;  Story  on  Promissory  Notes,  sees.  230,  286; 
1  Daniel  on  Negotiable  Instruments,  580.  See  also  Salisbury 
Y.  BarUeson,  39  Minn.  365,  where  some  exceptions  to  the  gen- 
eral rule  are  mentioned. 

It  is  also  argued  by  appellants  that  the  court  erred  in  refus- 
ing to  allow  them  to  recover  upon  the  debt  represented  by  the 
Long  and  Glennon  paper.  The  finding  of  the  court  was,  that 
it  was  taken  in  payment  of  the  account  on  which  appellants 
base  their  third  cause  of  action,  and  the  testimony  sustains  the 
finding.  The  only  witness  who  related  the  transaction  (one 
of  the  appellant  firm)  admitted  upon  the  trial  that  he  pur- 
chased the  paper  from  Ettelsohn,  obtained  the  cash  thereon 
by  means  of  discounting,  and,  as  directed  by  the  latter,  ap- 
plied the  proceeds  in  payment  of  this  debt  The  finding,  jus- 
tified, as  it  was,  by  the  evidence,  disposes  of  the  contention  that 
the  debt  was  merely  suspended  pending  the  currency  of  the 
notes. 

On  July  2,  1888,  Allen  <fe  Co.  executed  twenty-three  prom- 
issory notes,  payable  to  their  own  order,  for  the  total  sum  of 
twenty-five  thousand  dollars.  The  makers  were  then  in  em- 
barrassed circumstances,  and  had  been  investigated  by  the 
attorney  for  appellants  just  before  that  day.  It  was  upon  the 
suggestion  of  the  attorney  that  these  notes  were  made,  with 
the  understanding  that  on  his  return  to  Chicago  he  would 
recommend  to  appellants  that  they  loan  some  money  to  Allen 
&  Co.  with  which  they  could  pay  claims  against  them  held 
by  other  creditors,  who  were  urging  payment.  These  notes 
were  sent  to  Ettelsohn,  who  called  upon  appellants  for  the 
purpose  of  completing  the  loan,  which  was  to  be  advised  by 
the  attorney.  The  latter  was  called  upon,  produced  a  state- 
ment of  the  assets  and  liabilities  of  Allen  &  Co.,  reported  what 
he  had  learned  of  the  situation,  and  stated  his  conversations 
at  St.  Paul  with  Allen  and  Ettelsohn  in  reference  to  the  loan. 
Appellants  consented  to  make  the  loan.  The  notes  were  in- 
dorsed by  Ettelsohn  individually,  and  for  his  firm,  and  there- 
upon delivered  to  appellants,  who  applied  and  credited  the 
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amount  of  the  flame  to  Allen  &  Go.'s  account,  which  in- 
cluded an  item  of  $7,000  cash,  then  paid  Ettelsohn,  to  be 
used  to  pay  other  firm  creditors,  two  notes  of  Ettelsohn, — one 
for  $795.24,  with  interest  thereon,  $11.66, — and  notes  of  one 
Ginsberg,  payable  to  appellants,  but  indorsed  by  Ettelsohn, 
aggregating  the  sum  of  $2,733.46.  Allen  &  Co.  were  in  no- 
way concerned  in  the  note  of  Ettelsohn  for  $795.24,  besides 
interest,  or  in  the  Ginsberg  notes.  These  were  matters  in 
which  Ettelsohn  alone  and  individually  was  interested.  The 
trial  court  deducted  the  sum  of  $3,540.36  from  the  amount 
found  to  be  due  appellants  on  these  notes,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  application  of  that  sum  to  the  taking  up  and  cancel- 
lation of  Ettelsohn's  individual  note  and  to  the  Ginsberg 
paper  was  unauthorized,  and  without  justification.  The  con- 
clusion that  Allen  &  Co.  could  not  be  held  in  the  amount  of 
these  obligations  was  undoubtedly  correct.  Appellants  had 
knowledge  that  the  firm  was  in  financial  distress.  Their  at- 
torney, sent  specially  to  investigate  their  condition,  suggested 
the  making  of  the  notes  for  twenty-five  thousand  dollars  for  a 
specified  purpose,  and  as  a  way  out  of  the  difficulty.  This 
suggestion  was  acted  upon  by  the  active  members  of  the  firm 
at  St.  Paul,  and  the  notes  transmitted  to  Ettelsohn  at  Chicago 
that  he  might  carry  out  the  purpose,  which  was  to  adjust  an 
open  account  held  against  the  makers  by  appellants,  and  to 
take  up  a  note  made  by  Ettelsohn  for  a  firm  debt,  to  obtain 
ready  money  with  which  to  meet  the  demands  of  other  persons 
against  the  firm.  Of  the  object  for  which  this  paper  was  made 
and  sent  to  Ettelsohn  appellants  were  advised  at  the  time  it 
was  presented  to  and  accepted  by  them,  and  their  appropria- 
tion of  any  part  to  the  cancellation  of  Ettelsohn's  private  debts 
or  liabilities  was  wholly  indefensible.  Even  conceding  that 
Ettelsohn  was  a  general  partner  as  to  appellants,  he  could 
not,  without  the  consent,  express  or  implied,  of  the  other 
members  of  the  firm,  use  the  funds  or  the  property  of  the  firm 
to  pay  or  settle  or  cancel  his  individual  liabilities;  and  a 
creditor  receiving  such  funds  or  property,  having  knowledge 
that  they  were  misappropriated,  as  did  appellants,  could  not 
retain  the  same.  Further,  the  burden  would  be  on  him  to 
show  consent  of  the  other  partners:  Bank  of  Commerce  ▼.  £^^1- 
deny  3  Minn.  99  (155);  Davis  ▼.  Smith,  27  Minn.  390;  Hinds 
V.  BacknSf  45  Minn.  170.  In  this  instance  it  was  obvious  that 
Ettelsohn's  partaers  had  no  knowledge  of  the  manner  in  which 
be  acted. 
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This  is  not  a  case  where  one  of  a  firm  has  been  intrusted 
with  the  negotiable  paper  of  the  firm,  and  such  paper  has 
passed  into  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  and  be- 
fore maturity,  as  appellants'  counsel  appears  to  think. 

It  is  further  argued  that  the  defense  relied  upon  as  to  this 
cause  of  action  was  not  within  the  pleadings.  The  answer 
averred  a  want  of  consideration  for  these  notes;  and  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  amount  disallowed  by  the  trial  court  (the  amount 
of  the  larger  Ettelsohn  note  and  the  Ginsberg  notes),  Allen  & 
Co.  received  no  consideration.  Hence  the  defense  established 
was  exactly  within  the  issues.  But  if  this  were  not  the  case* 
all  of  the  testimony  relative  to  this  point  was  received  without 
objection. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

KiooTiABLi  iKBTBumirrB—IvBORSBiicNT— Parol  TsnrifoirT.  — As  to 
when  parol  teatimoay  nuy  be  admitted  to  rary  the  effect  of  aa  mdonemeat 
upon  a  negotiable  instrument:  Note  to  Kulenkamp  t.  (?ro^  15  Am.  St  Rapu 
28S;  Adrian  ▼.  McCaskOl,  103  N.  a  181;  U  Am.  St.  Rep.  78S,  and  iiot«. 
Compare  note  to  Jenkins  v.  Bass,  21  Am.  St  Bep.  348.  Under  tiie  Q«orgia 
code,  blank  indorsement!  npon  negotiable  instmments  may  be  explained  by 
parol  testimony  between  the  parties  and  thoee  who  take  with  notice:  JJp- 
pens  T.  /'orftet,  82  Oa.  748. 

KaOOTIABLI    iNSTRUlfSMTS  —  BzOimB    FOB    DUCAMD — MaKSB's    IVSOIr 

VBKOT.  —  The  maker's  insolrency,  though  known  to  an  Indorser,  does  noi 
excuse  the  holder  of  a  note  from  demand  and  notice:  Sam^ord  t.  Ditfoioay^ 
10  Mass.  62;  6  Am.  Dec  99;  Orostenv.  Hutchituon,  9  Mass.  206;  6  Am.  Dee. 
65,  and  note;  Page  t.  Loud,  Harp.  269;  18  Am.  Deo.  660. 

PABTMVBSHir— UsB    OF    PaRTKKBSRIP  FvNDS  BT  PABTirBB  TO  PaT  Ib- 

DiriDUAL    Dhbts.  —  One  partner  cannot  appropriate  partnership  lands  t» 
pay  his  individual  debts,  without  the  consent  of  his  copartners:  Janmejf  t« 
Springer,  78  Iowa,  617;  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  460^  and  note;  Daviet  r.  Atkinson, 
124  HL  474;  7  Am.  St  Rep.  373,  and  note  377-380;  TowU  t.  Dunham,  It 
Mich.  261;  Toioh  r.  Dunham,  84  Mich.  268;  ffartness  t.  WaUace,  106  K.  a 
427;  or  by  express  agreement  to  that  effect  between  the  partners:  Randall  t. 
HwUer,  76  CaL  255;  Ringo  r.  Wing,  49  Ark.  457.    Where  one  partner  dia* 
poses  of  firm  assets  in  payment  of  his  individual  debt,  it  is  a  misapplication 
of  them,  and  the  person  receiving  them  with  notice  of  the  misapplication  is 
not  a  bona  fide  purchaser:  Olarhe  v.  ForreXl,  80  Qa.  622;  and  tha  bordea  i» 
upon  him  to  show  that  the  transaction  was  made  with  the  knowledge  and 
consent  of  the  other  partners:  Ifaiional  State  (7.  Bank  v.  Nojfss,  62  K.  H. 
85.    The  other  partners  may,  by  their  acts  and  conduct,  estop  themselves  t» 
deny  consent  to  each  a  transaction:  MeQhees  v.  MeOukkm,  82  Ghu  788r 
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Olson  v.  St.  Paul  and  Duluth  Bailboad  Co, 

[45  MIITMISOTA,  688.] 

OoMKON  CABRinui  —  BoABDiNo  MoYivo  Tbain  WITH  Sahotion  ov  OoKDtro- 
TOR.  —  When  a  pftsi enger  having  charge  of  live-stock  in  a  oar  attempto 
to  enter  it  with  the  oonsent  of  the  conductor,  and  upon  his  aaeuranoe 
that  it  is  safe  to  do  so  before  the  train  moves,  and  is  injured  by  the  sud« 
den  starting  of  the  train  with  a  jerk  while  in  the  act  of  entering  the  car, 
the  company  is  liable. 

Pkactice.  ^  Where  the  lower  oonrt  has  not  abused  its  discretion  in  refusing 
a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  ezcessiTO  damages^  the  judgment  will  not 
be  disturbed. 

William  H,  Blin  and  J.  N.  Caatlej  for  the  appellant. 

Arcianderjand  Arctander^  and  Fayette  Mareh^  for  the  respond- 
ent. 

Vanderburgh,  J.  The  plaintiff's  foot  was  caught  and  in- 
jured between  the  bumpers  of  freight-cars  while  climbing  into 
one  containing  live-stock  which  he  claims  was  under  his 
charge,  through  the  alleged  negligence  of  the  defendant,  in 
the  sudden  and  unexpected  movement  of  the  train  without 
any  signal  or  notice.  The  stock,  including  horses  and  cattle, 
belonged  to  one  Newhaus,  and  was  being  transported  in  two 
cars  from  Appleton,  on  the  Manitoba  road,  to  Hinckley,  on 
the  defendant's  road,  and  from  that  station  to  Duluth  by  the 
defendant  company.  The  plaintiff's  testimony  tended  to 
show  that  he  assisted  Newhaus  in  loading  his  stock,  and  that 
afterwards  he  went  on  board  one  of  these  cars  at  the  request 
of  Newhaus,  to  accompany  and  help  care  for  the  stock,  and 
continued  to  occupy  the  same  car  until  he  was  hurt.  After 
passing  Hinckley,  he  was  in  the  car  where  the  horses  were 
with  no  other  attendant,  and  was  noticed  by  the  conductor  of 
the  train,  and  in  response  to  an  inquiry  of  the  latter,  informed 
him  that  he  was  there  in  charge  of  the  horses.  The  conduc- 
tor, however,  demanded  his  ticket,  and  notified  him  that  he 
must  either  get  out  of  the  car  or  pay  his  fare.  Plaintiff  then 
handed  five  dollars  to  the  conductor,  who  received  it,  and 
promised  to  get  and  return  him  the  change.  They  were  then 
at  Finlayson,  where  the  accident  subsequently  occurred,  and 
where  the  conductor  informed  the  plaintiff  that  the  train 
would  remain  an  hour  or  more.  Plaintiff  thereupon  left  the 
train  for  a  drink  of  water,  as  he  says,  and  soon  after,  observ- 
ing that  one  of  the  horses  was  loose  in  the  car,  biting  and 
teasing  the  others,  he  started  back  for  the  purpose  of  climbing 
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into  the  car  again  in.  order  to  secure  the  horse,  when  he  met 
the  conductor  in  charge  of  the  train,  and  informed  him  that 
the  horse  had  got  loose  again  in  the  car,  and  inquired  of  him 
if  it  would  be  safe  to  go  in  there  and  tie  him  up,  to  which  the 
conductor  replied:  **  Yes;  you  are  perfectly  safe,  for  the  train 
is  not  going  to  stir  before  the  passenger  comes  up."  Relying 
on  this  assurance,  as  he  says,  he  went  between  the  cars, 
climbed  up  over  the  couplings,  slid  back  the  door,  the  only 
means  of  ingress,  and  was  in  the  act  of  entering  when  the 
train  started  with  a  sudden  jerk,  and  he  fell  back  between  the 
cars,  and  his  foot  was  caught  and  crushed  between  the  bump- 
ers. The  foregoing  is,  substantially,  the  case  as  presented  by 
the  plaintiff's  evidence.  There  is  a  sharp  conflict  between 
the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  conductor,  who  denies 
that  he  either  expressly  or  impliedly  consented  to  the  plain- 
tiff's riding  in  or  returning  to  the  stock-car,  or  that  he  had 
any  conversation  with  plaintiff  in  respect  to  the  movement 
of  the  train.  There  is  a  conflict  also  between  the  witnesses 
as  to  whether  the  train  was  standing  on  the  side  or  main 
track.  One  of  the  defendant's  witnesses  testified  that  one  of 
the  horses  was  loose,  as  sworn  to  by  the  plaintiff,  and  one  also 
agreed  with  him  as  to  the  location  of  the  train  on  the  side, 
track  at  the  time  of  the  accident.  But  this  is  important  only 
as  affecting  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses.  The  leading 
questions  of  fact,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  charged  with  any 
duty  in  looking  after  the  stock  in  the  car,  and  was  permitted 
to  return  to  the  car  for  the  purpose  of  hitching  the  horse,  and 
especially  whether  the  statements  that  he  would  be  safe  in 
doing  so,  and  that  the  train  would  not  move,  were  made,  were 
questioris  to  be  determined  by  the  jury,  and  this  court  will 
not  interfere  with  the  discretion  and  determination  of  the  trial 
court  in  refusing  a  new  trial  thereon.  The  conductor  had 
control  of  the  movements  of  the  train,  and  so  far  represented 
the  company.  The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  rely  upon  his  as- 
surance that  it  would  not  be  moved,  and  that  it  would  be  safe 
for  plaintiff  to  visit  the  car,  and  the  company  was  bound  by 
his  acts  and  statements  in  reference  to  it.  If  the  testimony 
of  the  plaintiff  is  true  in  respect  to  his  obligation  to  care  for 
the  stock,  and  they  required  attention,  it  was  proper  for  him 
to  enter  the  car  for  that  purpose,  with  the  knowledge  and 
consent  of  the  conductor,  who  must  have  known  the  situation 
of  the  door  of  the  car;  and  if  the  train  was  not  to  be  moved 
for  a  considerable  time,  we  are  unable  to  see  that  there  was 
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anything  in  plaintiff's  conduct  in  visiting  the  car  which  con« 
clasively  establishes  contributory  negligence  on  his  part.  It 
was,  at  least,  a  question  for  the  jury.  Whether  the  rules  of 
the  company  allowed  drovers  or  their  servants  to  ride  in  stock- 
cars  to  watch  and  care  for  stock,  or  not,  is  not,  we  think,  ma- 
terial under  the  issues  as  presented  by  the  evidence  in  this 
case.  There  is  no  presumption  against  the  authority  of  the 
conductor  to  allow  them  to  visit  the  car  and  look  after  their 
stock  while  stopping  at  a  station;  and  there  is  no  evidence  of 
any  rule  limiting  his  authority.  We  think  the  evidence  in 
plaintiff's  behalf  made  a  case  for  the  jury:  WrigH  v.  London 
etc.  Ry  Co.^  1  Q.  B.  Div.  252,  257;  Fowler  v.  Baltimore  etc.  R.  R. 
Co.,  18  W.  Va.  579,  584;  Pool  v.  Chicago  etc.  R'y  Co.,  58  Wis. 
657;  JacohuB  v.  St.  Paul  etc.  Ry  Co.,  20  Minn.  110  (125,  134). 

2.  The  trial  court  also  considered  the  question  of  excessive 
damages,  and  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  amount  fixed  by  the 
jury,  though  the  verdict  was  large,  was  not  so  far  dispropor- 
tionate to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  injury  suffered  as  to 
warrant  it  in  setting  aside  the  verdict.  We  esteem  the  judg- 
ment a  large  one,  and  if  the  trial  court  had  been  of  the  opin- 
ion, from  its  impressions  of  the  case  upon  the  evidence,  that 
the  verdict  ought  to  have  been  set  aside,  this  court  would  not 
have  interfered.  But  there  was  no  abuse  of  discretion  in  re- 
fusing a  new  trial  on  that  ground.  In  support  of  the  verdict, 
the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  tended  to  show,  among 
other  things,  that  the  foot  was  amputated  near  the  ankle,  but 
so  as  to  save  the  heel.  At  the  time  of  the  trial,  more  than  a 
year  and  a  half  after  the  injury,  there  was  a  running  sore  on 
the  "  stump "  of  the  amputated  limb,  and  he  had  endured 
great  pain  and  suffering,  which  continued  up  to  the  time  of 
the  trial.  He  was  crippled  for  life,  and  his  limb,  which  was 
exhibited  to  the  jury,  was  liable  to  continue  to  cause  him 
suffering  in  the  future.  He  was  forty-five  years  of  age,  and 
had  been  a  carpenter,  and  able,  previously,  to  earn  good  wages. 
Evidence  of  these  and  other  facts  testified  to  was  before  the 
jury.  It  is  a  case  from  the  nature  of  which  the  trial  court 
was  in  much  better  position  to  judge  of  the  question  than  an 
appellate  court  could  be.  Each  case  must  stand  largely  upon 
its  own  facts,  and  the  question  is  one  peculiarly  for  the  jury: 
Ferguson  ▼.  Wisconsin  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  63  Wifl.  145;  Berg  v. 
Chicago  etc.  R'y  Co.,  60  Wis.  419,  428. 

Order  affirmed. 
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COMM 09  CaBBOBS  —  MoUSmf O  AHB  DiSMOUllTIKO  VROIf  A  MOTIKO  TbAIV. 

— Ai  to  the  rtghti  of  partiat  injured  in  moonting  and  diimoaattng  from  mofving 
tniOf  aee  extended  note  to  OommomweaHk  t.  Boakm  dc  B.  B.  Obl,  S7  Am. 
Rep.  884-387;  note  to  Ifotter  t.  VkUbmg  de.  it  Jt  On,  17  Am.  St.  Bop. 
i22-429;  noU  to  Ingak  t.  BiOB,  43  Am.  Bee.  355-367.  it  it  no^igont  and 
nnwarrantablo  eondnet  on  the  pert  of  tho  oondnotor  of  %  train  to  md\ 
paaaengar  to  leftTO  a  moving  train,  or  to  leftTo  in  indi  a  wny  aa  woold 
him  to  dangers  Jmm  t.  CUba^o  do.  B^9  O^n  ^  Minn.  Itti  Admrnm  ▼•  JB^ 
fi€ftkirf(^li91USHL 


OASES 


SUPREME    COURT 


MISSOURI. 


Hahlo  t;.  Maybb. 

POS  IClMOUBI,  ML) 
PIBITNXB8HIP  — LlABILITT  OV  OlIB    HiLD  OUT  TO  MM  PaSTHIB.  —  OiW  OOI 

in  faet  ft  partner  oannot  b«  made  liable  to  third  penona  on  the  ground 
of  having  been  held  ont  as  a  partner,  except  when  enoh  holding  oat  ia 
done  by  him  or  by  hie  eoneent,  and  wai  known  to  tho  penoA  eeeking  to 
avail  himaelf  of  it  at  the  time  that  the  eontraot  was  made.  In 
tho  lialnlity  reete  on  the  principle  of  equitable  eatoppoL 


Bttgo  Mueneh  and  F.  A.  Clinef  for  the  appellants. 
Albert  Amitein,  for  the  respondent. 

Brack,  J.  This  is  an  action  against  Abraham  B.  Majrer 
and  Frederick  Mayer  as  partners  under  the  firm  name  of 
A.  B.  Mayer  and  Son,  on  two  negotiable  promissory  notes, 
one  for  fifteen  hundred  dollars,  dated  September  4, 1884,  the 
other  for  one  thousand  dollars,  dated  September  6,  1884,  each 
payable  to  J.  B.  Wallach  and  Brother  six  months  after  date, 
and  signed  A.  B.  Mayer  and  Son.  Abraham  B.  Mayer  an- 
swered, under  oath,  denying  the  execution  of  the  notes  and  the 
alleged  partnership.  Frederick  answered,  admitting  that  he 
executed  the  notes;  avers  that  they  were  executed  by  him 
without  consideration,  for  the  accommodation  of  the  said  J.  R. 
Wallach  and  Brother,  and  without  the  knowledge  of  his  co- 
defendant,  the  said  Abraham;  and  denies  the  alleged  partner* 
ship  between  him  and  the  said  Abraham.  There  was  a 
verdict  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the 
notes,  interest,  damages,  and  costs,  against  both  defendantSy 
and  they  appeal. 

The  evidence  tended  to  prove  that  the  notes  were  exeeated 
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by  Frederick  Mayer,  without  any  consideratioiiy  for  the  ao- 
commodation  of  the  payees,  J.  R.  Wallach  &  Co.,  and  by  them 
negotiated,  and  that  the  plaintiff  acquired  them  for  value  be- 
fore maturity,  and  that  they  were  so  executed  and  negotiated 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  said  Abraham.  The  main 
question  in  the  case  was,  Were  the  said  defendants,  at  the 
time  the  notes  were  executed,  partners?  and  if  not  partners  in 
fact,  did  the  said  Abraham  so  hold  out  the  said  Frederick  as 
his  partner,  as  that  he  is  estopped  from  denying  that  he  was 
a  partner  in  an  action  upon  the  negotiable  promissory  notes 
executed  by  the  said  Frederick  in  said  firm  name,  brought  by 
the  holder  thereof,  who  acquired  the  same  for  yalue  before 
maturity? 

Upon  the  second  proposition  the  court  gave  the  following 
instructions  (we  quote  only  so  much  of  them  as  bears  upon 
the  proposition) :  — 

**  2.  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that  if  they  find  from  the 
evidence  that  at  the  time  the  notes  in  controversy  were  exe- 
outed,  and  were  received  by  plaintiff,  the  business  of  A.  B. 
Mayer  was  conducted  under  the  name  of  A.  B.  Mayer  and 
Son,  and  that  said  A.  B.  Mayer  knew  such  to  be  the  fact^  and 
acquiesced  therein,  then  said  A.  B.  Mayer  is  liable  on  the 
notes  in  suit,  even  though  the  jury  finds  that  there  was  in  £act 
no  actual  partnership  then  existing  between  said  A.  B.  Mayer 
and  his  son  Frederick. 

**  3.  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that  the  presumption  of 
law  is,  that  a  party  to  whom  a  negotiable  note  is  transferred 
takes  it  upon  the  faith  of  the  persons  whose  names  appear 
upon  it  as  makers;  therefore  if  the  jury  find  from  the  evi- 
dence that  A.  B.  Mayer  knew  that  his  son  Frederick  was 
using  the  name  of  the  firm  of  A.  B.  Mayer  and  Son  in  the 
business  of  said  A.  B.  Mayer,  and  said  A.  B.  Mayer  acquiesced 
therein,  then  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  rely  on  the  signatures  on 
said  notes  as  being  the  signature  of  A.  B.  Mayer  and  of  his 
son  Frederick,  and  the  jury  will  find  against  both  defendants, 
even  though  they  find  that  the  defendant  Frederick  had  no 
express  authority  to  sign  the  name  of  A.  B.  Mayer  and  Son 
to  the  notes.'' 

The  name  that  appeared  upon  the  face  of  the  notes  sued 
upon  as  maker  was  A.  B.  Mayer  and  Son.  The  plaintiff  took 
the  note  upon  the  faith  of  that  firm;  he  has  a  right  to  look 
for  payment  of  his  note  to  every  individual  who  was  a  mem- 
ber of  that  firm  at  the  time  the  note  was  executed;  he  has  the 
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farther  right  to  look  for  payment  to  eyery  individual  who, 
when  he  acquired  the  notes,  was  holding  himself  out  to  him 
as  a  member  of  that  firm,  whether  he  was  in  fact  a  member 
of  that  firm  or  not.  If  the  instructions  had  been  confined 
within  these  limitations,  they  would  have  been  unobjection* 
able;  but  they  go  further,  and  declare  that  the  defendant 
Abraham  B.  Mayer  is  liable  as  a  member  of  the  firm  of  A.  B. 
Mayer  and  Son,  although  in  point  of  fact  he  was  not  a  mem- 
ber of  such  concern,  if,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
notes  sued  on  he  was  holding  himself  out  to  the  world  as  a 
member  of  the  firm  of  A.  B.  Mayer  and  Son,  whether  the 
plaintiff  knew  of  such  holding  out  to  the  public  or  not 

While  this  proposition  may  be  said  to  have  had  the  sano* 
tion  of  respectable  authority  (  Young  ▼.  AzteU^  cited  in  Waugh 
T.  Carver^  2  H.  Black.  242;  PoUlon  ▼.  Seear,  61  N.  Y.  456; 
Smith  Y.  FOI,  45  Vt  90;  12  Am.  Rep.  189;  Riter  ▼.  James,  26 
Kan.  221),  it  has  not  been  able  to  stand  the  test  of  critical 
judicial  inquiry,  which  has  in  vain  sought  for  a  principle  upon 
which  it  could  stand.  The  great  weight  of  modem  authority 
is  against  it.  The  only  conceivable  ground  upon  which  one  can 
be  charged  as  a  partner  by  one  who  contracts  for  him  and  in 
his  name  as  a  partner  without  his  authority,  and  when  in  fact 
he  was  not  a  partner,  is  upon  the  ground  of  estoppeL  The 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  Thompson  v.  First  Nat 
Bank  of  Toledo^  111  U.  S.  629,  considered  this  question  very 
fully,  and,  after  a  thorough  review  of  the  authorities,  held  that 
a  person  not  in  fact  a  partner  could  not  be  made  liable  to  third 
persons  on  the  ground  of  having  been  held  out  as  a  partner, 
except  upon  the  principle  of  equitable  estoppel,  and  approved 
the  following  summing  up  of  the  law  on  this  subject  by  Mr. 
Justice  Lindley,  in  his  treatise  on  the  law  of  partnership: 
''  That  no  person  can  be  fixed  with  liability  on  the  ground 
that  he  has  been  held  out  as  a  partner,  unless  two  things  con- 
cur, viz.:  1.  The  alleged  act  of  holding  out  must  have  been 
done  by  him  or  by  his  consent;  and  2.  It  must  have  been 
known  to  the  person  seeking  to  avail  himself  of  it  In  the 
absence  of  the  first  of  these  requisites,  whatever  may  have 
been  done  cannot  be  imputed  to  the  person  sought  to  be  made 
liable;  and  in  the  absence  of  the  second,  the  person  seeking 
to  make  him  liable  has  not  in  any  way  been  misled":  Lind- 
ley on  Partnership,  2d  Am.  ed.,  43. 

The  court  cites  many  authorities  which,  on  examination, 
will  be  found  to  sustain  this  positioui  to  which  others  might 
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be  added  if  it  were  necessary.  The  doctrine  thas  announced 
has  been  expressly  recognized  and  approved  in  this  state  in 
the  cases  of  Rimd  ▼.  Hayes^  83  Mo.  200,  and  in  Hannah  ▼. 
Baylor^  27  Mo.  App.  302,  while  the  earlier  case  of  Dowzdoi  ▼. 
Rawlings,  58  Mo.  75,  may  be  said  to  rest  on  the  same  princi- 
ple. It  is  maintained  by  all  .the  recent  text-writers  on  the 
subject  In  a  work  just  published,  reviewing  many  and  cit- 
ing nearly  all  the  leading  English  and  American  cases  on 
the  subject,  it  is  said  liability  by  holding  out  *'  proceeds  fiolely 
on  the  ground  of  estoppel,"  and  *'  a  person  being  liable  as  a 
partner,  by  holding  out  on  the  ground  of  estoppel  solely,  is, 
therefore,  not  liable  to  one  who  did  not  know  of  such  holding 
out  at  the  time  of  contracting.  The  holding  out  must  ante- 
date the  contract,  and  the  plaintiff's  knowledge  of  and  reli- 
ance on  his  alleged  connection  must  be  proved  as  of  that  time, 
for,  otherwise,  the  plaintiff  was  not  misled  ":  1  Bates  on  Part- 
nerships, c.  5,  sees.  90  et  seq.  The  same  doctrine  is  asserted 
by  another  author,  whose  valuable  work  has  just  come  to  hand 
(Parsons  on  Partnership,  c.  3,  sec.  69),  the  correctness  of  whose 
position  is  recognized  by  Mr.  Bigelow  in  the  last  edition  of  his 
work  on  estoppel,  fifth  edition,  page  565,  note  1. 

He  who  holds  another  out  to  be  his  partner  holds  himself 
out  as  the  partner  of  such  other  person.  There  was  evidence 
tending  to  prove  that  at  St  Louis,  where  the  defendant  A. 
B.  Mayer  was  engaged  in  business  for  some  months  previous 
to  the  execution  and  negotiation  of  these  notes,  he  had  been 
holding  out  to  the  public  that  his  son  Frederick  was  a  partner 
of  his  under  the  firm  name  of  A.  B.  Mayer  and  Son.  The 
notes  were  negotiated  in  the  city  of  New  York,  where  the 
payee,  Wallach  &  Co.,  for  whose  accommodation  the  son 
executed  them,  was  doing  business,  and  where  the  plaintiff 
acquired  them.  There  was  no  evidence  tending  to  prove  that 
the  plaintiff  had  any  knowledge  of  any  act  of  the  defendant 
Abraham  Mayer  relied  upon  to  show  that  he  was  holding  out 
his  son  as  a  partner.  The  facts  of  the  case  presented  simply 
a  holding  out  to  the  public  as  a  partner,  and  the  court,  as 
matter  of  law,  declared  in  the  instructions  quoted  that  such 
holding  out  to  the  public  was  sufficient  to  render  the  defend- 
ant Abraham  Mayer  liable,  although  he  Wits  not  a  partner  of 
his  son,  and  the  plaintiff  may  not  have  known,  or  had  any 
reason  to  believe,  that  he  had  ever  held  out  his  son  to  be  his 
partner.  In  this  the  court  committed  error  for  which  the  case 
must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  new  triaL 
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Babolat,  J.,  dissenteil,  on  the  ground  that  the  firm  in  question  being  • 
meroantUe  trading  partnership,  the  partners  had  the  right  to  issue  promis- 
sory notes,  in  the  absence  of  any  notice  to  holders  thereof  of  limitation  on 
•noh  authority.  The  business  was  that  of  A.  B.  Mayer,  under  any  riew  ol 
the  facts,  and  while  he  claims  that  it  was  his  exdunively,  and  that  hii  son 
was  simply  an  employee,  and  not  a  partner,  still,  the  notes  were  issued  in  the 
name  of  "  A.  B.  Mayer  and  Son,"  which  amounted  "to  a  continuing  repre- 
■entation  to  any  holder  not  better  informed  that  A.  B.  Mayer  and  some  son 
of  his  composed  the  firm";  and  if  A.  R  Mayer  "knew  that  his  son  Fred* 
erick  was  using  the  name  of  A.  B.  Mayer  and  Son  in  the  business,  and 
assented  to  it^  he  should  be  held  liable  for  the  notes  issued  in  the  form  in- 
dicated, when  held  by  innocent  parties,  in  the  ciroamstances described." 

Pabthbrship,  Ltabilitt  ov  Onb  Hbld  out  as  Pabtnbb.  —  The  rule  is 
well  settled  beyond  all  dispute  that  a  person  who,  not  being  a  partner  ia 
fact,  su£Fers  himself  to  be  held  out  to  the  public  or  to  individuals  as  a  part- 
ner, thereby  renders  himself  liable  as  a  partner,  to  any  one  who,  in  ignorance 
of  the  real  facts,  has  been  misled  or  injured  by  contracting  on  the  faith  of 
his  conduct:  MarbU  ▼.  Lypa,  82  Ala.  322;  Humes  r,  O* Bryan,  74  Ala.  64; 
BrugnuM  y.  MeOvire,  32  Ark.  783;  Campbell  ▼.  HaitUn^  29  Ark.  612;  Rker 
▼.  Jamu,  26  Kan.  221;  Hkkt  y.  Oram,  17  Vt  449;  AUen  v.  Dunn^  16  Me» 
292;  33  Am.  Deo.  614.  The  rule  is  equally  true  of  one  who  represents  him- 
self as  a  partner.  Thus  where  one  represents  himself  to  be  a  partner  to  one 
who  gives  oredit  upon  the  faith  of  the  representation,  he  will  be  responsible 
as  a  partner,  whether  he  is  actually  so  or  not:  Markham  ▼.  Jones,  7  R  Men. 
406;  Poole  r.  lUher,  62  HI  181;  Kirk  v.  fiaHman,  63  Pa.  St.  97;  Hidu  r. 
Chnam,  17  Vt.  449;  Riee  t.  BarreU,  116  Mass.  312;  CamUehael  r.  Oreor,  66 
Oa.  116;  Reed  t.  Oremer,  111  Pa.  St  482;  66  Am.  Rep.  295;  Ripley  t.  3van$p 
22  Mo.  167;  ^Tiiii  /na  Co,  ▼.  Kounit  Line,  122  U.  S.  683. 

If  two  or  more  persons  hold  themselves  out  to  the  public  as  partners  or 
Joint  traders,  and  conduct  themselves  as  such,  those  dealing  with  them  on 
the  faith  of  their  representations  may  hold  them  responsible  as  partners,  no 
matter  what  was  the  agreement  existing  among  themselves,  and  though  there 
is  no  partnership  in  fact:  OoUriU  v.  Vanduzen,  22  Vt.  611;  8nM  v.  Smit/h  27 
K.  H.  244;  OetduUy.  Foster,  106  Mass.  42;  BameU  Line  of  Steamers  v.  Black' 
mar,  63  Ga.  98;  PraU  r.  Langdon,  97  Mass.  97;  93  Am.  Dea  61;  WaVeer  r. 
Brown,  66  Tex.  666;  MaaeweU  v.  Oibbs,  32  Iowa,  32;  i9Aa/sr  r.  Randolph,  99 
Pa.  Si  260;  Partridge  w.  Kingman,  130  Mass.  476. 

The  liability  of  one  who^  not  being  in  fact  a  partner,  represents  himself  as 
such,  or  suffers  himself  to  be  held  out  as  such,  rests  upon  the  principle  of 
estoppel,  and  the  person  seeking  to  enforce  such  liability  must  have  acted  in 
his  dealings  in  reliance  upon  the  existence  of  a  partnership  relation  or  re- 
sponsibility: Brown  t.  Oranl,  39  Minn.  404;  WaJraJth  r.  Viley,  2  Bush,  478; 
Cirbel  v.  Crosweli,  86  Minn.  323;  MaxweU  v.  Oibbs,  32  Iowa,  32.  In  order  to 
create  snoh  estoppel  in  favor  of  a  creditor,  and  against  the  party  representing 
binnself  to  be  a  partner,  or  permitting  himself  to  be  so  represented,  it  Is 
alMolntely  necessary  that  the  creditor  was  thereby  led  to  believe  him  to  be  a 
partner,  and  to  give  oredit  to  the  supposed  firm  upon  such  belief,  and  these 
facts  must  appear  in  proof.  This  rule  is  supported  by  the  cases  heretofors 
cited,  and  by  Woodv,  PenneO,  61  Me.  62;  Cook  v.  Penrhyn  Slate  Co,,  86  Ohio 
8t  IS6;  88  Am.  Rep.  668;  Bowie  v.  Maddox,  29  Oa.  286;  74  Am.  Dec.  61| 
B^fiwrr.  Pobner,  67  IlL  161;  Mcarhle  v.  Lypes,  82  Ala.  322. 

It  follow%  as  a  natural  consequence,  that  there  is  no  liability  in  favor  of  a 
parson  who  had  notice  of  the  real  facts,  and  was  therefore  not  misled  to  hi^ 
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praJndiMs  Aiahama  FeHUker  Co.  t.  BeywM*^  85  Ala.  19.  A  penon  wlio  u 
noi  aotoally  a  partner,  and  who  has  no  interest  in  the  partnenhip^  oanno^ 
by  reason  of  having;  held  himself  oat  to  the  piihlie  as  a  partner,  be  held  liable 
as  snoh  on  a  contract  made  by  the  partnership  with  one  who  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  holding  oat:  Thompaon  v.  FirU  NaL  Bank,  HI  U.  &  529.  Bep- 
resentations  to  one  person  that  he  is  a  partner  will  not  make  the  party  so 
representing  himself,  and  who  in  fact  is  not  a  partner,  responsible  to  a  third 
person  who  has  no  knowledge  of  and  did  not  rely  upon  snoh  representatieni; 
Markham  ▼.  Jonei,  7  &  Mon.  456.  The  only  case  that  we  hare  been  able  ts 
discover  directly  at  Tarianot  with  this  doctrine  is  that  of  PoiUom  t.  Scour, 
61  N.  Y.  456,  where  it  was  decided  that  one  permitting  himself  to  be  held 
ont  as  a  member  of  a  partnership  is  liable  as  sneh  to  a  snbeeqaent  creditor  ef 
the  firm,  althoagh  the  creditor  was  ignorant  of  the  arrangement^  and  did  net 
give  credit  on  the  faith  of  his  apparent  connection  with  the  firm.  Thii  esss 
has  met  with  severe  criticism  in  many  other  cases,  and  especially  in  Tkomp' 
ton  V.  Fira  If  at  Bank,  111  U.  S.  529,  and  is,  in  effect,  overmled  by  the  sab- 
sequent  Kew  York  cases  of  Casmdy  v.  HaU,  97  N.  Y.  159,  and  Bogen  t. 
Murray,  110  N.  Y.  658,  where  Thompnn  t.  First^NoL  Bank,  111  U.  &  589L 
is  expressly  approved. 

To  invoke  the  doctrine  of  eqaitable  estoppel  against  the  person  falsely  heU 
oat  as  a  partner,  it  mast  be  made  to  appear  that  each  holding  oat  was  dons  bj 
him,  or  by  hia  consent  and  with  his  knowledge,  as  well  as  that  it  was  known 
to  the  party  seeking  to  avail  himself  of  it:  Stabury  r.  BoUa,  51  N.  J.  L.  103t 
Roger»  v.  Murray,  110  N.  Y.  658;  Kirk  v.  Hartman,  63  Pa.  St  97;  ffkki  ▼. 
Cram,  17  Vt  449;  Cole  v.  Butler,  24  Mo.  App.  76.  The  rale  ia  tbas  laid 
down  in  Denithorne  v.  ffook,  112  Pa.  St.  240:  One  cannot  be  fixed  with  lia- 
bility as  a  partner  on  the  ground  that  he  has  been  held  oat  as  each,  nnlesi 
two  things  are  shown:  1«  That  the  alleged  act  of  holding  ont  was  done  by 
him,  or  with  his  consent;  and  2.  That  it  was  known  to  the  person  seeking 
to  avail  himself  of  it.  Conseqaently,  one  who  has  contracted,  as  pilot,  with 
two  persons  engaged  in  ranning  a  steamboat  cannot  charge  a  third  person 
as  a  partner  who  is  not  in  fact  snob,  and  has  never  held  himself  ont  te 
the  pnblic  as  sach,  bat  who  has  done  some  acts  from  which  it  might  be 
inferred  that  he  was  a  partner,  bat  of  which  the  person  contracting  was 
ignoranti  and  did  not  contract  with  reference  to  his  responsibility:  Wrigfd 
r.  Powell,  8  Ala.  560. 

The  law  on  this  subjecti  as  well  established  by  aathority,  ia  thns  dearly 
stated  in  Fletcher  v.  Pullen,  70  Md.  205;  14  Am.  St.  Bep.  355:  "The  gronnd 
of  liability  of  a  person  as  partner  who  ii  not  so  in  fact  it,  that  he  has  held 
himself  ont  to  the  world  as  sach,  or  has  permitted  others  to  do  so,  and  by 
reason  thereof  is  estopped  from  denying  that  he  is  one,  as  against  those  who 
have  in  good  faith  dealt  with  the  firm,  or  with  him  as  a  member  of  it.  But  it 
mast  appear  that  the  person  dealing  with  the  firm  believed,  and  had  s  reason- 
able right  to  believe,  that  the  party  he  seeks  to  hold  as  a  partner  was  a 
member  of  the  firm,  and  that  the  credit  was,  to  some  eztenti  indnoed  by  this 
belief.  It  mast  also  appear  that  the  holding  ont  was  by  the  party  sought  to 
be  charged,  or  by  his  aathority,  or  with  his  knowledge  or  assent  Thi% 
where  it  is  not  the  direct  act  of  the  party,  may  be  inferred  from  oircaia- 
stances,  snch  as  from  adrertisementsi  shop-bills,  signs,  or  cardi^  and  from 
various  other  acts  from  which  it  is  reasonable  to  infer  that  the  holding  ont 
was  with  his  aathority,  knowledge,  or  assent;  and  whether  a  defendant  hss 
•o  held  himself  ont,  or  permitted  it  to  be  done,  is  ia  every  case  a  qasetisn 
of  faot|  and  not  one  of  law." 
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Hie  only  fault  to  bo  detected  in  the  doctrine  that  laid  down  is,  that  in  on« 
respect  it  states  the  rale  too  broadly  in  announcing  that  in  order  to  incur  lia- 
bility the  person  sought  to  be  charged  must  be  held  out  to  the  "world  "  as  a  part- 
ner; for  it  is  clear  from  the  authorities  that  he  is  liable,  under  the  oircumstancea 
mentioned,  if  he  holds  himself  out,  or  knowingly  permits  himself  to  be  held 
ont^  as  a  partner  to  any  one  person  who  is  thereby  induced,  in  ignorance  of  the 
real  facta,  and  relying  apon  the  information  received  and  representations 
made,  to  extend  credit  to  the  party  sought  to  be  charged.  Although  a  per- 
son may  not  in  fact  be  a  partner  between  himself  and  another,  yet  if,  by  his 
oomlncti  including  acts  and  declarations,  he  holds  himself  out  as  a  partner  to 
third  persons,  he  is  bound  to  make  good  that  character,  to  prevent  fraud  and 
deception  upon  them,  and  he  will  be  held  as  a  partner  as  to  such  person  or 
persons:  Thomas  t.  Oreen,  30  Md.  1.  In  such  cases,  and  as  to  third  parties, 
the  liability  of  a  partner  is  frequently  imposed,  though  it  was  not  the  inten- 
tion of  the  party  sought  to  be  charged  to  become  one,  and  even  though  a  part- 
nership could  not  have  been  made:  Cleveland  Paper  Co.  ▼.  Courier  Co,,  67 
Mich.  1 62.  This  action  was  against  a  corporation  and  a  private  person,  and  the 
defendants  were  held  liable  upon  proof  that  they  assumed  to  form  a  partner- 
ships to  whom  the  plaintiff  sold  goods,  relying  upon  the  liability  of  both  Ten* 
dees,  who  had  the  benefit  of  the  goo<ls,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  they  being 
such  as  both  defendants  were  using  in  tlieir  business,  and  for  which  they  at 
one  time  had  given  their  note.  When  a  party  permits  another  to  held  him 
out  as  a  partner,  and  thereby  to  procure  credit  on  the  strength  of  his  supposed 
relation,  neither  community  of  interest  nor  participation  in  the  profits  is 
necessary  to  make  him  liable  as  a  partner.  In  order  to  render  a  party  liable 
cm  the  ground  that  he  has  been  held  out  as  a  partner,  he  must  have  had  no- 
tice of  being  so  held  out,  or  there  must  be  circumstances  from  which  notice 
ean  be  presumed:  In  rt  JewetC,  16  Bank.  Reg.  126;  7  Biss.  328.  To  constitute 
one  a  partner  as  to  third  persons,  it  is  only  necessary  that  be  should  hold 
himself  out  as  such  to  third  persons  trusting  the  partnership,  and  it  is  not 
necessary  that  he  should  in  fact  be  interested  in  the  profits  and  losses:  Oar» 
nuchad  r.  Qroer,  66  Ga.  116. 

In  order  to  bind  persons  as  partners,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prore  a  partner- 
ship between  them.  It  need  only  be  shown  that  they  held  themselves  out  as 
partners;  Qaiee  y,  Wateon,  64  Mo.  686.  Hence  it  follows  that  if  two  persons 
are  connected  in  business  for  a  certain  purpose,  and  in  such  a  way  as  not  to 
oonstitnte  them  strictly  partners  between  themselves,  still,  they  may  make 
themselves  partners  as  to  third  persons  from  the  manner  in  which  they  trans- 
sot  snoh  business:  2Ws  r.  Hendee^  27  Vt.  258.  It  is  sufficient  to  bind  a  per- 
son not  in  fact  a  partner  that  he  has  so  acted  and  conducted  himself  towards 
the  public  as  to  induce  a  reasonable  person  to  deal  with  him  in  the  honest 
belief  that  a  partnership  existed:  Rimel  ▼.  Hayee^  83  Mo.  200.  Such  conduct 
may  be  by  means  of  words  spoken  or  written,  or  by  conduct  leading  to  the 
belief  that  the  person  sought  to  be  charged  is  a  psrtner:  Oirhel  r.  OroeweO^ 
16  Minn.  828. 

One  who  holds  out  to  another  person  a  third  party  as  his  partner  is  liable 
to  such  person  for  debts  contracted  by  the  supposed  partner  in  the  coarse  of 
the  legitimate  business  of  the  supposed  firm,  after  the  acts  which  induced  the 
belief  of  the  existence  of  the  partnership:  Orabenheimer  t.  Rindthi^,  64  Tex. 
49.  So  where  two  persons  authorise  a  third  to  represent  and  hold  them  ont 
as  partners  with  him,  and  in  pursuance  thereof  be  does  so^  this  is  as  nraeh  a 
holding  themselves  out  as  partners  as  if  the  same  representatioiis  had 
mads  by  them  in  parson:  Hmmam  r.  LiUeU,  23  Midi.  484. 
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One  wlio  partieipatfla  b  nagotiiHiwn  fmr  a  oonferact  of  nle^  holding  lijimielff 
oot  M  a  partnor  in  tba  ownership  of  the  property,  is  estopped  from  denying 
the  partnerships  as  against  the  purchaser:  Shtrrod  ▼.  Lcuigdon,  21  lowa^  61S> 
And  whcra  two  parties  agree  to  oarry  on  a  business  for  tiieir  mntnal  bene- 
flt|  one  to  famish  tha  noney»  the  other  to  perform  certain  services,  and  to 
diride  the  profits  arising  from  such  business,  they  thereby  become  liable  an 
partners  to  third  persons  trusting  in  their  representations,  although  no  part- 
nership in  fact  was  contemplated  by  the  parties  themselves:  RoufloMd  y.  Ztomfft 
46  Md.  439.  8o  an  agreement  between  one  partner  and  a  third  person  tiwit 
the  latter  shall  participate  in  that  partner's  share  of  the  profits  of  the  firas* 
as  profits,  renders  him  Uable  as  a  partner  to  the  firm  creditors,  althongh  as 
to  the  other  members  of  the  firm  he  is  not  a  partneri  Fkck  r.  HarrmgUm,  13 
Gray,  468;  74  Am.  Dee.  64L 

Any  private  agreement  between  partners,  or  limitation  placed  upon  tiM 
anthority  of  a  partner  by  whom  the  business  is  oonducted,  is  of  no  avail 
against  a  creditor  who  has  contracted  in  ignorance  of  it^  The  burden  of 
showing  notice  or  knowledge  of  such  agreement  or  limitation  Is  on  the  part- 
ner  who  disputes  his  liability  on  a  contract  within  the  scope  of  the  partnemhips 
ffumm  V.  0*Brftmt  74  Alat  tL  If  parties  represent  themselves  as  part- 
ners, or  each  permits  the  other  to  so  represent  them,  no  agreement  mttr  ee  will 
exonerate  any  one  of  them  from  the  joint  liability  on  contracta  in  the  partner* 
•hip  name  or  character:  Oraig  r.  Ahfenon,  0  J.  J.  Marsh.  (H)9.  Aa  to  wbat 
facts  will  or  will  not  constitute  a  holding  out  so  at  to  oonstitnte  a  party  n 
partner  as  to  third  persons,  it  maybe  said  that  where  afirm  oompoeed  of  two 
women  pats  the  hasband  of  one  in  absolute  control  of  the  business,  and  ha 
thereafter  makaa  parcfaasea  on  hia  own  orediti  and  with  hia  wife*a  knowledge 
and  conaent  acts  in  all  reapecta  aa  if  he,  and  not  his  wife,  were  one  of  tha 
partnera,  he  will  be  held  aa  a  partner  at  to  creditora  who  have  no  notioa 
to  the  contrary;  and  hia  atatementa  to  a  creditor  that  he  is  a  partner  are  ad- 
miaaible  in  defenae  to  an  action  of  trover  for  gooda  taken  on  attachment^  and 
nnleaa  auperior  eqaitiea  have  ariaen,  a  judgment  againat  the  fiurm  conolnden  tlia 
other  partner:  ParthaU  v.  FUhar^  43  Mich.  529.  Conceding  that  a  married 
woman  who  holds  herself  out  aa  a  member  of  a  commercial  partnerahip  it 
liable  for  firm  debta  when  not  in  fact  a  partner,  atiU,  if  on  hearing  that  the 
firm  it  naing  ber  name  ahe  forbids  it,  and  doea  not  hear  that  her  pn^bitaan 
it  violated,  ahe  ia  not  eatopped  to  deny  that  ahe  ia  a  partnan  RiUenhomm  ▼• 
Ldgh.  61  Miaa.  097. 

Where  one  Harringtcn  gareanote  aigned  "Hill  k  Go.,*  "by  Hariinf* 
ton,"  in  the  abeence  of  anoh  a  firm,  or  of  any  partnerahip  between  them,  and 
in  the  face  of  the  fact  that  prior  to  the  giving  of  the  note  Hill  waa  informed 
that  Harrington  was  naing  hia  name,  and  had  told  him  that  he  moat  not  naa 
that  name  ao  aa  to  injure  him,  to  which  Harrington  aasented,  but  auboequently 
gave  the  note  without  Hill'a  knowledge,  or  the  knowledge  of  the  payee,  of 
the  previoua  uae  of  the  namea,  it  waa  decided  tiiat  Hill  waa  liable  on  the 
note:  SmUh  r.  HUl,  45  Vt  90;  12  Am.  Rep.  189.  When  a  partnerahip  is 
formed  and  carried  on  by  two  married  women,  each  owning  a  aeparate 
eatate,  their  husbands  acting  at  general  agentt  for  them  in  conducting  the 
buaineaa,  the  latter  may  alao  render  themaelrea  liable  aa  partnera  to  peraons 
who  deal  with  them  in  ignorance  of  the  real  facia:  Babbkie  r.  Orr,  83  Alai 
185.  Where  eeveral  peraona  pat  np  a  building,  repreaenttng  themaelrea  aa 
partners^  and  one  of  them  buya  brick  for  that  purpoae,  without  an  ezpraat  an* 
deratanding  with  the  aeller  that  it  ia  an  individual  purohaaa^  and  tha  brick  is 
■ted  in  the  building,  auch  peraona  are  liable  at  partneca  far  ita  valaas  fiCeofar 
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r.  Smithy  46  Mioh.  14.  Where,  faoweT«r,  B.  and  0.  oontraciad  to  build  • 
house,  and  then  agreed  between  themselves  that  each  should  do  certain  dis* 
tinet  portions  of  the  work  for  a  certain  portion  of  the  oontract  price,  this  did 
Doty  of  itself,  oonstitnte  a  partnership  between  them;  and  in  tiie  absence  of 
extrinsic  evidence  of  snch  partnership,  or  that  the  parties  held  themselves 
oat  as  partners,  and  were  dealt  with  as  such  by  a  creditor,  who  extended 
credit  to  G.  with  the  belief  that  B.  was  jointly  liable,  the  latter  will  not  be 
held  responsible  as  a  partner:  Herbert  r.  OaUahan,  86  Mo.  App.  498.  Where 
one  fnmishes  money  to  another  to  oondnct  a  business,  the  latter  to  let  the 
former  have  goods  at  cost,  without  any  agreement  as  to  interest,  profits,  or 
leases,  this  will  not  oonstitnte  the  parties  partners;  bat  if  one  of  them  repre* 
•ents  to  a  third  party  that  he  is  a  partner  of  the  other,  and  snch  other  ao- 
qniesees  in  snch  representations,  by  silence  or  otherwise,  when  made  known 
to  him,  he  will  be  liable  as  a  partner  to  snch  third  person  from  the  date  of 
the  representations  or  the  first  credit  given  thereunder:  Blade  v.  Paechak  67 
Ga.  641.  Two  firms  may,  by  their  coarse  of  dealing  with  a  third  party,  as 
by  engaging  in  a  similar  business  and  holding  out  the  idea  that  they  constitute 
but  one  firm,  incur,  as  to  him,  a  joint  liability,  to  the  s^me  extent  as  if  they 
did  in  fact  oonstitnte  bat  one  partnership:  BeaU  r.  Lawndee,  4  S.  0.  268;  lEjfe 
▼.  Tadser,  77  Iowa,  48.  In  such  ease%  however,  the  creditor  must  have  con« 
trmoted  in  the  belief  that  both  firms  in  fact  constituted  one  firm,  and  if  he 
relied  exclusively  npon  the  credit  of  one  firm,  he  cannot  hold  them  both  lia- 
ble: HaaUnff$  Nat  Bank  v.  HSfbard,  48  Mich.  462.  The  question  whether  or 
not  one  has  held  himself  out  as  a  partner,  or  permitted  himself  to  be  so  held 
out,  to  the  injury  of  a  third  person,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  to  deter- 
mine: Sealmrp  v.  BoUee,  61  N.  J.  L.  103;  Brwm  r.  Wataen,  72  Tex.  216; 
Fletcher  v.  Ptdlen,  70  Md.  206;  14  Am.  St.  Rep.  366. 

As  to  what  is  proper  evidence  to  establish  the  fact  of  a  holding  out,  it  may 
be  said  that  evidence  that  persons  held  themselves  out  as  partners  in  the 
transaction  of  their  business  is  sufficient,  f^rtma/ude,  to  bind  them  as  suchi 
McCarthy  v.  Naeh^  14  Minn.  127.  This  fact  may  be  established  as  well  by 
circumstances,  declarations,  and  conduct^  as  by  direct  proof:  Bogere  v.  ifiir- 
my,  1 10  N.  Y.  068.  And  althongh  it  cannot  be  established  by  general  reputa* 
tion,  it  may  be  established  by  admissions,  declarations,  or  acts  of  the  party 
sought  to  be  charged,  or  by  circumstantial  evidence  which  has  induced  the 
belief  of  an  existing  partnership:  Bowen  v.  Bvther/ord,  60  HL  41;  14  Am. 
Kep.  26;  Sealmr^  v.  B<Me$,  61  N.  J.  L.  103;  Oomhatteer  v.  Boberti,  76  Wis. 
664-^56;  Broum  r.  Wateon,  72  Tex.  216.  In  Benfandn  r.  Oovert^  47  Wis. 
S76,  884,  it  was  said:  "We  are  inclined  to  hold,  both  upon  principle  and 
authority,  that  general  reputation  is  not  admissible  to  prove  the  fact  of  part* 
nership,  nor  as  corroborative  of  other  evidence  to  prove  such  fact.  But  a 
person  who  is  not  in  fact  a  partner  may,  by  holding  himself  out  as  such, 
render  himself  liable  to  parties  who  deal  with  the  firm  on  the  presumption 
that  the  fact  exists  which  his  acts  tend  to  evidence.  It  may  be  that  general 
reputation  in  the  community  in  which  he  resides  that  he  ii  a  member  of  a 
firm  doing  business  there,  especially  when  such  reputation  is  created  by  the 
acts  and  declarations  of  the  party  himself,  or  even  if  he  have  knowledge  of 
each  reputation,  and  permit  it  to  exist  without  any  eontradiotion  on  his  part^ 
may  be  given  in  evidence  in  favor  of  one  who  has  acted  upon  the  faet  that 
snch  reputation  existed,  and  given  credit  to  the  firm  on  aocoont  thereof.** 

Of  cours^  at  we  have  shown  in  the  begmning  of  this  note,  one  who  is  not 
fai  fact  a  copartner  is  not  estopped  to  deny  that  hii  name  was  so  used  as  te 
lead  others  to  suppose  that  he  was  a  copartner^  nnloas  it  is  shown  that  sack 
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vse  of  bit  name  was  made  with  bia  knowledge  and  was  aleo  known  to  tiie 
creditor.    OonseqDentljr,  the  acte  and  declarations  of  a  penon  not  a  partner 
are  not  admiseible  to  oharge  him  as  a  partner,  without  ahowing  that  they 
were  known  to  the  creditor  before  he  extendtid  the  credit:  FUek  v.  HoT' 
rinfftom,   13  Gray,  468.     So   a  contract  by  two  parties  to  perform  a  par- 
ticular piece  of  work  is  not,  in  itself,  a  contract  of  partnership  infer  «;  nor  is 
each  oontraet  competent  evidence  to  ^t  the  liability  of  one  as  a  partner,  vn- 
aecompanied  by  evidence  that  the  creditor  knew  of  its  existence  and  gKW 
credit  upon  the  faith  of  it:  DetMorm  v.  Hook  112  Pa.  St  240.     And  wheM 
a  creditor  seeks  to  oharge  one  as  the  partner  of  another  on  the  ground  that 
he  has  held  himself  oat  to  the  public  as  such,  only  such  acts  and  deciaFatioiis 
of  his  as  came  to  the  knowledge  of  the  creditor  before  he  dealt  with  him 
are  admissible  in  evidence:  Rimel  t.  Hayeg^  83  Mo.  200.    The  admiasinna 
and  declarations  of  one  member  of  an  alleged  firm,  in  the  absence  of  Um 
others,  are  not  admissible,  as  against  them,  to  prove  the  partnership,     tbm 
partnership  must  be  proved,  before  such  admissions  are  competent.    Nor  are 
the  reports   of  a   commercial  agency  admissible  to  prove  a  partnerships 
nnlesB  knowledge  or  means  of  knowing  of  them  is  brought  home  to  tho 
party  sought  to  be  charged.     And  so  the  acts  and  declarations  of  an  alleged 
partner  are  inadminible  to  establish  the  partnership,  as  against  another 
not  shown  to  have  knowledge  of  or  means  of  knowing  them,  or  of  contradict- 
ing them.    And  so  evidence  of  general  reputation  is  not  competent  to  eatab- 
lish  a  partnership  as  against  one  who  was  absent  from  the  country  and 
ignorant  of  such  reputation;  OampbeU  y.  Hatimgtf  29  Ark.  512.    In  Oarmiekaei 
V.  Oreetf  66  Ga.  116,  it  was  decided  that  when  the  question  is  as  to  tho  lia* 
bility  of  an  alleged  partner  growing  out  of  credit  given  on  the  faith  of  repro- 
sentations  made  by  him  that  he  was  a  member  of  the  firm,  evidence  that 
another  member  of  the  firm,  in  the  absence  of  the  former,  and  without  his  con* 
sent,  used  and  signed  the  firm  name  in  other  transactions,  is  admisaiblow 
Where  it  is  sought  to  bind  one  as  the  partner  of  another,  it  is  proper  for  tho 
jury  to  consider  evidence  to  the  effect  that  the  latter  introduced  the  fonnor 
to  the  creditor's  officers  as  his  partner,  and  that  the  one  so  introduced  waa 
silent,  and  himself  at  another  time  stated  to  the  same  officers  that  he  and 
such  other  party  were  partners:  Town  </  MaiuKM  v.  Ware^  63  Iowa,  S46. 
And  proof  of  information  from  a  third  person  that  one  is  held  out  as  a  part* 
ner,  communicated  to  tho  creditor,  U  admissible  to  show  his  notice  and  knoiH- 
edge  at  the  time  of  contracting,  and  ii  not  objectionable  as  being  hearsay: 
Brown  v.  QrcuU,  89  Minn.  404.    But  the  declarations  of  one  of  several  per> 
sons  who  contemplate  the  formation  of  a  partnership^  made  without  tho 
knowledge  or  consent  of  the  others  that  such  partnership  had  been  formod, 
will  not  bind  such  others,  nor  estop  them  from  proving  the  non-ezistenco  of 
the  partnership:  Btmm  r.  Waiaon,  72  Tez.  216. 

The  burden  of  proof  seems  to  be  on  the  party  eeeking  to  charge  one  with 
liability  as  being  a  partner:  lAth  v<  Craddoek  87  Ky.  626.  And  tho  party 
sought  to  be  charged  as  a  partner  may  show  in  defense  that  he  refused  to 
pay  for  advertisementa  of  the  alleged  partnership,  on  the  ground  that  he  was 
not  a  partner;  that  he  returned,  unopened,  mail  matter  addreesed  to  such 
firm,  stating  that  he  had  nothing  to  do  therewith,  and  was  not  a  partner; 
and  ho  may  also  show  that  he  has  successfully  resisted  a  suit  seeking  to 
charge  him  as  such  partner,  and  that  a  lease  between  him  and  the  other 
party  marelj  created  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant^  and  not  a  partner^ 
ship. 

A  penon  knowing  that  he  Is  held  out  as  a  partner  ia  ohaigeable  as  ancl^ 
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unless  be  does  §31  that  ajreasoaable  man  shonld,  nnder  similar  eirenmstaneesb 
to  assert  and  manifest  his  refusal,  and  thereby  prevent  innooent  parties  from 
being  misled;  and  whether  he  has  done  this  or  not  is  for  the  jnry  to  deter- 
mine. It  may  infer  that  he  has  been  hold  out  as  a  partner  with  his  knowl- 
edge and  assent  from  the  faot  that  he  knew  that  his  name  was  signed  with 
that  of  the  other  person  to  an  advertisement  of  their  business,  without  any 
published  denial  of  the  same;  and  evidence  of  this  fact  is  admissible,  though 
the  creditor  never  saw  the  advertisements,  but  trusted  the  firm  in  good  faith 
and  upon  good  grounds:  Fletcher  r.  Pulien^  70  Md.  205;  U  Am.  St.  Rep. 
355. 

•A  statement  by  the  party  sought  to  be  charged  that  he  was  going  into 
a  certain  building,  and  the  fact  that  he  occupied  a  portion  thereof  in  the 
anction  business,  and  that  he  sold  tickets  for  another  person's  opera-bouse  in 
the  same  building,  acted  as  tressurer,  and  had  his  name  printed  on  the  bills 
as  such,  are  not  sufficient  to  prove  him  a  partner  in  the  opera-house,  in  the 
absence  of  representations  to  that  effect:  Parker  v.  Fergue,  43  IlL  437.  And 
the  fact  that  a  clerk,  agents  or  salesman  of  a  partnership  uses  the  firm  name 
in  transacting  its  bnsineis,  without  disclMing  that  he  is  not  a  member 
thereof,  will  not  make  him  liable  as  a  partner  to  those  with  whom  he  has 
dealt,  in  the  absence  of  other  evidence  that  he  held  himself  out  as  such: 
Ihmaen  v.  Lathrop,  104  Pa.  St.  365. 

A  retiring  partner  who  has  failed  to  bring  notice  of  the  dissolution  of  the 
partnership  home  to  creditors,  or  who  has  thereafter  permitted  himself  to 
be  held  out  as  a  partner,  may  still  b^  held  liable  as  such  to  such  creditors 
as  have  extended  credit  to  the  firm  in  the  belief  and  on  the  faith  of  the  fact 
that  such  retiring  partner  was  still  a  member  of  the  firm.  Thus  a  retiring 
partner  who  gave  notice  by  publication  in  a  newspaper  that  he  had  ceased 
to  be  a  partner,  but  who  subsequently  allowed  his  name  to  appear  in  the  firm 
aa  a  partner,  and  continued  in  its  employ,  is  liable  as  a  partner  to  one  who 
dealt  with  the  firm,  and  was  misled  by  appearances,  having  no  notice  that  he 
was  not  a  partner,  although  the  fact  was  generally  known  at  a  place  where  the 
oontraot  was  made:  Wait  v.  Breumter,  31  Vt.  516.  Where  a  partnership  con- 
sisted of  father  and  son,  under  the  firm  name  of  H.,  S.,  A  Ga,  and  H.  S., 
being  the  father,  and  giving  the  firm  its  crediti  sold  his  interest  to  his  part- 
ner and  another  son,  who,  by  agreement  with  the  father,  continued  the 
business  under  the  name  of  H.,  S.,  ft  Co.,  the  father,  by  allowing  his  name 
to  be  so  used,  holds  himself  out  as  a  member  of  the  new  firm,  and  is  thereby 
estopped  from  denying  the  fact»  as  against  a  creditor  who  has  trusted  the 
new  firm  on  the  faith  that  he  was  a  member  of  the  firm,  although  publica- 
tion has  been  made  of  the  fact  of  dissolution  of  the  old  firm  and  of  the 
formation  of  the  new  one,  of  which  fact,  however,  the  creditor  had  no  notice: 
8i)eer  r.  Biehop,  24  Ohio  St.  598.  I(  in  an  action  to  charge  two  as  partners, ' 
the  creditor  shows  the  existence  of  a  partnership  between  them  at  one  time, 
and  that  no  notice  of  dissolution  has  ever  been  given,  he  may  then  show  that 
at  the  tame  he  extended  credit  the  partnership  was  generally  reputed  to 
continue,  and  that  the  credit  was  given  to  the  partnership  in  the  firm  name* 
though  subsequently  to  the  dissolution  in  fact;  and  it  is  then  for  the  jury  to 
determine  whether  or  not  the  retiring  partner  has  acted  in  such  manner 
since  the  dissolution  as  to  hold  himself  out  as  a  partner  so  as  to  render  hia 
liable  as  such:  Benjamin  v.  Covert,  47  Wis.  375. 

Even  after  the  retirement  of  a  partner  from  the  firm  he  is  liable  upon  con- 
tracts made  by  the  remaining  members  with  such  creditors  as  dealt  with  the 
firm  before  Us  retirement^  and  have  no  notice  thereof.    In  order  to  bind 
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him,  tnoli  oreditors  need  not  have  given  credit  to  the  firm  on  the  faith  that 
he  was  a  member  thereof;  for  it  ia  taffioient  if  they,  without  notice  of  hit 
retirement,  still  beUeved  him  to  be  a  member  of  the  firm:  Lkb  ▼.  Oraddoet^ 
a?  Kjr.  526;  note  to  Frmitm  r.  Sbickur,  26  Am.  Deo.  202. 


City  of  St,  Louis  v.  Davidson. 

[102  HI880DBI,  149.] 

limnoiFAL  CoBPosATioH — Contract  Ult&a  Vires — Lroalrt  op.  —  A 
contract  made  by  a  manidpal  corporation,  although  ultra  strei^  Is  not 
illegal  if  not  prohibited  by  its  charter. 

liURIOIPAL  CORPORATIOH — COMTRAOT  ULTRA  VIRI8  —  EbTOPPRL. — A  CCA- 

traot  made  by  a  city  for  the  services  of  prisoners  in  its  work-hoose  to 
a  private  pers<m,  although  aftro  isret,  is  not  illegal  if  not  prohibited 
by  its  charter;  and  while  it  may  successfully  interpose  the  plea  of  mitra 
wirm  when  sued  upon  such  contract,  the  party  contracting  with  it  can- 
not set  up  such  plea  to  escape  liability  under  the  contractb 

liUHIOirAL  Ck>RP0R4TI0N  —  CONTRAOT  UlTRA  ViRK  —  EnOFFEL.  —  A  putf 

contracting  with  a  city  under  a  contract  which  is  ultra  etret,  but  aoi 
prohibited*  is  estopped,  when  sued  upon  the  contract,  from  aettiiig  np 
the  plea  of  at/Ira  mre$  to  escape  liability  and  to  enable  him  to  ratain 
benefits  received  under  the  contract. 

Smith  p.  Oali  and  Andrew  M*  SuUivanf  for  the  appellants. 
Leverett  Bellf  for  the  respondent. 

Shebwood,  J.  Action  on  bond  for  two  thousand  dollars, 
given  by  Davidson  to  the  city  to  secure  the  performance  of  a 
contract  on  his  part,  which  contract  was  made  with  the  city 
and  purported  to  confer  power  on  Davidson  to  work  the  prison* 
ers  in  the  work-house,  at  so  much  per  head  per  day.  After 
working  the  prisoners  for  some  months  under  this  contract, 
Davidson  abandoned  it,  and  this  action  is  brought  to  recover 
from  him  and  his  sureties  the  amount  due  the  city  for  labor 
of  prisoners  thus  employed  and  not  paid  for. 

The  separate  answers  of  defendants  were  identical  in  terms^ 
and  set  up  the  defense  that  the  alleged  contract  was  illegal 
and  void  as  against  public  policy;  that  it  was  void  because 
the  city  has  no  power  or  authority  to  make  the  same,  and 
therefore  they  were  not  liable  thereon. 

The  case  was  tried  by  the  court  sitting  as  a  jury,  and  a. 
special  verdict  was  rendered,  upon  evidence  tending  to  sup- 
port  it,  as  follows:  For  services  actually  rendered  and  unpaid 
for,  by  female  prisoners  at  the  rate  of  twenty  cents  per  day^ 
and  male  prisoners  at  sixty-five  cents  per  day,  with  interest^. 


Oct  1890.]     CiTT  OF  St.  Louis  v.  Davidsov.  765 

$432.10;  for  drawing  holes  in  brushes  at  ten  cents  per  one 
thousand,  with  interest,  $620.64;  making  a  total  verdict  of 
♦1,052.74 

The  court  refused  to  give  defendants'  declaration  that 
under  the  law  and  the  evidence  in  the  case  the  plaintiff  could 
not  recover,  but  gave  a  declaration  of  law  of  its  own  motion* 
which  was,  in  substance,  that  the  city  had  no  power  to  make 
said  contract,  and  that  it  was  void;  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  recover  any  of  the  penalties  provided  therein  for 
failure  to  employ  prisoners;  but  that  it  was  entitled  to  recover 
for  the  work  actually  done  by  the  prisoners,  and  not  paid  for 
by  Davidson;  that  as  to  such  work  the  defendants  were 
estopped  to  deny  the  validity  of  the  contract  Defendants' 
motion  for  a  new  trial  having  been  overruled,  the  case  comes 
here  by  appeal. 

Paragraph  10  of  section  26,  article  8,  of  the  city  charter,  so 
far  as  necessary  to  quote  it,  is  as  follows:  ''Every  person  so 
committed  to  the  work-house,  or  such  other  place  aforesaid, 
shall  be  required  to  work  for  the  city  at  such  labor  as  his  or 
her  health  and  strength  will  permit,  within  or  without  said 
work-house,  or  other  place,  not  exceeding  ten  hours  each  work- 
ing-day; and  for  such  work  the  person  so  employed  shall  be 
allowed,  exclusive  of  his  or  her  board,  fifty  cents  per  day  for 
each  day's  work,  on  account  of  said  fine  and  costs." 

At  the  time  Davidson  made  the  contract  aforesaid,  the  city 
had  passed  ordinance  47,  section  1763  of  which  authorized  a 
contract  of  the  kind  made  in  the  case  at  bar. 

Was  the  city  entitled  to  recover  for  the  work  actually  done 
by  the  prisoners,  and  not  paid  for  by  Davidson?  and  was  the 
latter  estopped  to  deny  the  validity  of  the  contract? — are  the 
questions  arising  on  this  record. 

It  will  have  been  observed  that  the  charter  of  the  city,  while 
it  does  not  permit,  yet  does  not  prohibit,  the  making  of  such 
a  contract  as  the  one  before  us,  so  that  although  the  contract 
is  lUtra  vires  the  corporation,  yet  it  is  not  illegal,  because  not 
prohibited  by  the  charter.  This  is  a  distinction  clearly  marked 
out  by  the  authorities:  2  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations, 
4th  ed.,  sec.  936;  McDonald  v.  Mayor,  68  N.  Y.  23;  23  Am. 
Rep.  144;  Bigelow  on  Estoppel,  5th  ed.,  685. 

And  though  a  city  might  successfully  interpose  the  plea  of 
ultra  vires  when  sued  upon  a  contract,  yet  it  does  not  thence 
follow  that  a  party  who  contracted  with  such  city  can,  when 
sued  on  the  contract,  successfully  interpose  the  plea  of  inca- 
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pacity  on  the  part  of  the  city  to  make  such  a  contract,  rach 
contract  not  being  illegal  in  tiie  sense  already  indicated. 

In  instances  of  this  kind,  the  plea  of  legal  disability  of  the 
opposite  contracting  party  is  as  much  oat  of  the  power  of  a 
defendant  to  make  as  would  be  a  plea  of  the  minority  of  the 
other  party  in  similar  circumstances, — something  of  which 
no  one  can  take  advantage  himself^  except  the  party  making 
it:  Bigelow  on  Estoppel,  6th  ed.,  465;  Oregonian  Ry  Co.  t. 
Oregtm  Ry  &  Nav.  Co^  10  Saw.  464. 

But  upon  a  yet  broader  ground  the  defense  set  up  in  the 
answers  cannot  be  maintained;  the  contract  was  not  prohib- 
ited by  law.  The  principal  in  that  contract  has  derived  bene- 
fits under  it;  he  cannot  retain  those  benefits  and  repudiate  the 
source  from  which  they  spring  by  denying  the  validity  of  the 
contract  in  which  they  originated.  In  short,  he  is  estopped 
to  grasp  the  benefits  of  that  contract  with  one  eager  hand, 
while  thrusting  aside  its  burdens  with  the  other. 

The  principle  here  asserted  is  one  promotive  of  fair  dealing 
which  is  the  basis  of  estoppels,  and  it  is  good  law,  as  is  exempli* 
fied  by  many  adjudications.  Thus  where  the  common  council 
of  the  city  of  Hoboken,  without  any  legal  authority,  created 
the  office  of  collector  of  assessments  for  street  improvements, 
and  appointed  Harrison  as  such  collector,  who  executed  his 
official  bond  as  such,  with  the  appellants  as  sureties.  He  col- 
lected a  large  amount  of  money  as  such  collector,  for  which 
he  failed  to  account,  and  his  sureties  sought  to  defend  an  ac- 
tion on  his  bond  upon  the  ground  that  the  act  of  the  common 
council  in  creating  the  office  and  in  appointing  Harrison  was 
ultra  vireSj  and  void.  The  court  held  that  the  common  coun- 
cil had  no  power  to  create  such  an  office,  but  held,  also,  that 
Harrison  and  his  sureties  were  estopped  from  denying  the 
validity  of  the  ordinance  creating  the  office  and  requiring  him 
to  collect  the  money:  Mayor  v.  Harrison,  30  N.  J.  L.  73. 

To  a  similar  efiect  is  Middleton  v.  State  ex  rel.,  120  Ind.  166. 
So,  too,  in  Hendersonville  v.  Price,  96  N.  C.  423,  where  a  party 
executed  his  bond  to  a  municipal  corporation  for  a  license  tax, 
instead  of  paying  cash  therefor  ''in  advance"  as  required  by 
the  law;  and  upon  this  it  was  ruled  that  though  the  commis- 
sioners of  the  town  had  no  authority  to  take  a  bond  in  lieu  of 
the  money,  yet  that  neither  the  defendant  nor  his  sureties 
were  in  a  position  to  deny  their  liability  on  the  bond;  that  the 
taking  of  the  bond  was  not  prohibited  by  law«  nor  the  consid- 
eration thereof  illegal;  the  principal  in  the  bond  had  obtained 
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thereby  a  license,  and  enjoyed  all  the  benefits  that  the  pay- 
ment of  the  tax  would  have  given  him,  and  therefore  he  and 
his  sureties  were  estopped  to  defend  against  an  action  on  the 
bond;  the  court,  in  the  course  of  their  remarks,  quoting  with 
approval  this  extract  from  a  text-writer  heretofore  cited: 
**  Though  a  contract  be  in  fact  wholly  invalid  when  executed| 
Btill  (supposing  it  not  to  be  prohibited  by  law  as  relating  to 
some  illegal  transaction),  if  it  be  acted  ui>on  afterwards  by  the 
parties  to  it  as  valid,  they  will,  if  sui  jurisj  be  estopped  there- 
after  to  allege  its  invalidity  ":  Bigelow  on  EstoppelSi  6th  ed., 
685. 

Where  the  act  under  which  an  assignment  was  made  was 
unconstitutional  and  void  as  to  creditors  whose  demand  ex- 
isted prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  still,  they,  having  come  in 
and  accepted  dividends  under  the  assignment,  were  estopped 
to  call  on  the  stockholders  for  the  payment  of  the  residue  of 
their  debts  not  received  under  the  assignment:  Van  Hook  v. 
Whiilock,  26  Wend.  43;  87  Am.  Deo.  246. 

In  another  case,  the  charter  of  a  city  provided  that  the  city 
council  should  have  power  to  cause  streets  to  be  opened, 
paved,  etc.,  upon  the  petition  of  not  less  that  two  thirds  of  the 
abutting  owners,  and  it  was  held  that  a  person  who  joined  in 
such  a  petition  was  estopped  from  afterward  claiming  that  the 
assessment  of  the  tax  for  the  improvement  petitioned  for  was 
unauthorized  because  two  thirds  of  the  abutting  owners  did 
not  join  in  the  petition:  City  of  Burlington  v.  Oilbert^  31 
Iowa,  356;  7  Am.  Rep.  143. 

Other  cases  announce  this  general  proposition  that  where  an 
unconstitutional  statute  has  been  procured  by  a  person,  or  he 
has  derived  Interest  and  consideration  thereunder,  that  he 
cannot  keep  the  consideration  and  repudiate  the  statute: 
Daniels  v.  Teame^y^  102  U.  S.  415;  Ferguson  v.  Landram^  6 
Bush,  230;  96  Am.  Dec.  850. 

The  point  in  hand  is  well  illustrated  in  a  very  recent  case  in 
New  York.  The  city  sued  to  recover  rent  accrued  under  a 
lease  of  a  certain  pier,  and  the  defendant  put  his  defense  on 
the  sole  ground  that  the  lease  bad  not  been  made  in  pursu- 
ance of  any  sale  or  public  auction  of  the  privilege  conferred  as 
required  by  the  statute;  but  it  was  ruled  that  this  constituted 
no  defense;  that  the  defendant,  having  enjoyed  the  benefit  of 
the  contract,  was  estopped  to  deny  its  validity,  and  that  the  same 
rule  applied  in  such  circumstances  to  a  municipal  as  well  as 
another  corporation:  Mayor  etc,  v.  Soiwietorn,  113  N.  Y.  423. 
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The  ease  of  Montgomery  7.  Montgomery  etc.  Plank  Road  Co.j 
81  Ala.  76,  is  opposed  to  the  foregoing  views;  but  we  are  Bat- 
isfied  with  their  correctness.  Besides,  that  case  appears  not 
to  be  in  line,  as  already  seen,  with  authorities  elsewhere:  Bige- 
low  on  Estoppel,  6th  ed.,  466,  note. 

We  are  unable  to  see  why  a  defendant  in  a  case  of  this  sort 
should  not  be  estopped  from  retaining  benefits  received  by  him 
under  a  contract,  though  made  ultra  virei  a  municipal  corpo. 
ration,  as  he  certainly  would  under  similar  circumstances  were 
the  other  contracting  party  a  natural  person  laboring  under 
some  legal  disability. 

In  ruling  thus,  we  give  no  sanction  to  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion leaving  the  narrow  pathway  marked  out  by  its  charter, 
nor  do  we  intimate  that  we  would  enforce  an  vltra  vire$  con- 
tract if  executory;  we  merely  hold  that  good  morals  and 
even-handed  justice  demand  that  the  defendant  should  di»> 
gorge. 

Moved  by  these  considerations,  we  affirm  the  judgment 

MvinoiPAL  OoBPORATiOH—CoirrRAon— Ultra  Vnun. — P«raoiia  de«l* 
Ing  with  a  manioipal  oorporatioa  an  chargeaUa  with  knowledsa  of  its  powen: 
8ymam  W.  Ox  v.  Sprtumte,  116  N.  T.  167.  And  the  roU  ia,  that  a  oity^  eaD. 
not  bo  bonnd  by  oontraota  made  by  it  oattido  of  its  powen:  BurchJlM  t.  Nem 
Orleans,  42  La.  Ann.  235;  Rau  r.  Orand  Rapui$,  73  Mich.  237;  StOro  v.  iVf> 
m,  74  Cal.  832;  6  Am.  St.  Rop.  442;  the  dootrino  of  uUra  mru  being  applied 
with  greater  etriotnen  to  mnnicipal  corporationt  than  to  prirate  ooiponp 
tioni:  Neuberrif  r.  Foaa,  37  Minn.  141;  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  830;  Ourleff  y.  l^em 
Orleans,  41  La.  Ann.  76;  Bogari  r.  LamoUe  Township,  79  Mioh.  294.  But  the 
plea  of  uUra  tires  most  not  prevail,  whether  interpoeed  for  or  against  a  eor^ 
poration,  when  jostioe  wonld  not  be  promoted  or  a  legal  wrong  wonld  be 
done:  Portland  ete.  Oo.  w.  Bad  Portland,  18  Or.  21.  Li  Ooeington  eC&  iKL  JL 
Co»  w.  Athens,  85  Ga.  367t  it  is  decided  that  a  contract  entered  into  by  a  eity, 
outside  of  its  powers,  and  contrary  to  public  policy,  is  roid,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  the  city  has  received  some  benefits  thereunder. 

E9T0FPXL — Pabtt  ENJOTDra  Bknkpits  ov  a  GoifTaAOT.  — A  person  who 
has  received  benefits  under  an  executed  contract  is  estopped  to  deny  its 
validity  on  the  plea  of  uUra  vires:  Sherman  Center  T,  Co.  v.  Morris,  43  Kan. 
282;  19  Am.  St  Bep.  134.  This  rule  is  applied  to  a  case  in  wbich  one  who 
has  enjoyed  the  benefite  of  a  privilege  granted  to  him  by  a  municipal  corpo- 
ration sought  to  deny  the  power  of  the  munioipality  to  make  the  oontmet 
awarding  such  privilege:  Town  qf  Monticello  v.  C^>A%  48  Ark.  254;  Masom  r. 
Main  JeUieo  M.  O.  Co.,  87  Ky.  467. 

CoNTiCTS  —  HiRiiro  Out  vor  Work.  —  Statutes  authorising  the  hiring  oat 
of  convicts,  or  persons  imprisoned  in  jails  under  conviction  of  crime,  are  eon- 
stitutional:  Holland  v.  Stats^  23  Fla.  123;  Mason  v.  Main  JdUeo  M.  O,  Ox, 
87Ey.  467. 


Oct  1890.]  Bmmil  v.  Hayes.  769 

Emmbl  V.  Hayes. 

Pi08  HisaouBi,  IM.] 

BracoFio  Pbriobhanoi — Pabol  Ck>2iTBA0T  TO  CoNTjnr. — ?oM6M!<m  of  knd 
bj  the  voadeo,  taken  with  the  eonsent  of  the  yeodor,  and  under  a  parol 
oontraol  by  him  to  oonyey,  will  take  the  oaae  out  of  the  ttatnte  of  frandt, 
and  anthoriie  oompalaoiy  tpecifio  performance,  only  when  the  taking  of 
poeseasion  la  pnrsnant  to  and  referable  eolely  to  the  parol  contract. 

SFEOXWIO    PXRrOBMAMCB  —  PaBOL  GONTRAOr  TO  CONVBT  —  PaBT  PBBIOBM- 

ANCL  —  Mbbs  CoNTunrANOB  ov  PossBssioir  does  not  constitute  part 
performanoe  ao  as  to  anthoriM  specific  performance  of  an  alleged  parol 
oontraot  to  oonvey  land.  There  mast  be  some  notorious  and  radical 
ohange  in  the  attitude  of  the  contracting  parties  towards  each  other, 
which  in  itself  indicates  that  some  contract  has  been  made  between 
them,  before  parol  eridenot  is  admissible  to  show  the  details  of  the 
agreement. 

Vbhoob  and  Vbhdbb — Pabol  Goxtbact  to  Gontbt— Witnbbs  AOAiNSf 
DxoBDBBT.  —The  death  of  the  vendor  in  a  parol  contract  to  oonvey 
renders  the  vendee  incompetent  to  testify  as  to  improvements  made  by 
him  upon  the  land. 

Apxoifio  Pbbfobmahob— Pabol  Ooktbaot  to  Cohvbt  —  iMPBovufBim. 
—  One  in  possession  of  land  under  a  parol  contract  to  convey  is  not  en* 
titled  to  specific  performance  upon  the  ground  of  improvements  made 
npon  the  land,  when  they  are  such  only  as  occur  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  husbandry. 

F.  8.  Heffeman  and  0.  W.  Thrashery  for  the  appellant!. 
Ooode  and  Cravens^  for  the  respondents. 

Sherwood,  J.  An  equitable  proceeding  to  remove  a  cloud 
upon  title  caused  by  a  deed  of  trust  alleged  to  have  been 
fraudulently  made,  and  for  the  recovery  of  the  following  de- 
scribed land:  West  half  of  northeast  quarter,  section  36,  town* 
ship  81,  range  21,  and  southeast  quarter  of  northeast  quarter, 
section  36,  township  31,  range  21,  and  the  undivided  one  half 
tract  in  northeast  quarter  of  northeast  quarter,  section  86, 
township  31,  range  21. 

'  The  answer  was  a  general  denial,  etc.,  with  a  count  for 
specific  performance.  The  other  issues  raised  by  the  plead- 
ings will  be  found  hereafter  as  submitted  to  and  settled  by 
the  verdict  of  the  jury,  to  which  such  issues  were  sent  for 
determination. 

The  testimony  in  this  cause  in  relation  to  the  count  for 
specific  performance  is,  in  substance,  the  same  as  it  was  in 
SimmonB  v.  Headlee,  94  Mo.  482,  which  being  an  action  of 
ejectment,  the  equitable  claim  and  defense  of  specific  per- 
formance was  set  up.  The  statement  of  that  evidence,  as 
copied  from  that  case,  is  the  following:  ^' John  O'Day  was  in- 
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troduced  as  a  witness  by  defendants,  and,  in  substance,  testi- 
fied  that  he,  in  conjunction  with  his  brother,  T.  K.  O'Day, 
were  the  attorneys  of  defendant  O'Callahan  in  a  replevin 
suit  in  which  he  was  plaintiff  and  Landor  Sell  was  defend- 
ant; that  on  the  trial,  a  part  of  the  property  in  controversy 
was  found  to  belong  to  O'Callahanj  and  a  part  to  Sell,  for 
which  each  respectively  recovered  judgment  against  the  oiher> 
B  well  as  a  proportionate  part  of  the  costs;  that  execution 
was  issued  against  the  respective  parties;  that  under  the  exe- 
cution issued  against  Sell,  his  land  was  sold  at  the  November 
term,  1881,  of  the  circuit  court  of  Greene  County,  and  was  pur- 
chased by  said  T.  K.  O'Day  for  thirty-five  dollars;  that  under  an 
execution  which  issued  on  the  judgment  in  Sell's  favor  against 
O'Callahan,  the  land  in  question  was  sold  on  the  3d  of  Decem- 
ber, 1881,  and  said  P.  T.  Simmons  became  the  purchaser  for 
twenty-five  dollars.    The  witness  further  stated  that  after  these 
sales  had  been  made,  the  firm  of  John  O'Day  and  Brother,  rep- 
resenting O'Callahan  and  said  Simmons,  of  the  law  firm  of 
Simmons  and  Hubbard,  met  for  the  purpose  of  settling  mat- 
ters between  O'Callahan  and  Sell  growing  out  of  these  and 
other  judgments;  that  in  the  negotiations  he  advanced  for 
O'Callahan  five  hundred  dollars  to  pay  a  judgment  against 
him  in  favor  of  Phoebe  O'Callahan,  also  some  money  to  pay 
to  F.  Emmel;  that  in  the  settlement  it  was  agreed  that  T.  K. 
O'Day  should  not  take  a  deed  for  the  land  of  Sell's  which  he 
had  bought  at  said  execution  sale,  and  that  said  P.  T.  Sim- 
mons should  convey  or  release  to  O'Callahan  whatever  title 
he  might  have  acquired  to  his  land  under  the  sheriff's  deed, 
on  the  payment  of  the  amount  of  Sell's  judgment  against 
him,  which  amount  was  paid  to  said   Simmons,  and   said 
T.  K.  O'Day  did  not  take  a  sheriff's  deed  to  the  land  of 
said  Sell  which  he  had  bought  at  the  execution  sale.     He 
further  testified  that  the  settlement  was  a  final  one,  each  man 
to  retain  his  own  lands,  as  if  there  had  been  no  sale;  that  is. 
Sell  and  O'Callahan." 

The  evidence  in  this  case,  as  in  the  one  referred  to,  shows 
that  P.  T.  Simmons,  the  ancestor  of  the  minor  plaintiffs  for 
whose  benefit  this  proceeding  was  instituted,  had  acquired  the 
title  to  the  property  in  controversy  by  reason  of  a  sheriff's  sale 
of  the  land  as  that  of  Thomas  O'Callahan  under  an  execution 
issued  against  him  in  favor  of  Landor  Sell.  A  sheriff's  deed 
in  pursuance  of  this  sale  was  duly  made  to  said  Simmons, 
December  3,  1881,  and  put  to  record  the  27th  of  that  moaib, 
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tbe  judgment  of  Sells,  under  which  the  sale  occurred,  baying 
been  assigned  to  Simmons  and  Hubbard. 

The  issues  of  fact  heretofore  mentioned  were  submitted  by 
the  court  to  the  jury  as  follows:  — 

1.  Was  O'Callahan  indebted  to  Hayes  in  the  sum  of  three 
thousand  dollars  when  the  deed  of  trust  was  executed  by  0'Gal« 
lahan  to  Thomas  K.  O'Day  for  James  Hayes? 

2.  Was  said  deed  of  ^ust  executed  wholly  or  in  part  to 
deceive  and  defraud  purchasers  at  execution  sales  of  said  land 
under  judgments  against  O'Oallahan? 

8.  Was  the  deed  of  trust  in  evidence  by  Thomas  O'Oallahan 
to  Thomas  E.  O'Day,  trustee  for  James  Hayes,  and  the  agree- 
ment in  evidence  executed  by  James  Hayes  to  Thomas  O'Oal- 
lahan, during  his  natural  life,  executed  in  good  faith  by  said 
parties  for  the  purpose  therein  stated? 

4.  Was  the  defendant  O'Oallahan  threatened  with  execu- 
tions  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  deed  of  trust  in  evidence? 

6.  Was  it  the  Intention  when  said  deed  of  trust  was  executed 
of  the  parties  thereto,  that  said  land  should  be  preserved 
thereby  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  O'Oallahan,  the  grantor? 

6.  Did  Thomas  O'Oallahan  or  his  attorney,  during  the  life- 
time of  Phillip  T.  Simmons,  make  a  settlement  with  said 
Simmons  to  pay  said  Simmons  certain  sums  of  money  on 
condition  that  said  Simmons  was  to  release  to  said  O'Oalla- 
han the  land  purchased  by  said  Simmons  on  execution  sales 
against  said  O'Oallahan? 

The  jury  returned  their  verdict  on  said  interrogatories  and 
issues  submitted,  as  follows,  to  wit:  — 

^  We,  the  jury,  find  in  answer  to  first  interrogatory.  No.     * 

^  We,  the  jury,  find  in  answer  to  second  interrogatory,  Yes. 

"  We,  the  jury,  find  in  answer  to  third  interrogatory,  No. 

•*  We,  the  jury,  find  in  answer  to  fourth  interrogatory,  Yes. 

'*  We,  the  jury,  find  in  answer  to  fifth  interrogatory.  Yes. 

'*  We,  the  jury,  find  in  answer  to  the  sixth  interrogatory, 
Yes.'^ 

These  findings  of  fact  by  the  jury  were  adopted  by  the 
court,  and  resulted  in  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs,  from  which 
the  defendants  appeal. 

1.  The  controlling  question  in  this  cause,  and  the  one  to 
which  our  chief  attention  will  be  directed,  is,  whether,  upon 
the  evidence  adduced,  the  defendant  O'Oallahan  was  entitled 
to  a  decree  for  specific  performance. 

The  taking  possession  of  a  tract  of  land  by  a  vendee,  under 
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a  parol  contract  made  by  a  vendor  to  convey  to  him,  and 
with  the  consent  of  such  vendor,  will  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute  of  frauds,  and  authorize  compulsory  specific  perform- 
ance, only  where  such  taking  of  possession  is  pursuant  to,  and 
referable  solely  to,  the  parol  contract  Nothing  short  of  this 
unequivocal  act  of  taking  possession  will  suffice.  This  doc- 
trine is  of  almost  universal  prevalence,  and  announced  in 
cases  too  numerous  for  mention  or  of  ready  computation.  It 
has  obtained  in  this  state  since  the  earliest  period  of  its  his- 
tory down  to  the  present  time,  as  the  following  cases  will 
show:  Bean  v.  VaUe^  2  Mo.  126;  Parke  v.  Leewrig}Uf  20  Mo. 
85;  Charpiot  v.  Sigereon^  25  Mo.  63;  Wiley  v.  Robert^  31  Mo. 
212;  ElU  y.  Pacific  R.  R.,  51  Mo.  200;  Spalding  v.  Conzdman, 
80  Mo.  177;  Bowlee  v.  Wathan^  54  Mo.  261;  SitUm  v.  Shipp^ 
65  Mo.  297.  And  those  cases  are  in  accord  with  all  well-con- 
sidered oases  elsewhere.  This  is  abundantly  shown  by  the 
authorities  cited  by  counsel  for  plaintiff. 

The  uniform  statement  of  the  text-writers  and  the  reported 
ruling  of  adjudged  cases  is,  that  mere  continuance  of  posses- 
sion does  not  constitute  part  performance.  There  must  be  a 
radical  change  in  the  attitude  of  the  contracting  parties 
towards  each  other, — a  change  consisting  of  acts  done, — a 
notorious  change  which  itself  indicates  that  some  contract  has 
been  made  between  the  parties;  and  then  parol  evidence  is 
admissible  to  show  the  details  of  the  agreement:  Wood  on 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  2d  ed.,  374,  and  cases  cited;  Browne 
on  Frauds,  2d  ed.,  sees.  455,  457,  472,  473,  477. 

In  the  last  section  cited,  the  learned  author  says:  ^It  is 
abundantly  settled  that  if  one  who  is  already  in  possession  of 
land  as  tenant  verbally  contract  with  the  owner  for  a  new 
term,  his  merely  continuing  in  possession  after  the  making  of 
the  alleged  contract  is  not  an  act  of  part  performance  within 
the  meaning  of  the  rule,  so  as  to  justify  a  decree  for  a  lease 
according  to  the  contract.  In  such  a  case,  the  continued 
holding  is  naturally  and  properly  referable  to  the  old  tenancy, 
and  does  not  necessarily  imply  any  new  agreement  between 
the  parties.  The  same  reasoning  applies,  of  course,  where  the 
contract  set  up  is  the  sale  of  the  estate  to  the  defendant  by 
the  owner  of  the  fee." 

Pomeroy  says:  ''A  plaintiff  cannot,  in  the  face  of  the  stat- 
ute, prove  a  verbal  contract  by  parol  evidence,  and  then  show 
that  it  has  been  partly  performed.  This  course  of  proceeding 
would  be  a  virtual  repeal  of  the  statute.    He  must  first  prove 
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acts  done  by  himself  or  on  his  behalf  which  point  unmistak- 
ably to  a  contract  between  himself  and  the  defendant,  which 
cannot,  in  the  ordinary  coarse  of  human  conduct,  be  accounted 
for  in  any  other  manner  than  as  having  been  done  in  pursu- 
ance of  a  contract,  and  which  would  not  have  been  done  with- 
out an  existing  contract;  and  although  these  acts  of  part 
performance  cannot  of  themselves  indicate  all  the  terms  of 
the  agreement  sought  to  be  enforced,  they  must  be  consistent 
with  it,  and  in  conformity  with  its  provisions,  when  these  shall 
have  been  shown  by  the  subsequent  parol  evidence.  It  follows 
from  this  invariable  rule  that  acts  which  do  not  unmistakably 
point  to  a  contract  existing  between  the  parties,  or  which  can 
be  reasonably  accounted  for  in  some  other  manner  than  as 
having  been  done  in  pursuance  of  such  a  contract,  do  not  con- 
stitute a  part  performance  sufficient  in  any  case  to  take  it  out 
of  the  operation  of  the  statute,  even  though  a  verbal  agreement 

has  actually  been  made  between  the  parties For  a  like 

reason,  the  mere  possession  of  the  premises  by  a  tenant,  con- 
tinued after  the  expiration  of  his  term,  is  not  a  sufficient  part 
performance  of  a  verbal  contract  to  renew  the  lease  or  to  con- 
vey the  land,  because  such  possession  may  be  as  reasonably 
and  naturally  explained  by  his  holding  over  as  by  an  agree- 
ment to  renew  or  to  convey;  in  other  words,  it  does  not  un- 
equivocally point  to  the  existence  of  a  contract  between  the 
parties,  but  is  referable  to  another  cause.  The  rule  is  general 
in  its  application  and  fundamental  in  principle  that  acts  which 
are  referable  to  something  else  than  the  verbal  agreement,  and 
which  may  be  ordinarily  otherwise  accounted  for,  do  not  consti- 
tute a  sufficient  part  performance  of  it":  Pomeroy  on  Specific 
Performance,  154, 155.  See  also  Fry  on  Specific  Performance, 
sec.  380;  Bispham's  Equity,  sec.  385;  Sugden  on  Vendors,  14th 
Am.  ed.,  sec.  152;  German  v.  Machin^  6  Paige,  289. 

Speaking  of  the  probative  effect  of  possession,  an  author 
already  quoted  says:  **  Merely  taking  or  holding  possession  is 
of  itself  nothing.  The  question  is  quo  animo  it  is  taken  or  held, 
and  this  is  not  allowed  to  be  answered  by  parol  proof  of  the 
agreement  between  the  parties.  But  in  cases  where  a  tenant 
continues  in  possession  under  an  alleged  agreement  for  a  new 
tenancy,  it  is  answered  by  proof  of  any  act  on  his  own  part, 
done  with  the  privity  of  the  owner  of  the  fee,  which  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  previous  holding,  and  is  such  as  clearly  indi- 
cates a  change  in  the  relation  of  the  parties.  Where  the  tenant, 
continuing  in  possession,  makes  improvement  upon  the  prem- 
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ises,  this  fact  is  of  great  weight  to  show  a  change  in  the  hold- 
ing.  But  they  must,  of  course,  be  of  such  a  marked  and 
important  character  as  to  be  not  naturally  reconcilable  with 
the  continuance  of  the  old  relation  ":  Browne  on  Frauds,  sees. 
478,  480. 

Having  made  these  extensive  quotations  from  the  authori- 
ties, the  purpose  of  making  which  will  be  made  manifest  a 
little  further  on,  we  will  now  turn  our  attention  to  some  of  the 
cases  cited  by  defendants  as  supporting  their  contention  in  this 
cause,  —  a  contention  at  variance  with  the  views  heretofore 
expressed  as  to  the  necessity  of  showing  something  more  than 
a  mere  retention  of  possession.  The  case  of  Brown  y.  Jonea^  46 
Barb.  400,  was  one  where  a  purchaser  of  land  by  a  parol  agree- 
ment was  in  possession  at  the  time,  though  the  land  was  wild 
and  uncultivated,  who  thereupon  made  permanent  improve- 
ments by  clearing  and  cultivating  the  same,  which  clearing 
and  cultivation  added  fifty  per  cent  to  the  value  of  the  land; 
and  he  also  paid  all  taxes  and  assessments,  etc.,  and  it  was 
held  he  was  entitled  to  specific  performance  on  paying  the  pur^ 
chase-money.  In  Payne  v.  Coombs^  1  De  Gex.  &  J.  84,  a  parol 
agreement  was  entered  into  for  a  lease  of  a  farm;  a  solicitor 
was  seen  by  both  parties,  and  he  was  directed  to  prepare  a 
rough  draught  for  a  lease,  which  he  did,  and  forwarded  it  to  the 
lessor,  who,  without  objecting  to  it,  let  the  tenant  into  posses- 
sion and  directed  the  solicitor  to  prepare  a  lease  in  conformity 
to  the  draught;  and  upon  this  it  was  ruled  that  the  delivery  and 
taking  of  possession  was  a  sufficient  part  performance  of  the 
agreement  as  expressed  in  the  draught  to  exclude  a  defense 
founded  on  the  statute  of  frauds,  and,  by  consequence,  to  au- 
thorize specific  performance. 

The  case  of  Gregory  v.  Mighell^  18  Ves.  328,  was  one  where 
a  parol  agreement  for  a  lease  was  made,  and  the  allegation  of 
the  answer  resisting  performance,  that  possession  was  taken 
without  the  defendant's  consent,  was  thought  by  Sir  William 
Grant,  M.  R.,  to  be  disproved  by  two  witnesses,  as  well  as  by 
the  very  significant  and  pregnant  fact  that  the  defendant  al- 
lowed the  plaintiff  to  maintain  the  possession  as  tenant,  mak- 
ing expenditures  for  eight  years  before  he  brought  ejectment; 
and  therefore  that  eminent  master  of  the  rolls  held  that  the 
defendant  was  not  at  liberty  to  say  that  it  was  a  possession 
without  consent,  and  that  plaintiff  was  a  trespasser,  and  so 
specific  performance  was  decreed. 

In  Fisher  v.  Moolick^  13  Wis.  321,  Moolick  was  a  pre-emptor 
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of  a  piece  of  public  land,  and,  while  in  possession  of  it,  ap* 
plied  to  Fisher  for  a  loan  of  money  to  enable  him  to  enter  the 
land  within  the  year.  The  arrangement  was  e£fected  whereby 
Fisher  entered  the  land,  took  the  receiver's  receipt  in  his  own 
name,  with  the  parol  agreement  to  convey  the  land  to  defend- 
ant  upon  the  payment  of  fifty  dollars  in  one  year  with  twenty- 
five  per  cent  interest.  Fisher  was  willing,  after  the  entry,  to 
confirm  the  matter  by  a  written  contract  to  that  effect,  and 
sent  word  of  that  purport  to  Moolick  to  come  and  get  such  a 
contract,  but  died  before  executing  it.  Meanwhile,  after  the 
entry,  Moolick  went  on  under  the  faith  of  the  parol  contract, 
and,  with  the  consent  of  Fisher,  made  valuable  improvements 
on  the  land,  and,  upon  the  death  of  Fisher,  paid  up  the  prin- 
cipal  and  interest  to  the  administrator,  taking  written  receipt 
containing  a  memorandum  of  the  description  of  the  land,  and 
the  administrator  thereupon  took  the  money  thus  obtained 
and  paid  it  over  as  directed  by  the  probate  court.  And  upon 
this  showing,  the  ejectment  of  the  heirs  of  Fisher  against  Moo- 
lick was  defeated,  and  a  decree  entered  in  behalf  of  the  latter. 
Miller  v.  J?aU,  64  N.  Y.  236,  was  one  similar  in  its  general  cir^ 
cumstances  to  the  one  cited  from  Wisconsin. 

In  all  of  these  cases  cited,  it  will  be  observed  that  there 
was  a  radical  and  marked  change  in  the  circumstances  of  the 
party  claiming  specific  performance, — a  change  which  plainly 
indicated  that  some  kind  of  a  contract  had  been  made  be- 
tween them.  But  here,  in  the  case  at  bar,  what  have  we  to 
indicate  any  change  in  the  attitude  of  the  parties  towards 
each  other?  What  acts  were  done?  None  whatever.  The 
only  thing  pretended  to  be  done  was  the  bare  retention  of  the 
possession  of  the  property,  which  was  in  no  proper  sense  an 
act  at  all. 

The  case  of  Snyder  v.  Thrall^  56  Wis.  674,  was  the  case  of 
the  sale  of  a  house  as  personal  property  on  which  a  chattel 
mortgage  had  been  given.  There  was  no  question  of  specific 
performance  iu  the  case,  nor  could  there  have  been.  The 
head-notes  disclose  the  whole  case,  as  follows:  '*  Property  in 
the  possession  of  a  bailee  may  be  sold  to  him,  and  a  good  de- 
livery made,  without  being  actually  taken  into  the  possession  of 
the  owner  and  then  returned  to  the  possession  of  the  vendee.*' 

^'So  where  a  house  (treated  as  personal  property)  was  in 
the  possession  of  the  vendee  at  the  time  of  the  sale  thereof, 
and  he  continued  in  possession  after  and  under  the  sale,  it  is 
held  that  there  was  such  a  delivery  as  would  take  the  coo. 
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tract  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds^  although  no  part  of  the 
purcbase-moDey  was  paid,  and  no  note  or  memorandum  of 
the  contract  was  made  in  writing.'' 

That  case  was  much  relied  on  in  the  opinion  of  this  court  in 
Simmons  v.  HeadUe^  94  Mo.  482,  where  it  was  held  that  the  bare 
retention  of  the  possession  by  the  former  owner  was  sufficient 
to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds;  and  it  was  there 
said,  in  support  of  this  view,  that  to  require  O'Callahan  ^  to 
surrender  the  possession  he  had,  and  then  take  possession  un- 
der the  contract,  is  extremely  technicaL"  That  this  view  is 
wholly  unsupported  by  authority  has  been  already  shown  by 
the  extensive  quotations  and  extracts  already  made  for  that 
purpose.  And  it  may  be  remarked  that  the  necessity  for  aur- 
rendering  the  possession  under  the  circumstances  supposed, 
and  the  taking  of  the  possession  under  the  contract,  is  no 
more  '*  technical '^  than  that  required  pf  a  tenant  when  he 
would  dispute  the  title  of  his  landlord;  for  he,  in  order  to  do 
this,  must  first  surrender  the  possession  of  the  premises  in 
good  faith  to  his  landlord,  and  then  he  can  resume  the  pos- 
session and  dispute  his  landlord's  title  successfully:  2  Wood 
on  Landlord  and  Tenant,  2d  ed.,  sees,  498-500,  and  notes; 
LitiUton  Y.  Clayton,  77  Ala.  671. 

These  considerations  constrain  us  to  say  that  we  erred  in 
our  rulings  in  Simmom  v.  Headlee,  94  Mo.  482,  as  well  as  in  the 
similar  case  of  Emmel  v.  Heddleey  7  8.  W.  Rep.  22,  Mo.,  Feb. 
20,  1888.  Consequently  we  will  no  longer  adhere  to  these  rul- 
ings. 

2.  The  conclusions  reached  by  the  trial  court  in  adopting 
the  verdict  of  the  jury  on  the  issues  of  fact  submitted  to  them, 
we  see  no  reason  to  disturb. 

3.  There  was  no  error  in  excluding  the  testimony  of  the  de- 
fendant O'Callahan  about  the  alleged  imprevements  made 
by  him  after  the  alleged  parol  purchase  from  Simmons,  as  the 
latter  was  dead,  and  this  rendered  O'Callahan  incompetent 
as  a  witness:  Sitton  v.  Shipp,  65  Mo.  297;  Ring  ▼.  Jamison^ 
66  Mo.  424;  Chapman  ▼.  Doughertyy  87  Mo.  617;  56  Am.  Bep. 
469;  Meier  ▼.  Thieman,  90  Mo.  433. 

4.  Again,  it  does  not  appear  in  what  the  improvements 
alleged  to  be  made  by  O'Callahan  consisted.  If  the  improve- 
ments were  such  as  occur  in  the  ordinary  course  of  husbandry, 
this  would  give  no  additional  strengtii  to  the  case  of  the  de» 
fendant:  Browne  on  Frauds,  sec.  480. 

Controlled  by  the  foregoing  reasonsi  we  affirm  the  judgment 
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SpECino  Pbrporvahoi— Pabol  Contracts  of  Salk.  ~The  rnle  is  that 
parol  eontraetfl  for  the  tale  of  land  are  invalid:  HaU  v.  WaUace,  88  Cal.  434; 
White  r,  O^Banwm,  86  Kj.  93;  and  will  not  be  specifically  enforced:  DeUn  v. 
Crunday,  88  Ky.  672;  Corttit  ▼.  Conabk,  74  Iowa»  59;  McOlnnU  ▼.  Femandea, 
126  IlL  228;  CUmd  ▼.  OrtasUy,  125  111.  313;  Jadaon  t.  Myert,  120  Ind.  604; 
Mtttfm  T.  DaviMH,  123  Pa.  St  298;  PiU  r.  Moon,  99  K.  C.  85;  6  Am.  St.  R«p. 
489;  unless  there  has  been  such  a  part  performance  thereof  as  will  take  them 
out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  frauds:  Morrison  t.  Herriek,  130  111.  631; 
Putnam  t.  Tinkler.  83  Mich.  628;  WalUux  ▼.  Seoggint,  17  Or.  476;  Orqft  r. 
Zoueia,  138  Pa.  St.  453;  BarreU  t.  Forney,  82  Va.  269;  such  as  actual  pes- 
session  and  the  making  of  improvements  on  the  part  of  the  vendee:  Ca/aji- 
ehini  t.  BransteUer,  84  CaL  249;  Huni  v.  Hayt,  10  Col.  278;  Bragg  v.  OUon, 
128  IlL  640;  Pond  t.  Sheean,  132  IlL  812;  JhertU  t.  DUley,  39  Kan.  73;  Schuey 
▼.  Sckaeffer,  130  Pa.  St  16;  Wooldridge  v.  Haneoek,  70  Tex.  18;  Origgkby  v. 
Oj6orm  82  Va.  371;  i#c  YTAinne  v.  JfortJn,  77  Wis.  182.  The  vendee's  posses- 
•ion«  however,  must  be  with  the  render's  consent,  and  in  pursuance  of  the 
parol  oontraet:  MeLure  t.  TemUtte,  89  Ala.  672;  Beeknagle  t.  Sehmalts,  72 
Iowa,  63;  Cloud  v.  Ortasley,  125  IlL  313;  Booter  t.  Tea^/tie,  27  8.  C.  348. 
Comparo  Peek  t.  Peek,  TJ  OaL  106;  11  Am.  St  Rep.  244,  and  note.  While 
the  vendee's  possession  may  not  be  such  as  to  take  a  parol  contract  of  sale 
out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  it  will  entitle  him  to  a  lien  for 
ihm  oooaideration  palds  Usher  t.  Flood.  83  Ky.  662L 
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Broppsl — Fraudvlxht  CoNYSTAiioi.  —  A  judgment  oredttor  who  sells  an 
equity  of  redemption  under  execution,  thereby  asserts  the  validity  of 
the  mortgage,  and  is  estopped  from  afterwards  denying  its  validity  by 
asserting  that  it  was  fraudulent  as  to  creditors. 

IbiTorpxL  —  Plsadiho.  —  A  party  is  estopped  by  the  allegations  in  his  own 
pleading. 

Smithy  Silver^  and  Brown^  A.  L.  ThomoB^  and  Cagrove  and 
Johnston^  for  the  plainti£fs  in  error. 

B.  R.  Riehardiony  Edwards  and  DavtBon,  and  Draffen  and 
WiUiamif  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Black,  J.  This  is  a  suit  in  equity  brought  by  C.  H.  Knoop 
against  J.  B.  Eelsey,  Charles  T.  Eelsey,  Charles  D.  Nixon,  and 
Green  Huffman.  There  was  a  decree  for  the  plaintiff.  It  is  in- 
sisted that  the  second  amended  petition,  upon  which  the  cause 
was  tried,  fails  to  state  any  cause  of  action,  and  this  question 
runs  through  the  whole  case,  so  that  it  must  be  determined  at 

the  outset 

The  facts  stated  are  these:  That  on  the  20th  of  July,  1882, 
the  defendant  J.  B.  Kelsey  was  a  banker  at  Versailles,  in 
Morgan  Countyi  in  this  state;  that  he  held  himself  out  to  be 
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Bolvent,  when  in  fact  he  was  insolvent;  that  he  owned  400 
acres  of  land  in  that  county,  and  on  the  22d  of  July,  1882, 
made  a  deed  of  trust  thereon  to  secure  his  note  dated  the  Ist 
of  August,  1882,  for  $3,000,  payable  to  the  defendant  Charles 
T.  Eelsey  in  five  years  after  date,  and  that  defendant  Nixon 
is  the  trustee  in  the  deed  of  trust;  that  on  the  5th  of  Auguaii 
1882,  plaintiff  deposited  with  J.  B.  Eelsey  $2,782,  and  at  that 
time  the  deed  of  trust  had  not  been  recorded;  that  J.  B. 
Eelsey  failed  on  the  22d  of  said  month,  and  his  bank  was 
closed  by  attachments;  that  the  deed  of  trust  to  Nixon  was 
made  for  the  sole  purpose  of  defrauding  the  creditors  of  J. 
B.  Eelsey;  that  plaintiff  obtained  a  judgment  against  J.  B. 
Eelsey  at  the  April  term,  1883,  for  $1,703,  being  the  balance 
then  due  upon  the  deposit,  and  upon  which  judgment  execu- 
tion was  issued. 

The  amended  petition  then  goes  on  to  say:  '*  Plaintiff 
further  states  that  at  the  October  term,  1883,  of  the  Morgan 
County  circuit  court,  the  interest  of  J.  B.  Eelsey  (being  his 
equity  of  redemption  in  said  real  estate)  was  sold  by  the 
sheriff  of  Morgan  County  on  several  executions  issued  on  sev- 
eral judgments  against  J.  B.  Eelsey,  including  plaintiff's 
execution;  that  the  sheriff,  in  his  advertised  notice  of  sale, 
gave  special  notice  that  he  would  sell  the  land  subject  to  all 
prior  liens  and  encumbrances,  and  did  also  give  the  same 
notice  to  the  bidders  and  by-standers  at  the  sale,  and  that  de- 
fendant Green  Huffman,  who  had  been  J.  B.  Eelsey's  tenant 
and  friend,  became,  for  the  nominal  sum  of  $285,  the  pur- 
chaser of  J.  B.  Eelsey's  equity  of  redemption,  subject  to  the 
deed  of  trust  aforesaid,  and  with  full  knowledge  of  the  same, 
it  being  then  on  record,  and  presumed  by  plaintiff  and  Huff* 
man  and  all  others  to  be  a  good  and  valid  instrument  and  en* 
cumbrance;  that  said  Huffman  immediately  entered  into  the 
possession  of  said  land,  and  has  ever  since  remained  in  pos- 
session as  owner  of  J.  B.  Eelsey's  equity  of  redemption  therein; 
that  the  fact  of  the  said  deed  of  trust  having  been  executed 
and  recorded  as  aforesaid  prevented  said  lands  from  selling  at 
the  sheriff's  sale  for  as  large  a  sum  of  money  as  they  other- 
wise would  have  done,  and  plaintiff  was  thereby  prevented  from 
realizing  the  amount  of  his  said  judgment  out  of  said  lands." 

The  prayer  is,  that  the  deed  of  trust  be  declared  null  and 
void,  and  that  the  titles  of  Nixon  and  Charles  T.  Eelsey,  as 
the  pretended  trustee  and  beneficiary,  be  divested  out  of  them» 
and  that  the  land  be  subjected  to  plaintiff 's  judgment  as  the 
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»rior  lien  thereon,  and  that  if  said  judgment  be  not  paid  and 
latisfied  in  such  time  as  the  court  should  direct,  that  the  land 
>e  Bold  by  the  sheriff  to  satisfy  said  judgment  and  costs,  and 
!br   geTieral  relief. 

The  answer  of  Charles  T.  Kelsey  and  Nixon  is  a  general 
leniaL  Huffman,  in  his  separate  answer,  says  he  purchased 
;be  land  at  a  sale  on  various  executions,  one  of  which  was  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff;  that  he  purchased  the  land  subject  to 
prior  liens  and  encumbrances,  and  is  ready  to  discharge  such 
mortgages  and  Hens  as  may  be  found  due. 

The  court,  by  its  decree,  declared  the  deed  of  trust  fraudulent 
as  against  the  plaintiff,  and  substituted  the  plaintiff  to^Hhe 
rights  of  the  holder  of  the  note"  to  the  extent  of  plaintiff's 
judgment,  and  then  ordered  a  sale  of  the  land. 

This  is  certainly  a  novel  proceeding.  The  substance  of  the 
case  stated  in  the  petition  is  this:  J.  B.  Kelsey  made  a  deed 
of  trust  on  the  four  hundred  acres  of  land.  Thereafter  his 
creditors,  the  plaintiff  being  one  of  them,  obtained  judgments 
against  him,  and,  under  executions  issued  thereon,  advertised, 
and  in  terms  sold,  his  equity  of  redemption,  and  nothing  more. 
The  plaintiff  now  seeks  to  set  aside  the  deed  of  trust  because 
it  was  made  in  fraud  of  creditors,  and  to  be  substituted  in  the 
stead  of  the  fraudulent  mortgagee. 

Judgment  creditors  have  two  remedies  against  a  fraudulent 
conveyance,  be  it  a  deed  or  mortgage,  or  a  deed  of  trust  in  the 
nature  of  a  mortgage.  They  may  file  their  bill  to  set  it  aside 
and  subject  the  land  to  the  payment  of  their  debts;  or  they 
may  sell  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  debtor,  and  in 
that  case  the  purchaser  succeeds  to  all  of  the  rights  of  the 
creditors  to  set  aside  and  avoid  the  fraudulent  conveyance: 
Lionberger  v.  Baker^  88  Mo.  452.  A  conveyance  made  in  fraud 
of  creditors  is,  as  to  them,  void,  at  their  option.  They  may 
aflBrm  it  if  they  see  fit  to  do  so.  As  these  creditors,  in  terms, 
sold  the  equity  of  redemption,  the  question  arises  whether  they 
can  now  turn  around  and  say  that  the  deed  of  trust  is  void  as 
to  them,  and  thus,  in  effect,  say  there  was  no  equity  of  redemp- 
tion. 

In  some  of  the  New  England  states  unencumbered  lands 
are  not  sold  at  auction,  but  are  appraised  and  set  off  by  way 
of  extent  to  the  judgment  creditor.  If  encumbered  by  mort- 
gage, the  equity  of  redemption  may  be  sold  at  auction:  2  Free- 
man on  Executions,  sec.  372.  In  several  of  these  states  it  is 
held  that  a  purchaser  who  bids  for  and  buys  the  equity  of  re- 
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dempiion  cannot  dispute  the  validity  of  the  mortgage  suhject 
to  which  be  purchased;  and  this  is  true  whether  the  purchaser 
be  a  stranger  or  the  creditor  himself.  In  either  case  he  is 
estopped  to  deny  the  validity  of  the  mortgage,  and  cannot  be 
heard  to  say  that  it  was  fraudulent  as  to  creditors:  Lard  v. 
Sill,  23  Conn.  324;  Brown  v.  Snell,  46  Me.  490;  Flanden  v- 
JoneB,  80  N.  H.  164;  RusseU  v.  Dudley,  3  Met  147;  Freeland 
V.  Freeland,  102  Mass.  478.  The  principle  is  not  confined  to 
those  states.  In  Messmore  v.  Huggard,  46  Micb.  559,  a  cred* 
itor  obtained  judgment,  and  sold  the  equity  of  redemption  in 
the  land  of  the  debtor,  and  became  the  purchaser  thereof.  He 
then  sought  to  set  aside  the  mortgage  because  it  was  made  id 
fraud  of  creditors.  The  court  denied  the  relief,  and  said, 
among  other  things,  that  a  purchase  under  such  circum- 
stances must  be  held  to  be  what  it  appeared  to  be  at  the  sale, 
— a  purchase  subject  to  the  mortgage. 

We  have  no  law  in  this  state  requiring  lands  taken  on  exe- 
cution to  be  appraised,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  sell  simpl? 
the  equity  of  redemption  even  in  those  cases  where  the  en- 
cumbrance is  conceded  to  be  valid.  The  usual  and  proper 
method  is  to  sell  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  judg- 
ment debtor,  and  as  before  stated,  the  purchaser  succeeds  to 
all  of  the  rights  of  the  creditor.  If,  instead  of  selling  all  of 
the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  debtor,  the  creditor  will,  in 
terms,  advertise  and  sell  the  equity  of  redemptioni  he  must 
abide  the  consequences.  By  simply  selling  the  equity  of  re- 
demption, he  asserts  the  validity  of  the  mortgage;  for  if  fraud- 
ulent as  to  creditors,  then,  as  to  them,  there  is  no  equity  d 
redemption  to  sell.  By  selling  the  equity  of  redemption,  per- 
sons are  induced  to  bid  on  the  supposition  that  the  mortgage 
is  valid,  and,  as  said  in  the  case  last  cited,  the  mortgagee  has 
no  occasion  to  bother  himself  about  the  sale.  The  creditor, 
having  induced  purchasers  and  the  mortgagee  to  act  upon  the 
supposition  that  the  validity  of  the  mortgage  is  conceded, 
ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  change  front  and  assail  the  mort- 
gage. The  creditor  is  bound  by  his  election,  as  well  as  the 
purchaser  at  the  sale.  The  principle  that  where  one  has  ao 
election  between  inconsistent  courses,  he  will  be  confined  to 
the  one  which  he  first  adopts,  has  been  applied  in  a  variety  of 
cases:  McClanahan  v.  West,  100  Mo.  309.  The  plaintiff^statea 
in  his  petition  that  the  equity  of  redemption  only  was  adver- 
tised and  sold,  and  he  must  abide  by  his  own  pleading:  LenoM- 
V.  Harriion^  88  Ma  491 ;  Ramsey  v.  Henderson,  91  Mo.  660. 
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Tbe  matters  alleged  in  the  plaintiff's  pleading  furnish  no 
round  for  the  decree  rendered.  In  short,  the  amended  peti« 
ion  Btates  no  cause  of  action  whatever;  on  the  contrary,  it 
tatea  the  plaintifif  out  of  court.  This  result  disposes  of  this 
ase,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  question  whether 
Q  fact  the  deed  of  trust  is  fraudulent. 

Thus  far  we  have  treated  the  case  as  we  find  it  stated  in  the 
^mended  petition.  The  proofs  indicate  that  the  sale  was  made 
Q  the  usual  way,  and  that  in  point  of  fact  the  sheriff  sold  all  of 
he  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  execution  defendant  in  the 
and.  Whether  that  sale  was  made  under  such  circumstances 
rbat  it  should  be  set  aside  and  a  new  sale  ordered,  or  whether 
>laintifif  has  any  other  remedy  on  a  proper  petition,  we  do  not 
indertake  to  say;  but  the  cause  will  be  remanded,  with  leave 
bo  the  parties  to  amend  their  pleadings. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 

Ebtoffil. — VnrDBB,  aitbr  an  Alleged  Pubchasb  of  Goods,  n  Es- 
roprsD  by  tbe  levy  of  an  execution  in  hit  favor  npon  the  same  goods  as 
khe  property  of  the  vendor  from  claiming  the  goods  in  any  other  way  than 
by  yirtne  of  such  levy:  Fieid  v.  Langmiorf,  43  Mo.  32;  97  Am.  Deo.  367;  com- 
pare Martin  v.  Zelierhaeh,  38  Cal.  300;  99  Am.  Dec.  365.  In  Bullard  v. 
Hinkley,  6  Oreenl.  289,  20  Am.  Dec  305,  it  was  decided  that  a  fraudulent 
mortgage  ereatea  no  equity  of  redemption  as  to  a  creditor  of  the  mort- 
gagor who^  by  extending  his  execution  npon  the  mortgaged  land,  elects  to 
treat  it  as  a  nullity.  The  sale  of  the  equity  of  redemption  of  such  a  mort- 
gage conveys  nothing. 

Pleadings,  Estoppel  bt.  —  A  party  is  bound  by  admissions  made  in  his 
pleadings:  Howard  v.  Olftm,  85  Ga.  238;  21  Am.  8t  Rep.  156;  Wilcoocmm  v. 
Bmion,  27  CaL  228;  87  Am.  Dec  156. 


Furnish  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Compant. 

[102  uissoubi,  488.] 

Carbiers  of  Passbnosbs.  —  Care  Rbquibbd  bt  Railway  towards  Pas- 
BBNOEBS  is  the  highest  practicable  care,  caution,  and  diligence  which 
capable  and  faithful  railroad  men  would  exercise  under  similar  circum- 
stances. 

Gabbier  op  Passemokbs — Liabilttt  fob  Slight  Neougencb.  —  A  carrier 
of  passengers  by  railway  is  liable  for  injury  resulting  from  slight  negli- 
gence on  its  part. 

OfcBRiEB  OF  Pabsenoers,  Cari  REQUIRED  OF.  —  A  carrier  of  passengers  by 
railway  is  bound  to  furnish  reasonably  safe  and  sufficient  road-bed,  tracks, 
ears,  and  engines,  so  far  as  the  utmost  human  skill,  diligence,  and  fore- 
sight can  provide,  and  this  means  such  skill,  diligence,  and  foresight  as 
11  exercised  by  a  very  cautious  person  under  like  circumstances. 
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Carriers  or  PASSsNaERS  —  Liabiutt  for  Dkfect  m  Boabwat. — Acw- 
rier  of  passengers  by  railway  is  liable  for  a  failure  to  dieeover  a  defsek 
in  iti  road-bed  or  roadway  wbieh  oonld  have  been  disooTored  by  »  proper 
discharge  of  its  duty  of  inspection  in  time  to  avert  an  acoideath 

Oarrur  ov  Pa88BN6xr8  —  Prima  Facis  Cabb  ov  Ihjv&t  —  Bobdbb  ov 
Proot.  —  A  passenger  by  railway  makes  a  prima  /aetB  ease  of  ne^ 
gence  against  the  company  by  showing  the  faots  of  the  derailmeot  of  the 
cars  and  his  injury.  The  burden  of  proof  then  rests  on  the  company  to 
show  that  it  has  not  been  negligent. 

Practiob  on  ArpcAL  —  Exckssivb  Vrrdiot,  whin  Sr  Asn>R.  —  Th»  •§- 
preme  court  will  set  aside  a  verdict  as  excessive  in  ezceptioaal  eass^ 
and  when  satisfied  that  the  evidence  does  not  support  the  ssswuieuJ  of 
damages,  as  in  other  instances  of  failure  of  proof. 

Action  by  Martha  A.  Furnish  against  the  defendant  com- 
pany to  recover  damages  for  injuries  sustained  by  her  while 
a  passenger  on  defendant's  train,  and  caused  by  the  derail- 
ment  of  such  train.  Plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  for  fifteen 
thousand  dollars,  and  the  defendant  appealed.  The  instruc- 
tions asked  by  defendant  at  the  trial,  and  refused  by  the  court, 
and  referred  to  in  the  opinion,  were  as  follows:  1.  *'  The  juiy 
are  instructed  that  under  the  pleadings  and  evidence  in  this 
case  the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover,  and  you  will  find  for  the 
defendant ";  2.  "Although  the  jury  may  believe  that  the  train 
in  which  Martha  A.  Furnish  was  riding  was  overturned  by 
some  defect  in  defendant's  road-bed,  track,  ties,  cars,  engine, 
or  machinery,  yet  they  will  find  for  defendant,  unless  they 
further  find  from  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence  that  the 
defendant's  employees  knew  of  such  defect,  or  by  the  exercise 
of  reasonable  skill  and  diligence  could  have  discovered  such 
defect";  8.  '*If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  at 
the  time  said  train  was  overturned  the  employees  of  the  de- 
fendant were  exercising,  and  had  exercised,  the  highest  prac- 
tical diligence  which  capable  and  faithful  railroad  caen  would 
exercise  under  similar  circumstances,  and  that  the  said  train 
was  thrown  or  run  off  the  track,  and  was  overturned  by  causes 
which  were  unknown  to  the  defendant,  and  which  could  not 
have  been  known  to  the  defendant  by  the  exercise  of  reason- 
able care  and  caution,  skill  and  diligence,  then  the  plaintiff 
cannot  recover  in  this  action,  and  the  finding  must  be  for  the 
defendant";  4.  '' The  jury  are  instructed  that  although  they 
may  believe  from  the  evidence  that  some  of  defendant's  ties 
of  its  road-bed  were  decayed  or  rotten,  as  described  by  some 
of  plaintiff's  witnesses,  yet  before  they  can  find  a  verdict  for 
plaintiff  on  this  ground,  they  must  believe  from  a  prepon- 
derance of  the  evidence  that  such  condition  caused  the  train 
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to  be  thrown  from  the  track,  by  which  plaintiff  suffered  the 
injury  complained  of";  6.  "The  jury  are  instructed  that 
although  they  may  believe  that  one  of  the  drive-wheels  of  the 
locomotive  which  was  hauling  the  train  in  question  had  been 
re-tired,  and  that  the  new  tire  had  not  been  turned  down, 
before  they  can  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  this  ground, 
they  must  believe  from  a  preponderance  of  evidence  that  it 
was  necessary  to  have  the  same  turned  down  to  render  it  fit 
and  proper  to  be  used  so  as  to  avoid  accident,  and  they  must 
further  believe  that  the  defendant's  failure  to  have  the  same 
turned  down  did  cause  the  injury  complained  of;  and  in  this 
connection  the  jury  are  further  instructed  that  if  they  be- 
lieve that  Mr.  New,  master-mechanic  of  defendant,  was  a 
skillful,  experienced  mechanic,  familiar  with  the  construction 
and  repair  of  locomotive-engines,  defendant  had  a  right  to 
rely  upon  his  judgment,  and  his  decisions  thereunder,  as  to 
the  necessity  of  turning  down  the  tire  of  said  drive-wheel,  and 
the  defendant  is  not  liable  for  any  error  of  judgment  of  said 
New  in  that  regard.''  The  other  facts  are  stated  in  the  opin- 
ion. 

Adams  and  Buckner,  for  the  appellant. 
Oaies  and  WaXUiee^  for  the  respondent 

Barclay,  J.  It  is  conceded  by  defendant  that  the  case 
made  by  plaintiff  entitled  her  to  its  submission  to  the  jury, 
and  no  question  of  her  contributory  negligence  was  raised  at 
any  time.  The  exceptions  now  urged  are  only  those  bearing 
on  the  correctness  of  the  instructions  and  on  the  amount  of 
plaintiff's  damages. 

1.  Defendant's  chief  objection  is  to  the  rulings  of  the  trial 
court  marking  the  degree  of  care  to  be  maintained  by  it  as  a 
carrier  of  passengers. 

It  should  first  be  noted  that  the  instruction  given  (of  his 
own  motion)  by  the  court  defined  the  care  required  of  de- 
fendant toward  passengers  as  the  "  highest  practicable  care, 
caution,  and  diligence  which  capable  and  faithful  railroad 
men  would  exercise  under  similar  circumstances." 

This  instruction  was  given  without  objection  from  any 
quarter,  and  therefore  must  be  accepted  as  the  law  for  the 
case  in  hand,  without  regard  to  its  correctness  or  incorrect- 
ness in  the  abstract  And  since  it  states  the  rule  substan- 
tially as  laid  down  in  the  other  instructions,  there  is  serious 
doubt  whether  defendant  is  in  position  to  question  the  latter 
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now.  Bat  we  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  dispose  of  the  ques- 
tion upon  any  such  narrow  ground  of  practice.  Being  satis- 
fied of  the  soundness  of  the  rulings  of  the  trial  court  on  this 
subject,  we  think  it  opportune  to  consider  them  from  a  stand- 
point of  wider  range* 

Throughout  the  instructions  it  is  asserted  that  the  duty 
owing  by  a  steam^railway  carrier  to  its  passengers  is  to 
furnish  reasonably  safe  and  sufficient  road-bed,  track,  cars, 
and  engine,  '*  so  far  as  human  skill,  diligence,  and  foresight 
could  provide'';  and  that  defendant  ''is  responsible  for  all 
injuries  resulting  from  slight  negligence"  on  its  part.  In 
another  part  of  them,  the  import  of  the  words  ''  utmost  human 
skill,  diligence,  and  foresight,"  as  used  by  the  court,  is  ex- 
plained to  be  *'  such  skill,  diligence,  and  foresight  as  is  ex- 
ercised by  a  very  cautious  person  under  like  circumstances." 
This  is,  substantially,  and  almost  literally,  the  same  language 
as  is  approved  by  text-writers  of  high  authority  in  summaris- 
ing the  law  deducible  from  all  the  precedents:  Story's  Bail- 
ments, sec.  601;  2  Oreenl.  Ev.,  sec.  221;  2  Kent's  Com.  601. 

The  court  also  told  the  jury  that  the  defendant,  as  a  com- 
mon carrier  of  passengers,  did  not  undertake  to  insure  the 
safety  of  plaintiff. 

Taking  the  declarations  of  law  together,  we  think  they 
stated  the  obligations  of  defendant  to  plaintiff,  as  its  passen- 
ger, with  great  accuracy.  To  exercise  the  highest  practical 
care  which  capable  and  faithful  railroad  men  would  take,  in 
like  circumstances,  to  provide  a  track,  rolling  stock,  and  ser^ 
vice  reasonably  fit  and  sufficient  to  perform  the  contract  of 
transportation  into  which  the  carrier  has  entered,  is  the  meas- 
ure of  defendant's  legal  duty  in  such  cases. 

That  rule  does  not  rest  upon  any  artificial  or  technical  di- 
vision of  negligence  into  grades  or  classes,  but  springs  natu- 
rally from  an  application  to  such  facts  of  the  general  principle 
that  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  is  required  to  exercise  a  care 
proportionate  to  the  risks  he  assumes  in  the  business  he  has 
in  hand.  Where  he  undertakes  a  risk  involving  safety  of  life 
and  limb  to  those  with  whom  he  deals,  he  is  charged  with  a 
care  proportionate  to  the  peril. 

When  a  passenger  commits  his  person  to  a  carrier  for  hire 
for  transportation  by  railroad  over  rivers,  across  mountains, 
through  cities,  in  the  night,  — it  may  be  while  asleep,  —  at  a 
speed  expressive  of  the  progress  of  the  age  in  which  we  live, 
he  may  justly  demand  the  exercise  of  such  care,  on  the  part 
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of  the  carrier,  against  disaster,  as  in  the  nature  of  things  sucb. 
undertaking  would  imply.  That  degree  of  care  has  generally- 
been  defined  in  language  such  as  was  used  in  the  instruction* 
before  us.  It  has  been  repeatedly  approved  by  many  courts^, 
and  we  consider  the  rule  so  well  established  in  our  jurispru- 
dence as  to  require  no  further  argument  to  support  it:  Leslie  v. 
mWabash  eie,  Ry  Co.^  88  Mo.  50;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Roy,  102^ 
U.  8. 451;  White  Y.  Fitchburg  R.  R.  Co.,  136  Mass.  821;  PWZa- 
delphia  etc*  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Anderson^  94  Pa.  St.  351;  89  Am.  Rep.. 
787;  Caldwell  v.  New  Jersey  Steamboat  Co.,  47  N.  Y.  282.  As^ 
stated  above,  we  do  not  consider  it  in  conflict  with  the  ruling, 
in  DougJierty  v.  Missouri  R.  R.  Co.,  97  Mo.  647. 

The  instructions  of  the  court  go  no  further  than  to  declare 
it  in  various  forms  of  expression,  the  meaning  of  which,  taken' 
as  a  whole,  is  unmistakable. 

Irrespective  of  any  question  of  the  burden  of  proof,  ther9 
waa,  in  the  present  action,  abundant  evidence  to  justify  the 
inference  that  the  injury  to  plaintiff  resulted  from  a  derail- 
ment of  the  cars  occasioned  by  the  giving  way  of  rotten  and 
unsafe  ties  in  the  road-bed  at  the  place  of  the  accident.  That 
such  a  defect  in  the  roadway  could  have  been  discovered  by 
a  proper  discharge  of  defendant's  duty  of  inspection  in  tim» 
to  avert  the  calamity  the  evidence  strongly  tended  to  show. 

That  duty  was  an  essential  part  of  defendant's  obligation 
towards  its  passengers,  and  it  was  chargeable,  in  its  perform* 
ance,  with  any  omission  of  the  '*  highest  practicable  care  of 
capable  and  faithful  railroad  men  "  (in  the  language  of  the 
court)  in  the  circumstances:  Miller  v.  Ocean  8.  S.  Co^^  lift 
N.  Y.  200. 

2.  Regarding  the  instruction  (marked  D)  placing  the  bur* 
den  of  proof  upon  defendant  to  show  that  the  injury  did  not 
occur  through  any  omission  to  discharge  its  legal  duty  in 
the  premises,  it  should  be  remarked  that  the  same  instruction 
first  required  plaintiff  to  establish  that  the  car  in  which  she 
was  a  passenger  ^ran  off  the  track  of  defendant's  railroad^ 
and  fell  down  the  embankment  thereof,"  and  that  she  was 
thereby  injured. 

Thus  firamed,  the  instruction  correctly  expressed  the  law  00 
the  subject  The  mere  injury  of  plaintiff  while  a  passenger 
did  not  call  for  explanation  or  proof  from  defendant  It  first 
devolved  on  plaintiff  to  show  some  &ct  with  referenoe  to  it 
from  which  negligence  on  defendant's  part  as  a  carrier  might 
be  fairly  inferred.    Here  it  was  shown  that  the  car  ran  off  the 
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track  and  over  the  embankment.  The  condition  of  the  road- 
way at  that  point  warranted  the  inference  that  the  injury  was 
occasioned  thereby.  In  that  state  of  the  case,  if  the  jury  found 
that  plaintiff  had  been  injured  by  the  derailment  of  the  car 
and  its  fall  down  the  embankment,  it  then  devolved  on  de- 
fendant to  explain  how  these  things  occurred  without  breach 
of  its  duty  to  plaintiff  as  a  carrier. 

This  is  what  the  court  said  in  effect,  and  it  committed  no 
error  in  so  doing:  Hipdey  v.  Kanacu  City  etc,  B.  £.  Cc^  88 
Mo.  848;  Breen  v.  New  York  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  109  N.  Y.  297;  4  Am. 
St.  Rep.  450;  Seybolt  v.  New  York  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  96  N.  Y.  562; 
47  Am.  Rep.  75. 

It  may  not  be  entirely  in  accord  with  technical  nicety  to 
instruct  that  the  burden  of  proof  shifts  to  defendant  in  the 
eourse  of  such  a  trial.  It  might  be  more  accurate  to  say  (in 
proper  form  for  the  purposes  of  a  jury  trial)  that  the  facts  of 
the  derailment  of  the  car  and  of  plaintiff's  injury  thereby 
make  out  a  prima  facie  case  of  defendant's  negligence  which, 
unexplained,  would  justify  a  recovery;  but  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  administering  law,  it  has  become  usual  U>  declare 
that,  on  a  certain  showing  by  plaintiff  in  such  cases,  the  bur- 
den of  proof  then  rests  on  defendant  to  prove  that  it  has  not 
been  negligent.  We  are  not  prepared  to  condemn  that  form 
of  expression  at  this  day,  in  view  of  our  statute  to  the  effect 
that  in  all  proceedings  we  should  regard  substance  rather  than 
form  (Rev.  Stats.  1879,  sec.  3586),  and  should  not  reverse  for 
any  error  not  affecting  the  substantial  rights  of  the  adverse 
party:  Rev.  Stats.  1879,  sec.  3569. 

3.  Defendant's  next  contention  is,  that  the  court  erred  in  re- 
fusing certain  instructions  requested  by  it.  They  are  recited 
in  the  statement  accompanying  this  opinion.  We  will  con- 
sider them  separately. 

That  numbered  1  declared  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  re- 
cover on  the  evidence.  It  is  not  argued  here.  Obviously, 
there  is  nothing  in  the  exception  to  its  refusal. 

That  numbered  2  is  defective  in  holding  defendant  to  the 
^'  exercise  of  reasonable  skill  and  diligence  "  only.  In  view  of 
what  we  have  already  said  above,  it  is  unnecessary  to  com- 
ment further  upon  it. 

That  numbered  8  is  almost  literally  the  same  as  that 
marked  A,  given  by  the  court  of  its  own  motion,  except  that 
the  words  *'  aforesaid  care  "  are  substituted  by  the  court  for 
^  reasonable  care."     As  the  instruction  A  was  not  objected  or 
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excepted  to,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  defcDdant  can  now  avail 
itself  of  the  refusal  in  question.  But  irrespective  of  that,  we 
think  the  change  made  by  the  court  was  proper  to  bring  the 
instruction  into  harmony  with  itself.  Without  that  modifica- 
tion, two  different  degrees  of  care  would  have  been  stated  in 
the  same  declaration  of  law  as  measuring  defendant's  liability. 
The  court  adopted  the  first  one,  as  defined  by  defendant,  and 
brought  the  rest  of  the  instruction  into  consistency  with  it. 
To  this,  defendant  took  no  exception,  and  is  now  concluded  by 
the  action  of  the  trial  court  in  that  regard. 

No  point  has  been  made  in  this  court  in  any  way  upon 
the  refusal  of  instructions  numbered  4  and  6  as  asked  by 
defendant.  There  is,  hence,  no  need  to  consider  them.  The 
court,  in  the  instructions  marked  B  and  C  (unexcepted  to), 
gave  to  the  jury  as  much  of  the  requests  referred  to  as  the 
law  warranted. 

4.  No  complaint  is  entered  against  the  instructions  fixing 
the  measure  of  damages;  but  it  is  earnestly  insisted  that  the 
assessment  by  the  jury  of  plaintiff's  compensation  of  fifteen 
thousand  dollars  is  excessive. 

This  court  has  no  hesitation  in  setting  aside  a  verdict  when 
clearly  satisfied  that  the  evidence  does  not  support  the  assess- 
ment of  damages,  as  in  other  instances  of  failure  of  proof. 

But  many  cases  arise  in  which,  at  this  distance  from  the 
trial  court  room,  we  feel  ourselves  disposed  to  defer  to  the  action 
of  the  circuit  judge  on  this  point,  and  to  resolve  any  reason- 
able doubts  on  the  subject  in  favor  of  the  correctness  of  his 
ruling  approving  the  finding. 

The  trial  court  should,  on  motion,  fearlessly  and  willingly 
reduce  any  verdict  to  its  proper  amount  when  the  weight  of 
the  evidence  indicates  it  as  excessive.  That  judge  has  the 
advantage  of  forming  his  opinions  from  the  living  realities 
before  him,  and  the  impressions  so  obtained  are  far  more  reli- 
able than  those  given  by  any  transcript  of  the  record  on  ap- 
peal. We  therefore  give  great  weight  to  his  rulings  on  matters 
depending  on  the  credibility  of  witnesses,  on  the  physical 
appearances  of  parties,  and  the  like.  It  is  therefore  of  the 
utmost  importance  in  the  administration  of  justice  that  he 
should  act  firmly  and  promptly  on  such  subjects,  and  apply 
a  proper  corrective  to  any  unwarranted  findings  thereon  by 
juries.  The  cases  in  which  we  can  properly  interfere  are 
exceptional. 

In  the  case  before  us  there  is  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  is 
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probably  crippled  for  life,  owing  to  the  injury  of  her  spinal 
cord;  that  she  suffers  pain  intermittently;  that  she  was  not 
able  to  walk  before  or  at  the  time  of  the  trial;  was  fifty-three 
years  of  age,  and  had  left  her  house  but  once  since  the  acci- 
dent; that  she  was  then  carried  out  for  fresh  air,  but  was  so 
pained  that  she  did  not  go  out  again.  She  was  examined  at 
various  times  by  several  eminent  physicians,  among  them  by 
Dr.  King,  of  Sedalia,  one  of  the  leading  surgeons  of  the  defend- 
ant; but  defendant  did  not  give  the  jury  the  benefit  of  Dr. 
King's  observations  of  the  case. 

The  plaintiff's  injuries  seem  to  me  of  such  serioos  nature 
and  extent  as  should  preclude  us  from  pronouncing  excessive 
the  damages  awarded  therefor,  in  view  of  former  rulings  as 
to  the  proper  occasions  for  such  interference:  Whalm^  ▼.  8t 
Louii  etc.  R'y  Co.  (1875)|  60  Mo.  828;  Porter  v.  iraiim6al  etc 
R.  R  Co.  (1879),  71  Mo.  66;  36  Am.  Rep.  454;  Klutt$  ▼.  St. 
LoxUi  etc.  Ry  Co.  (1882),  76  Mo.  642.  Approved  precedents 
have  sanctioned  many  larger  findings  in  cases  of  injuries  of 
somewhat  similar  nature:  Harrold  v.  New  York  E.  R.  R,  Co^ 
24  Hon,  184;  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  jSoUand,  18  Brad.  App. 
418;  affirmed  122  111.  461;  Woodbury  v.  Dietrict  of  Columbia, 
6  Mackey,  127. 

But  my  learned  associates  diflbr  with  me  on  this  branch  of 
the  case,  and  desire  the  announcement  of  their  conclusion  that 
the  judgment  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded,  on  the 
ground  of  excessive  damages,  unless  plaintiff  will  remit  five 
thousand  dollars  thereof  within  thirty  days.  From  that  con- 
clusion my  dissent  is  entered. 

All  the  judges  concur  on  the  points  discussed  in  this  <q[»in- 
ion,  except  as  indicated  in  this  (the  fourth)  paragraph* 


GABBisRi  or  PiBSBMoiBS  ~  Cabs  RiQinasix  —  OuTi«n  «f 
miut  •zareiie  tilt  utmost  ear«  and  pmdtnot  whioh  hanun  famighi  mam 
miggMt  to  Moart  their  isfotf  i  Pmkmmr  ▼.  Ihkmtwe  #i.  Qwmml  Ok.  19S 
K.  Y.  170;  17  Am.  St  R«p.  629,  and  not*;  Ardb  #i.  iTy  Ga  v.  Ammh 
SI  Ark.  469. 

Cabrixbs  Of  PAanNosBS— Duty  as  io  thb  CoNsranonov  ev  Baa» 
WATa  —  A  latent  defaet  in  a  roadway,  laoh  as  will  ozonao  a  eaRior  from 
liability,  mast  ba  auoh  ai  no  raaaooabla  degrao  of  haman  akill  and  fbreoight 
oould  guard  against:  Palmer  t.  Dthwart  tU.  Omai  Opi,  180  N.  Y.  170;  17 
Am.  St  Rap.  629,  and  aota.  Railroads  shoald  prorido  safa  road-bods,  tho 
ties  flbonld  be  sound,  and  tbe  rails  strong  and  seourely  laid:  McFm  r.  VkkM- 
burg  etc  B.  R.  Co.,  42  La.  Ann.  790;  Ouffete.  H  B.  Co.  r.  Smith,  74  Tax.  276; 
Donnegan  t.  Erhardt,  119  N.  Y.  468. 

Carriers  of  Passengers  —  Neoliqence  —  Burden  ot  Proov. — The  oo- 
eurrenoe  of  an  aocideat  to  a  pa«8enger  is  prima  fack  evidence  of  aegUgenoe^ 
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throwing  upon  the  carrier  the  aniu  of  showing  want  of  negligence:  Philadel' 
phia  etc  R,  B,  Oo.  r.  Anderam,  72  Md.  519;  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  483,  and  extended 
note.  This  eeema  to  be  the  general  rule,  but  tee  WiUing  v.  St,  LtmiM  eU.  B'y 
Co,,  101  Ma  631;  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  631,  and  note.  Negligence  ie  presamed 
from  the  fact  of  a  collision:  Oraham  v.  Burlingion  etc  Ry  Co.,  39  Minn.  81. 
From  the  mere  fibct  that  an  accident  occarred  and  a  passenger  was  injured, 
a  presumption  of  negligence  arises:  Farley  y,  PhUadelphia  etc  Trac  Oo,,  132 
Pa.  St  58;  MUcheU  t.  Southern  P.  R.  R.  Co,,  87  Cal  62}  ArkamoM  etc  JTy 
Co,  T.  Cannum,  62  Ark.  617. 
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[102  Mitsouai,  472.] 

Municipal  Oobporatiorb  —  Ordinakoe  Gbantino  Oai  Pbiyilxois.  —  A 
eity  ordinanee  granting  to  a  gas  company,  its  successors  and  assigns,  the 
ptiTilege  of  fomishing  gas  to  a  eity  and  to  oonsameis  for  a  certain  period^ 
and  providing  that  such  company  may  transfer  all  its  rights,  property, 
and  franchises  to  any  organised  gas  company  within  the  state  which 
will  file  a  written  acceptance  of  the  ordinance  and  gire  a  bond  to  per- 
form all  the  agreements  ef  the  original  company,  is  not  Toid  on  the 
ground  that  the  time  named  therein  extends  beyond  the  termination  of 
the  original  company's  existence. 

McTNioiPAL  CoRFORATiON— PowxK  TO  CoNVXT.  —  The  Capacity  of  a  muni- 
cipal corporation  to  take,  and  its  power  to  convey,  property  ef  all  kinds 
differs  in  no  essential  particular  from  the  capacity  and  power  of  a  nat- 
ural person  under  like  droumstances. 

OoNTSAOTS  —  Enfoboxxxvt  07,  XT  Thixd  Pabtt.  ~  A  contract  may  be 
enforced  when  entered  into  for  the  benefit  of  a  third  party,  although  ha 
is  not  named. 

MUMIOIPAL    Ck>BP0RATI09S  —  OXDIITANOX    GXAXTDIO    GA8  PbIVILXOKS  AND 

Fixixa  Priok.  —  Where  a  city  passes  an  ordinance  granting  to  a  gas 
company  the  pririlege  of  manufacturing  and  supplying  gas,  and  also 
fixing  the  maximum  price  thereof,  upon  the  acceptance  of  the  ordinance 
by  the  gas  company  the  city  cannot  subsequently  reduce  the  price  of 
gas  below  that  fixed  by  tiie  ordinance. 
OoNTRAOT— Statuts  — What  Implixs  nr. -i- WhatcTer  the  law  necessa- 
rily  implies  in  a  contract  or  in  a  statute  is  as  much  a  part  thereof  as  if 
expressly  stated  therein. 

CORPORATIONS  —  COMTRAOT    RIOBT8     VNPXB     ChARTXR  —  RXOULATIOIT    07 

PRIGX  07  Gab.  —  A  cliarter  granted  by  the  state  to  a  gas  company,  gir* 
ing  it  the  power  to  make  and  vend  gas,  constitutes  a  contract  between  it 
and  the  state,  and  carries  with  it  the  right  to  fix  the  price  of  gas  thus 
made  and  sold;  and  after  it  has  accepted  the  terms  of  an  ordinance  passed 
by  a  city  fixing  the  price  of  gas  supplied  to  it  by  such  company,  the  price 
thus  fixed  cannot  be  reduced  by  legislative  action,  state  or  municipal. 
PoucB  Power  —  Regulation  of  Price  of  Gas  —  Contract  Rights  under 
Charter.  —  Where  a  state  has  granted  a  company,  by  charter,  the  right 
to  make  and  vend  gas,  it  has  the  right  to  fix  the  price  of  gas  sold  by  it, 
and  the  subseqaent  regulation  of  such  price  by  the  state  or  by  munici- 
palities is  not  an  exercise  of  police  power  which  cannot  be  abridged  by 
oontract. 
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£.  Bellf  for  the  relator. 

BayU,  Adam$,  and  MeKeighan^  G.  A.  MadiU^  GUmon,  Bmid^ 

and  Oibion^  for  the  reBpondeni. 

Sherwood,  J.  This,  an  original  proceeding,  has  heen  in- 
stituted in  this  court  to  compel  by  our  mandate  the  respond- 
ent to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  city  ordinance  15482, 
which  went  into  effect  March  31,  1890,  by  supplying  gas  to 
consumers  at  a  sum  not  exceeding  ninety  or  ninety-five  cents 
per  one  thousand  cubic  feet. 

The  respondent  has  made  return  to  the  alternative  writ, 
and  a  general  statutory  demurrer  has  been  filed  thereto,  to  the 
effect  that  it  contains  no  facts  to  constitute  a  defense  to  the 
relief  sought 

As  the  pleadings  and  the  various  statutes  and  ordinances 
relating  to  the  subject-matter  of  this  litigation  are  contained 
In  the  statement  of  the  relator,  which  will,  in  substance,  pre- 
face this  opinion,  they  will  only  be  briefly  referred  to  as  oc- 
casion may  require. 

By  virtue  of^  and  in  compliance  with,  ordinance  13494, 
approved  January  80,  1886,  and  within  ten  days  prescribed 
therein,  the  St.  Louis  Gaslight  Company  filed  with  the  city 
register  of  the  city  of  St  Louis  its  written  acceptance  of  the 
ordinance  mentioned,  and  bond  as  in  section  12  of  said  ordi- 
nance is  prescribed,  and  proceeded  to  do  all  that  said  ordi- 
nance required  by  reducing  the  price  of  gas  to  consumers,  and 
by  reducing  the  price  of  supplying,  cleaning,  lighting,  and 
extinguishing  the  public  lamps  of  the  dty  to  the  extent  of 
seven  dollars  each  per  annum.  This  waiver  and  rebate  by 
the  company  in  the  time  between  the  acceptance  of  the  ordi- 
nance, to  wit,  in  1886,  up  to  the  time  of  the  expiration  of  the 
corporate  life  of  the  original  company,  to  wit,  January  1, 1890, 
amounted  to  the  sum  91,674,244,  etc.,  which  otherwise  that 
company  would  have  been  entitled  to,  and  would  have  re- 
ceived. The  ordinance  thus  accepted  by  the  St.  Louis  Oas- 
light  Company  embraced  in  its  terms  not  only  that  company, 
but  its  successors  and  assigns,  and  was  made  in  behalf  of 
said  company  and  it  successors  and  assigns,  and  extended 
the  time  for  lighting  the  city,  etc.,  firom  the  expiration  of  the 
original  period,  to  wit,  January  1,  1890,  to  the  corresponding 
period  thirty  years  thereafter. 

By  sections  2  and  3  of  that  ordinance  it  was  provided 
that,  — 


Oct  1890.]      State  v.  Laclede  Gaslight  Ca  791 

**  Seo.  2.  The  price  of  gas  to  consumers  in  said  district  until 
January  1, 1890,  shall  not  exceed  $1.50  for  each  one  thousand 
cubic  feet  of  gas  sold  to  them,  and  from  January  1,  1890,  to 
January  1,  1920,  it  shall  not  exceed  91.25  for  each  one  thou- 
sand cubic  feet  of  gas  sold  to  them. 

**  Sec.  3.  The  said  St.  Louis  Gaslight  Company  and  its  suc- 
cessors and  assigns  will  grant  to  consumers  a  reduction  of 
five  per  cent  on  each  one  thousand  cubic  feet  of  gas  sold  to 
them  after  January  1, 1890,  from  the  price  above  named  on  all 
bills  paid  within  five  days  after  presentation,  or  the  net  price  of 
$1.18{  per  thousand  cubic  feet  of  gas  paid  for  within  said  time.'' 

Section  13  of  the  ordinance  confers  power  u{)on  the  Si  Louis 
Gaslight  Company,  after  its  acceptance  as  aforesaid,  to  trans* 
fer  all  its  rights,  privileges,  property,  franchises,  eta,  con- 
ferred upon  it  by  this  ordinance,  to  any  other  gaslight  company 
organized  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  provided  that  such 
corporation  receiving  said  transfer  shall  be  subject  to  all  con- 
ditions and  perform  all  agreements  required  of  the  original 
company  by  the  ordinance,  and  that  such  transferee  should, 
within  twenty  days  after  receiving  such  transfer,  file  the  writ- 
ten acceptance  and  give  the  bond  required  by  section  12  afore- 
said. On  the  24th  of  December,  1889,  the  St.  Louis  Gaslight 
Company,  for  value  received,  sold  to  the  respondent  company 
all  its  rights,  property,  privileges,  franchises,  etc.,  and  within 
twenty  days  thereafter  the  latter  company  filed  its  written 
acceptance  of  the  provisions  of  the  ordinance  as  required  by 
section  12,  and  gave  bond,  etc. 

After  these  things  had  occurred,  the  ordinance  first  aforesaid 
was  passed,  whereby  the  price  of  gas  was  cut  down  from  91.25, 
or  the  net  price  of  $1.18i  per  thousand  cubic  feet  as  by  section 
8  provided,  to  ninety  cents  for  said  quantity  of  gas. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  foregoing  facts  and  transao* 
tions,  which  the  demurrer  admits  took  place,  constituted  con- 
tractual relations  between  the  city  and  the  St.  Louis  Gaslight 
Company,  and  between  the  two  gaslight  companies,  as  well  as 
between  the  city  and  the  respondent.  Nor,  speaking  in  a 
general  way,  can  there  be  any  more  doubt  of  the  capacity  of 
the  respective  parties  thus  to  contract  Such  power  the  city 
certainly  possessed,  and  the  gaslight  companies  possessed  the 
like  powers  given  by  their  respective  charters,  as  has  been 
heretofore  affirmed  by  this  court  in  two  instances:  CUy  of  8u 
Louis  V.  St.  Louis  Gaslight  Co.,  70  Mo.  69;  St.  Louis  Qoilight 
Co.  V.  City  of  St.  Louis,  86  Mo.  495. 
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The  points  at  issue,  however,  between  the  contestants  in  the 
present  litigation  are  four  in  number:  1.  That  the  St.  Louis 
<}aslight  Company  had  no  power  to  contract  with  the  citj  as 
1x>  matters  necessarily  extending  beyond  the  limit  of  its  char- 
tered existence;  2.  That  ordinance  13494  does  not  exempt  the 
respondent  company  from  regulations  by  the  city  of  the  price 
of  gas;  8.  That  there  is  nothing  in  the  charter  of  the  respond- 
ent company  which  forbids  the  reduction  by.  the  city  of  the 
price  of  gas  after  the  first  day  of  January,  1890;  and  4.  That 
even  if  that  ordinance  and  the  acceptance  thereof  may  be  re- 
garded as  constituting  a  contract,  yet  that  such  contract,  if  it 
has  the  effect  claimed  for  it  by  the  respondent,  was  beyond 
the  power  of  the  city  to  make,  being  nothing  less  than  a  fotile 
•attempt  to  barter  away  a  police  governmental  power  affecting 
the  health  and  welfare  of  the  people  of  St  Louis.  Of  these 
points  in  the  order  indicated:  — 

1.  As  to  the  first  The  capacity  of  a  corporation  to  take, 
and  its  power  to  convey,  property,  real,  personal,  or  mixed, 
difiers  in  no  essential  particular  from  the  capacity  and  power 
ef  natural  persons  in  like  circumstances:  Morawets  on  Private 
-Corporations,  sees.  830,  1031,  and  cases  cited;  Angell  and 
Ames  on  Corporations,  11th  ed.,  sec.  195,  and  cases  cited.  To 
deny  this  proposition  would  be  to  deny  to  an  individual  the 
capacity  to  take  title  in  fee,  because  life's  narrow  span  would 
not  admit  of  his  perpetual  enjoyment  of  the  title  thus  taken. 

But  this  is  not  the  only  answer  to  this  objection;  the  con- 
tract in  question  was  entered  into,  not  only  with  the  St  Louis 
Oaslight  Company,  but  with  its  *^  successors  and  assigns," 
whoever  they  might  be,  and  the  ordinance  under  considera- 
tion clearly  contemplates  that  all  rights  granted  to  the  origi- 
nal company  would  be  by  that  company  granted  to  another 
company,  whose  longer  lease  of  corporate  life  would  enable  it 
to  perform  the  contract  and  fulfill  its  various  conditions. 

That  a  contract  may  be  enforced  when  entered  into  for  the 
l)enefit  of  a  third  party,  though  not  named,  is  well  settled:  Meyer 
T.  LotoM,  44  Mo.  328,  and  cases  cited;  Rogers  v.  GosneUj  58  Ma 
^89;  Cress  v.  Blodgeti^  64  Mo.  449.  But  aside  from  the  fore- 
going considerations,  the  respondent  company,  having  pur- 
chased all  the  rights,  property,  etc.,  of  the  original  company, 
and  having,  in  compliance  with  section  13  of  the  ordinancOi 
filed  its  written  acceptance,  and  given  bond  to  the  city, 
thenceforth  the  contract  became  a  contract  with  the  trans- 
feree. 
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2.  The  second  point  for  diecussion  presents  no  greater  ob- 
fltacle  to  a  ready  determination  than  the  one  just  considered. 
Sections  2  and  8  of  the  ordinance,  when  considered  together, 
flhow  that  while  the  price  of  gas  was  not  to  exceed  $1.25  from 
January  1,  1890,  to  January  1,  1920,  yet  that  up  to  that  sum 
was  a  perfectly  legitimate  price  to  charge  for  the  production  of 
gas.  If  the  contention  of  relator  is  to  prevail,  then  it  would 
have  been  but  an  idle  ceremony  to  have  inserted  in  the  ordi- 
nance any  maximum  price  at  all,  since,  according  to  that  con- 
tention, the  dty  had  carte  blanche  to  insert,  at  her  pleasure,  any 
figure  beneath  the  maximum,  and  to  compel  the  respondent 
to  accept  11  But  this  would  have  been  tantamount  to  mak- 
ing a  contract  where  one  party  dictates  the  price,  something 
which  certainly  seems  at  variance  with  all  of  oar  preconceived 
ideas  as  to  the  fundamentals  of  a  contract 

With  equal  propriety  a  payee  in  a  promissory  note  payable 
on  or  before  a  period  of  six  months  after  its  date  might  con- 
tend that  this  was  only  the  maximum  of  time  in  which  the 
payor  had  to  pay,  and  that  as  there  was  nothing  in  the  note 
^^prohibiting"  payment  before  the  ultimate  date,  that  there- 
fore  it  would  be  in  the  *'  discretion ''  of  the  payee  to  demand 
payment  at  an  earlier  period.  We  are  not  of  the  opinion  that 
the  ordinance  will  bear  any  such  unwarrantable  construction 
as  relator  desires  us  to  place  upon  it.  This  is  a  case  where 
^' a£Brmative  specification  excludes  implication '^  Maguire  v. 
State  Savinge  Asa^  62  Mo.  346,  and  cases  cited;  Broom's 
Legal  Maxims,  8th  ed.,  652,  667. 

Counsel  for  relator  claims  that  on  this  point  the  rights  of 
the  city  and  of  the  respondent  company,  "under  the  ordinance, 
are  reciprocal."  If  so,  then,  manifestly,  the  respondent  would 
have  as  much  right  to  charge  above  the  price  mentioned  as 
would  the  city  to  compel  the  acceptance  of  a  sum  below  it; 
otherwise  there  could  be  no  reciprocity.  But  in  addition  to 
the  views  just  expressed  on  this  point,  section  3  fixes  an  ab- 
solute or  net  price  of  $1.18{  for  the  gas.  provided  prompt  pay- 
ment be  made  therefor.  The  literal  meaning  of  the  word 
*^net  *'  forbids  all  thought  or  theory  of  deductions;  e.  g.,  '*  net 
profit,"  "  net  weight,"  "  net  income." 

8.  The  third  point  at  issue,  as  already  stated,  presents  the 
question  whether  the  charter  of  the  respondent  company, 
granted  by  the  state,  contains  such  features  of  a  contractual 
nature  as  forbid  and  prevent  any  interference  therewith  either 
by  the  state  government  or  by  any  municipality  representing 
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the  authority  of  that  government.  The  respondent  oompany 
exists  by  yirtue  of  a  special  charter  granted  March  2, 1857,  as 
amended  by  an  act  approved  March  26,  1868. 

By  the  provisi(m8  of  section  1  of  the  act  of  1857,  the  respond- 
ent haa  power  to  contract  and  be  contracted  with,  withoat 
condition  or  limitation. 

By  the  provisions  of  section  5  of  said  act  of  1S57,  fhe  re- 
spondent has  power,  throughout  a  certain  portion  of  the  cor- 
porate limits  of  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  to  lay  its  pipes  and 
fixtures,  and  to  make  and  vend  gas,  with  no  condition  or  lim- 
itation aa  to  price  to  be  charged  therefor,  and  to  have  and 
exercise  all  other  powers  necessary  to  execute  and  carry  out 
the  privileges  and  powers  granted  to  respondent  by  the  act. 

By  the  provisions  of  section  7  of  the  act  of  1857,  any  inter- 
ference with  the  respondent  in  the  exercise  of  the  privileges 
granted  to  it  by  that  act  subjects  the  oflbnder  to  a  liidiility  to 
the  respondent  of  one  thousand  dollars. 

By  the  provisions  of  section  8  of  said  act  of  1857,  the  re- 
spondent and  its  charter  are  expressly  exempted  from  the  oper^ 
ation  of  sections  6  and  7  of  article  1  of  the  act  oititled  ^'An 
act  concerning  corporations,"  approved  November  23,  1855. 

Said  section  6  is  as  follows:  "  If  any  corporation  hereafter 
created  by  the  legislature  shall  not  organise  and  commence 
the  transaction  of  its  business  within  one  year  from  the  date 
of  its  incorporation,  its  corporate  powers  shall  cease":  Rev. 
Stats.  1855,  c  84,  art  1,  sec.  6. 

Said  section  7  is  as  follows:  *^  The  charter  of  every  corpora- 
tion that  shall  hereafter  be  granted  by  the  legislature  shall  be 
subject  to  alteration,  suspension,  and  repeal,  in  the  discretion 
of  the  legislature  ":  Rev.  Stats.  1855,  c.  84,  art  1,  sec.  7. 

By  the  first  section  of  the  said  act  approved  March  26, 
1868,  the  rights,  privileges,  and  franchises  granted  to  re- 
spondent in  a  portion  of  the  dty  of  St  Louis  by  section  5  of 
the  act  of  1857  were  extended  throughout  the  entire  corporate 
limits  of  the  city. 

The  fifth  section  of  the  original  act  incorporating  the  re- 
spondent gave  it  ample  powers  of  contracting  with  the  city 
for  making  and  vending  gas,  etc.,  and  the  amendatory  act 
made  its  franchises  co-extensive  with  the  boundaries  of  the 
city.  This  point  was,  inferentially,  thus  ruled  in  City  of  St 
LofUe  V.  St.  Louii  Oadight  Co.^  70  Mo.  69,  and  thus  ruled  di- 
rectly in  a  later  case:  SL  Lauii  Gaslight  Co.  v.  City  of  SU 
86  Mo.  495. 


f 

p 


Oct.  1S90.]      State  v.  Laclede  Gasliqht  Co.  79.S 

It  is  not  open  to  doubt  or  dispute  that  this  power  to  make 
and  yend  gag  carries  with  it  as  an  inevitable  incident  the 
right  to  fix  the  price  of  the  gas  thus  made  and  sold.  No 
other  conclusion  can  be  drawn  from  the  premises.  A  sale 
implies  a  price.  It  would  be  but  the  granting  of  a  barren 
right  indeed  which  would  confer  power  to  incur  expense  and 
perform  labor,  and  yet  deny  the  power  to  fix  and  to  reap  the 
fruit  of  that  labor,  to  wit,  the  price.  Whatsoever  the  law 
Bieceisarily  implies  in  a  statute  or  in  a  contract  is  as  much 
part  and  parcel  thereof  as  if  expressly  stated  therein.  So 
that  by  the  terms  of  the  charter  of  the  respondent  company 
its  right  to  fix  the  price  of  its  product  was  as  much  a  part  of 
its  charter  as  if  it  had  been,  in  terms,  set  forth  in  section  6  of 
the  original  act  of  incorporation. 

But  if  a  price  had  thus  been  set  forth,  no  one  familiar  with 
constitutional  principles  but  would  at  once  deny  that  the 
right  to  contract  for  the  sale  of  gas  at  such  price  could  any- 
wise be  impaired.  For  reasons  already  given,  the  result  of 
the  contract  between  the  state  and  the  respondent  company 
was  the  same  as  if  the  state,  in  granting  the  charter,  had  set  a 
price  at  which  the  respondent  might  make  and  vend  gas,  and 
then  declared  that  the  powers  thus  granted  should  be  exempt 
from  subsequent  '*  alteration,  suspension,  or  rei)eal  *'  by  the 
legislature. 

The  authorities  cited  both  from  our  own  reports  as  well  as 
elsewhere  by  respondent's  counsel  abundantly  exemplify  this 
familiar  doctrine.  It  is  quite  unnecessary  to  cite  or  to  quote 
them. 

4.  But  it  is  claimed  by  relator  that  the  power  to  regulate  the 
prioe  of  gas^  having  been  granted  by  the  state  to  the  city  in  1870, 
was  a  police  governmental  power  which  could  not  be  bartered 
away  by  the  government,  state  or  local.  If  this  position  be 
correct,  then,  of  course,  the  charter  of  the  respondent  com- 
pany was  valueless  when  it  came  from  the  hands  of  its  grantor, 
the  state,  because  it  possessed  none  of  the  elements  of  a  con- 
tract about  it  In  short,  it  was  ultra  vire$  the  state  to  make 
such  a  grant 

It  is  not  to  be  doubted  that  there  is  a  limit  to  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  tie  the  hands  of  subsequent  legislatures  in 
respect  to  the  exercise  of  what  is  termed  the  **  police  power.'* 
Thus  it  is  said:  ''  No  legislature  can  bargain  away  the  public 
health  or  the  public  morals  ":  Storu  v.  Misrisiippi^  101  U.  & 
814. 
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But  oertainly  then  in  a  limit  in  this  regard  over  which 
legislatures  and  municipalities  cannot  pass;  they  cannot,  in 
the  exercise  of  assumed  police  powers,  violate  charter  contracta 
and  overthrow  vested  rights.  On  this  subject  Jadge  Goolej 
aptly  says:  ''  The  limit  to  the  exercise  of  the  police  power  in 
these  cases  must  be  this:  The  regulations  must  have  reference 
to  the  comfort,  safety,  or  welfare  of  society;  they  must  not  be 
in  conflict  with  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  charter;  and  they 
must  not,  under  pretense  of  regulation,  take  from  the  corpora- 
tion any  of  the  essential  rights  and  privileges  which  the  charter 
confers.  In  short,  they  must  be  police  regulations  in  fact,  and 
not  amendments  of  the  charter  in  curtailment  of  the  corporate 
franchise  *':  Gooley's  Constitutional  Limitations,  5th  ed.,  712. 

In  a  recent  case  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States, — 
a  case  presenting  many  features  in  common  with  the  one  at 
bar, — it  was  laid  down  that  charters  granted  at  different  times 
to  two  gas  companies,  with  exclusive  privileges,  were  contracts 
which  could  not  be  impaired  by  subsequent  state  legislationi 
nor  by  an  after-adopted  clause  in  the  constitution  of  Louisi« 
ana  forbidding  monopolies.  In  that  case  a  similar  objection 
was  made  as  now  taken  here,  as  to  the  legislature  having  tran- 
scended its  powers  in  granting  such  charters,  but  the  objection 
was  overruled:  New  OrUans  Ooi  Co.  v.  Louisiana  Light  Co^ 
116U.  8.  650. 

As  a  summary  of  our  views  herein,  we  consequently  hold,  — 
1.  That  the  charter  of  the  respondent  company  was  a  contract 
between  it  and  the  state  which  authorized  it  to  fix  the  price  of 
gas  which  it  should  manufacture,  and  which  price  could  not 
be  diminished  by  subsequent  legislative  action,  whether  state 
or  municipal;  2.  That  ordinance  13494,  when  accepted  as 
therein  provided  by  the  St  Louis  Gaslight  Company,  consti- 
tuted  a  valid  contract  between  that  company  and  the  city  of 
St  Louis;  3.  That  by  the  subsequent  transfer  by  the  original 
company  of  its  property  rights,  franchise,  etc.,  to  the  re- 
spondent company,  and  by  written  acceptance,  etc.,  of  ordi- 
nance 13494  by  that  company,  a  like  valid  contract  was 
formed  between  the  city  and  that  company;  4.  Which  contract 
was  beyond  the  power  of  the  state  to  impair  or  in  any  manner 
affect  by  ordinance  15482. 

We  therefore  deny  the  peremptory  writ 

Babclat,  J.  As  to  the  proper  construction  and  effect  of 
ordinance  18494,  my  concurrence  is  given  to  what  is  said  in 
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the  foregoing  opinion  in  the  first  and  second  paragraphs 
therein  indicated. 

On  the  other  points  discussed,  it  seems  to  me  unnecessary 
at  this  time  to  express  an  opinion. 
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\m  fairly  implied  from  th«  terms  or  langoag*  of  a  ooatnot  ia,  in  th«  judgment 
of  the  law,  oontained  in  it:  Hutehhmn  r.  Lord,  1  Wis.  286;  60  Am.  Dec.  881. 
This  role  applies  equally  as  well  in  the  interpretation  of  statutes:  Harriion 
T.  Berkley,  1  Stroh.  626;  47  Am.  Deo.  678;  Hiekokr.  Nine,  23  Ohio  81  623;  U 
Am.  Rep.  266;  and  oharters:  ViUoffe  qf  Cfmikoffi  t.  Frederick,  122  N.  T.  268; 
19  Am.  St  Bep.  490,  and  note. 

Ck>iiTRAOTa  VOB  BsNinx  or  TantD  Psbsov^Paktt  pLAXMTiTr.  —  If  one 
parson  makes  a  promise  for  the  benefit  ef  a  third  person,  the  latter  may  sue 
upon  it:  Dearhom  r.  Parh^  6  GreenL  81;  17  Am.  Dee.  206;  Schermerhom  t. 
Vemderheyden,  1  Johns.  139;  8  AnL  Deo.  304,  and  note  806,  806. 

MtmioiPAL  OoBPORATioMS — Grantino  BxaLusm  PftiTiLBOia —Grants 
of  tzclusive  privileges  are  not  favored  at  law:  FretpoH  Water  If.  Oik  ▼.  Prii' 
ger,  129  Pa.  St.  606.  A  city  cannot  use  its  powers  to  create  monopolies  for 
the  benefit  of  private  individuals:  State  v.  Pendergraa,  106  N.  C.  664;  but 
the  courts  should  preserve  contracts  inviolable,  rather  than  to  destroy  a  mo- 
nopoly: OUment*  W.  Go:  v.  Bridgeport  H,  (7o.,  66  Oonn.  1.  Where  it  is  the 
duty  of  a  municipality  to  furnish  gas  to  its  inhabitants,  and  it  has  legislative 
onthority  to  erect  gas-works,  it,  of  necessity,  has  the  implied  power  to  grant 
to  a  corporation  the  exclusive  right  to  furnish  gas  and  use  its  streets  for  that 
purpose  for  a  certain  number  of  years:  OUy  ^  Newport  t.  Newport  L.  Co.,  84 
Ky.  166.  The  grant  by  a  city  to  a  gas  company  of  the  exclusive  privilege  of 
lighting  the  city  with  gas  will  not  prevent  the  city  from  contracting  with  an 
electric-light  company  for  lighting  the  city  by  electricity:  Oa$  Co,  v.  Par- 
teraburg,  30  W.  Va.  436.  And  substantially  to  the  same  effect  is  TeaehotU  v. 
Deit  Moines  etc.  8U  R'y  Co,,  75  Iowa,  722.  Compare  Spnriikg  VoJOeg  Water 
Worhe  v.  San  Francisco,  82  CaL  286,  16  Am.  St  Rep.  116,  as  to  the  power 
of  courts  to  interfere  with  the  action  of  supervisors  in  fixing  water  rates. 

MuMicirAL  CoRPosATiovs  —  CoMTRAOia.  —  A  mnnioipai  corporation  act* 
as  a  private  corporation  when  it  enters  into  contracts  with  its  inhabitants, 
and  is  subject  to  the  same  duties,  liabilities,  and  disabilities  as  individuals. 
It  cannot,  therefore,  impair  the  obligation  of  contracts  so  made:  Wutmm  8.  F, 
8oe.  V.  PhUaddpkkM,  81  Pa.  St.  176;  72  Am.  Dec  73Q,  tmd  note  OompaM 
BastSL  LosikT.  Mast 81  Louie  Che  Light  ete.  Co.,  9$ IXLUh  88Aa.Bop.97i 
eWMM*  If.  Ck.  ▼•  Bridgeport  H.  Oa,  66  Osna.  L 
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Magoppin  v.  Missouri  Pacifio  Railwat  Co. 

PIB  MisaouBi,  MO.) 
FB&oncB   ON  Faoih   ADicrmD  Making   PRncA  Faob   Ojom.  —  Wh«c« 
iMli  admitted  by  ttipuUtioa  makt  ^prima/aek  eue  of  negligenoa on  tiM 
part  of  defendant,  and  are  nnrebntted  and  undisputed  bj  him,  it  ie  Ite 
duty  of  the  ooQxt  to  direot  the  jury  to  find  a  Tefdiot  for  the  pbintiff. 

CaBRUBB    09   PAattlCaVBS^P08TAI.-<IK.SBX  SmTLBD    TO  BlOBXi    OV    Pa*- 

MVOBS.  —A  poetal-olerk  on  board  a  railway  train  by  yirtiio  of  a  coo- 
timot  made  with  the  United  Statee  government  for  the  tranaportaftum 
of  the  maila  and  of  poetal-olerks  is  entitled  to  all  tke  isghti  of  a  pasaooger 
in  ease  of  iniuiy  to  him  aoaing  from  the  negUgonee  of  the  oompony> 
FriTity  of  oontraet  is  not  essential  to  the  liability  of  the  oMiier  lar  OMh 
injury. 

Adam$  and  Buckner^  for  the  appellant 

Warner^  Dion,  and  Haffrntnan^  for  the  respondent. 

Sherwood,  P.  J.  Action  for  five  thousand  dollart  damages 
for  the  death  of  plaintiff's  husband,  caused  by  a  collision  of 
two  of  the  trains  of  the  defendant 

The  cause  was  tried  on  this  stipulation:  ^  1.  Elijah  H.  Ma- 
goffiu,  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff,  was  killed  by  a  oollision 
between  two  trains  of  oars  of  the  defendant  on  the  line  of 
the  defendant's  railroad  between  Greenwood^  Jackson  County, 
Missouri^  and  Pleasant  Hill,  Cass  County,  Missouri,  on  the 
morning  of  November  27,  1886.  '^2.  At  the  time  of  the 
death  of  said  Magoffin,  he  was  in  the  employ  of  the  United 
States  of  America  as  a  postal-olerk,  and  was  in  one  of  the 
mail-oars  attached  to  one  of  the  trains  of  the  defendant,  and 
was  en  route  from  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  to  Kansas  City,  Mis- 
souri; and  said  passenger  train  and  a  certain  other  train 
belonging  to  the  defendant,  and  running  on  its  road,  collided 
at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid,  and  in  the  collision  the 
said  Elijah  H.  Magoffin  was  instantly  killed.  The  said  Elijah 
H.  Magoffin  paid  no  fare  for  his  transportation,  but  was  on 
the  postal-car  as  an  employee  of  the  post-office  department 
of  the  government  of  the  United  States,  with  which  the  de- 
fendant had  a  contract  for  the  transportation  of  mails  and 
postal-clerks." 

To  further  sustain  the  issues  on  her  part,  plaintiff  testified, 
substantially,  as  follows:  That  she  was  thirty-seven  years  old; 
had  been  married  to  deceased  fifteen  years;  had  four  children, 
the  oldest  fourteen,  and  the  youngest  two  years  of  age;  that 
her  husband,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  was  employed  as  a 
postal-clerk  by  the  United  States  government,  and  had  been  so 
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employed  oyer  a  year,  and  received  a  salary  of  seyenty-five 
dollars  a  month;  that  her  husband  left  no  fortune,  and  all  they 
had  to  depend  upon  was  his  salary;  that  there  was  no  pro- 
vision left  her  by  her  husband;  that  they  had  a  few  hundred 
dollars,  but  they  had  to  depend  on  his  (her  husband's)  salary 
for  a  living;  that  her  husband  was  killed  November  27,  1886. 
This  was  all  the  testimony  offered.  Whereupon  the  plain- 
tiff,  by  leave  of  court,  dismissed  as  to  the  second  count  of  the 
petition.  Whereupon,  at  the  instance  of  plaintiff,  the  court 
instructed  the  jury  as  follows:  "  1.  The  court  instructs  the 
jury  that,  under  the  undisputed  evidence  in  the  cause,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  and  the  verdict  of  the  jury 
should  be  in  her  favor  for  five  thousand  dollars." 

The  court  refused  instructions  in  the  nature  of  a  demurrer 
to  the  evidence,  and  looking  to  a  recovery  of  a  less  sum  than 
five  thousand  dollars.  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  in  that 
sum;  hence  this  appeal.  The  answer  was  simply  a  general 
denial. 

The  stipulation  already  set  forth  is  sufficient,  in  and  of  itself,  to 
shift  the  burden  of  proof  from  the  shoulders  of  the  plaintiff  to 
those  of  the  defendant,  since  the  facts  admitted  therein  made  out 
a  case  of  prima  facie  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant; 
and  this  being  unrebutted  and  undisputed  on  the  part  of  the 
latter,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  to  direct  the  jury  to  find  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  there  was  no  other  course  left  for  the 
court  to  pursue.  This  position  is  supported  both  by  reason 
and  authority.  And  it  is  equally  well  settled  that  the  deceased 
husband  occupied  as  advantageous  a  position  as  a  passenger, 
if  he  was  not  in  fact  one.  He  certainly  was  not  an  intruder; 
he  was  there  by  virtue  of  a  contract  made  with  the  United 
States  government  for  the  transportation  of  the  mails  and 
postal-clerks;  and  he  was  one  of  those  clerks.  The  fact  that 
the  government  had  contracted  for  his  transportation  along 
with  the  mails,  to  take  charge  thereof,  did  not  make  him  any 
the  less  a  passenger  nor  diminish  the  duty  which  the  defendant 
owed  him  to  carry  him  safely.  Privity  of  contract  is  non- 
essential  in  such  cases. 

The  case  of  Pennsylvania  R.  R,  Co.  T.  Priee^  96  Pa.  St 
266,  is  not  at  all  analogous  to  the  present  one;  for  there  a 
special  statute  controlled,  —  a  statute  which  excluded  postal- 
agents  from  the  class  designated  as  passengers.  The  same 
may  be  said  of  Price  v.  Pennsylvania  R,  R,  Co.f  118  U.  8.  218, 
where  the  same  statute  was  involved. 
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Nor  can  it  be  doubted  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a 
oovery  of  five  thousand  dollars  for  the  death  of  her  husband, 
under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  damage  act:  Carroll 
y.  Missouri  Ry  Co.,  88  Mo.  241;  57  Am.  Rep.  382;  SvOivan  ▼. 
Missouri  Pae.  Ry  Co.,  97  Ma  113. 

The  result  is,  that  we  affirm  the  judgment. 

Ksouaiirai— Wsnr  ▲  QmnoH  ov  Law.  —  If  from  flM  vadbpiited 
•Tidenoe  ooly  one  ooaoluioa  omi  nMonably  be  drawn,  negligenoe  is  a  qiiee- 
lioD  of  law:  Matheum  w.  Oedar  Bapida,  80  Iowa,  469;  20  Am.  St.  Bep.  436» 
and  note. 

Oi.RRuni— PA8U90I1I8  — RiGRTB  or  BzFRMi  Mmmhomm.  —  A  nil* 
way  eompany  is  liable  for  its  negligenoe  reealting  in  the  death  of  an  ezpreas 
messenger  earned  on  its  road  free  under  a  oontraot  between  it  and  the  ex- 
press oompany:  Brewerr.  Ntw  Tcrh  eie.  B.  &  0(kt  184  N.  Y.  00;  tl  Am.  8L 
Rep.  647.  Bat  if  he  agrees  to  aesame  all  risks  of  injnxy  and  to  bold  the  com* 
pany  harmless  therefor,  the  agreement  is  not  inralid  as  against  pnblio  poliey  t 
BtUmr.  OUOokm^B.  B.  Co..  147  Mass.  866. 


FUBNISH   V.    MiSSOUBI  PAOIFIO  BaILWAT   CoMPAVT. 

D02  Missoami,  669.] 

NsQUourai— jRzoBT  ov  Husbakb  to  Rboovbb  vob  Loea  om  Soonrr  of  Whb 
—  Bases  ov  Bkootuit.  —  A  husband  is  entitled  to  reoover  oompensation 
for  the  loss  of  the  sooiety  ofhis  wife,  resulting  from  the  negUgenee  of  a 
third  party,  and  the  word  "sooiety,"  in  this  eonneotion,  means  saeh 
eapabilities  for  usefulness,  aid,  and  oomfort  as  the  wife  posseesed  at  the 
time  of  the  injury.  Any  diminution  of  those  capaoities  resulting  from 
the  negligenoe  of  a  third  person  oonstitntes  a  just  basis  for  an  award  of 
compensatory  damages  therefor. 

fTsoLiaiNOS  —  Loss  ov  Soamr  ov  Win  —  Nsosaarrr  ov  Dibbot  Pboov 
ov  Valub.  — In  an  aotion  by  a  husband  to  reoorer  for  the  loes  of  the 
sooiety  of  his  wife,  resulting  from  the  negligence  of  a  third  purty,  direst 
proof  of  the  ralue  of  sueh  loss  is  not  required;  for  upon  the  ettabUshmsnt 
of  the  fact  of  such  loss,  the  assessment  of  reasonable  oompensatioB 
therefor  necessarily  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  ooort  or  Jury  tiyiag 
thefaet 

Action  bj  W.  S.  Furnish  to  recover  damages  sustained  bj 
Aim  in  expense  incurred  in  medical  attention  and  nursing 
and  in  being  deprired  of  the  companionship  and  society  of 
his  wife,  who  sustained  injuries  resulting  from  the  negligence 
of  defendant  while  she  was  a  paRsenger  on  one  of  its  trains 
under  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  Furwish  y.  Missouri  Pa* 
eific  Ry  Co.,  102  Mo.  438;  anU,  p.  781.  Judgment  for  plain- 
tiff  for  five  thousand  dollars,  and  defendant  appeals. 
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jidamB  and  Btictn«r,  for  the  appellant. 
Ootes  and  WaUaeef  for  the  respondent. 

Babclat,  J.  The  eviclence  and  instmctlons  in  this  action 
relating  to  the  issue  of  defendant's  negligence  toward  Mr8« 
Furnish  as  a  passenger  upon  its  railway,  are  in  all  material' 
partioalars  identical  with  the  evidence  and  instraotions  dis- 
cussed in  FwmUh  y.  Mi$8<mri  Pae.  Ry  Co.y  102  Mo.  488;  anU^ 
p.  781.  So  £eir  as  concerns  that  branch  of  this  case,  ii  is  on* 
necessary  to  reiterate  the  rulings  then  announced. 

Seyeral  other  errors  are  now  assigned,  however,  involTing 
points  not  presented  in  that  action,  but  peculiar  to  this. 

2.  Defendant  claims  that  the  trial  court  erred  by  instruct-^ 
ing  the  jury  to  allow  plaintiff  such  sum  as  the  evidence  showed 
would  compensate  him  for  the  "  loss  of  society  and  companion*- 
ship  of  his  wife.'* 

The  objection  is  placed  upon  two  grounds.  It  is  first  as- 
serted that  there  was  no  loss  to  plaintiff  of  the  society  or 
companionship  of  his  wife,  because,  though  injured,  she  was 
yet  with  him,  and  he  therefore  had  the  benefit  of  her  society. 
But  the  answer  to  that  contention  is,  that  as  her  husband  he 
was  entitled  to  her  society  as  she  was  when  the  negligence  of 
defendant  impaired  her  strength,  her  health,  and  her  useful- 
ness as  a  helpmate.  Though  he  may  still  be  with  her,  and 
her  companionship  may  be  even  more  dear  to  him  since  her 
injury,  because  of  her  very  helplessness  and  need  of  his  atten- 
tion, yet  that  does  not  diminish  the  legal  wrong  he  has  suf* 
fered  from  the  acts  which  produced  that  condition.  He  is 
entitled  to  be  compensated  for  such  loss  of  her  society  as  re- 
sulted from  the  negligence  alleged. 

By  the  term  *^  society,"  in  this  connection,  is  meant  such 
capacities  tor  usefulness,  aid,  and  comfort  as  a  wife  which 
she  possessed  at  the  time  of  the  injury.  Any  diminution  of 
those  capacities,  by  the  acts  or  negligent  omissions  of  defend- 
ant, constituted  a  just  basis  for  an  award  of  compensatory 
damages  therefor:  JlfoMon  v.  Delaware  etc.  R,  R.  Co.  (1889), 
112  N.  Y.  659;  Aifdey  v.  Manhattan  Ky  Co.  (1888),  47  Hun, 
206;  /onsf  v.  Utiea  ete.  R.  R.  Co,  (1886),  40  Hun,  849;  Blair 
V.  Chicago  ete.  K  R.  Co.  (1888),  89  Ma  834;  Berger  v.  Jacobs 
(1870),  21  Mich.  216;  Oregin  v.  BrooUyn  C.KKOo.  (1881), 
88  N.  Y.  695;  88  Am.  Rep.  474 

Next  it  is  urged  that,  as  no  evidence  was  offered  of  the 
value  of  the  wife's  society,  the  instruction  should  not  have 
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been  given.  To  this  it  may  be  said  that  the  nature  of  the 
subject  does  not  admit  of  direct  proof  of  value,  and  that  when 
the  fact  of  loss  of  society  is  established  by  testimony,  the  as- 
sessment of  reasonable  compensation'therefor  must  necesaarily 
be  committed  to  the  sound  discretion  and  judgment  of  the 
triers  of  fact 

The  trial  court,  by  the  instruction  numbered  9,  excluded 
a  recovery  of  any  damages  for  loss  of  services  of  the  wifa,  pre- 
aumably  because  the  court  did  not  consider  the  petition  aa 
asserting  any  specific  claim  therefor.  Whether  this  roliag 
was  correct  or  not  need  not  be  discussed,  aa  the  plaintiff 
makes  no  complaint  thereof!  But  plaintiff's  loss  of  sooietj 
-and  companionship  ol  his  wife  was  expressly  counted  upon, 
and  submitted  properly  to  the  jury  by  the  instruction  num- 
^bered  10,  as  a  ground  of  recovery. 

8.  It  is  further  contended  that  the  damages  are  excessiveu 
Plaintiff  expended  over  eight  hundred  dollars  in  the  necessary 
treatment  and  care  of  his  wife  to  the  time  of  the  trial,  and  it 
mppeara  from  the  evidence  that  ever  since  the  accident  she 
has  been  totally  disabled  from  doing  any  household  duty,  or 
4)eing  of  any  aid  or  assistance  to  plaintiff  as  a  wife. 

In  view  of  the  facts  of  this  branch  of  the  case  (outlined  in 
the  statement  preceding  this  opinion),  we  are  not  prepared  to 
say  that  the  amount  of  the  verdict  ia  such  as  justifies  the 
interference  of  this  court 

No  other  errors  in  the  record  have  been  suggested,  and  find- 
ing the  assignments  above  discussed  untenable,  it  follows  that 
the  judgment  should  be  affirmed.  It  is  so  ordered,  with  the 
consent  of  all  the  judges  of  this  division 


OABBiaai  —  NuLxaBROK  —  Damaqbs  —  Rioar  to  Bsoovaa  foa  Loaa  of 
Soonrr.  —  Wh«M  a  dooedent  haa  left  a  mother  or  wif e^  tbey  may  reooveir 
for  Ices  of  hie  aooiety  and  eomfort:  Monro  y.  Pacf/le  etc  Oo,^  8i  OiL  615;  IS 
Am.  St.  Rep.  2i8,  and  note.  It  ii  not  neoenary  that  a  husband  ahoiild 
iprove  ipeoial  damage  oeoaeioned  by  the  negligent  killing  tf  has  wifet  iM» 
€te.  i^y  Ctoi  T.  Jam^  ISS  Pa.  Si  303. 
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•'"        WooDHK  V.  Western  New  Tobk  and  Pennstl- 
^;  YANiA  Railroad  Company. 

7^  (U8  Haw  TOBS,  10.] 

^^  katWB  TO  Raoorm  iob  IirjuBm  RssuunKo  nr  Dsatb,  Rbohvid  n 

^^  FoJUfOM  8tat%  whxn  Mazhtainablb.  —  An  aetioa  to  nooTer  dam^ 

•gM  for  injoriec  received  in  another  state,  resulting  ia  the  death  of  tho 

^  penon  injured,  ean  be  maintained  in  the  state  of  New  York  only  npon 

^  proof  that  the  ttatntes  of  snch  other  atato  give  the  right  of  action,  and 

•  that  they  af«  similar  to  the  New  York  statutes.    The  statutes  ef  the 

two  states  need  not|  howover,  be  identical  in  their  terms  or  precisely 

■like;  it  is  sufficient  if  they  are  of  similar  import  and  character,  founded 

X-  upon  the  same  general  principle,  and  possessing  the  same  general  at- 

•«  tributes. 

Sbatutu  Giyino  Rioht  ov  Aonov  tob  Ivjubt  Bbultivo  nr  Diatb 
VOT  DnsiBfiLAB  WHBH.  —Statutes  of  two  diffsrent  states,  which  giro  a 
right  of  action  to  recoTsr  damages  for  injuries  resulting  in  doath,  are  not 
disaimilar  because  by  one  statute  the  right  of  aotion  is  giren  to  the 

gi^  widow,  while  by  the  other,  it  is  given  to  the  executor  or  administrator. 

^t  Although  the  formal  parties  are  dififerent^  the  substantial  and  real  par- 

\\  tios  are  identicaL 

^\  Aenom  vo  Riootbb  iob  Dbath  ov  Hvsbaitb  Pbopbblt  Bboitoht  bt 

^'  Widow,  as  Suoh,  whih.  —  Whore  the  statute  of  Pennsylrania  gives 

to  a  widow,  in  her  own  rights  and  as  trustee  for  the  children,  a  right  to 
recover  for  the  death  of  her  husband,  an  action  brought  by  her  in  New 
York  to  recover  for  sudi  death,  resultfaig  from  an  injury  received  in 
Pennsylvania,  is  properly  brought  by  her  as  widow,  and  not  as  admin* 
istratriz,  althou^^  the  New  Yoric  statute  gives  the  right  of  action  in 
similar  cases  to  the  executor  or  administrator. 
]>09fB8Tio  Cobpobatior  Bnhtlbdto  Benkiit  ov  RxiTBXonoii  vpob  Amount 
ov  Dakaobs  RioovBRABLB  AOAZH8T  It.  —  Where  a  plaintiff  sues  in 
New  York  a  corporation  formed  under  the  laws  of  that  state,  to  recover 
damages  for  the  death  of  her  husband,  resulting  from  injuries  receired 
bk  Pennsylvania^  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  reatri^i 
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tion  upon  the  amoant  of  the  damages  reooverahle  nnder  the  New  York 
law,  although  the  PenxiBylyaiiia  statute  containi  no  anch  restriction.  A 
domestic  corporation  has  the  right  to  be  protected  by  the  remedial  lim- 
itationt  of  its  jurisdiction. 

Action  to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged  negligent  killing 
of  plaintiff's  husband  hy  the  defendant  The  facts  are  stated 
in  the  opinion. 

John  0.  MUbumy  for  the  appellant 

Harlow  O.  CuHtM,  for  the  respondent 

Finch,  J.  This  appeal  is  from  an  interlocutory  judgment 
overruling  a  demurrer  and  determining  that  the  complaint 
assailed  stated  a  good  cause  of  action.  That  pleading  alleged 
that  the  plaintiff  was  and  is  a  resident  of  this  state,  and  the 
defendant  a  corporation  created  and  existing  under  our  laws. 
The  contest  thus  is  between  a  resident  individual  and  a  domes* 
tic  corporation.  The  latter  owned  and  operated  a  line  of  rail- 
road extending  beyond  our  boundaries  into  the  adjoining  state 
of  Pennsylvania,  and  the  complaint  alleged  that  in  that  state 
the  plaintiff's  husband  was  killed  by  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant  company.  The  complaint  further  averred  that  the 
statutes  of  that  state  gave  a  right  of  action  for  the  injury  sus- 
tained by  the  widow  and  children;  that  the  remedy  could  be 
enforced  in  the  name  of  the  former  as  plaintiff,  but  for  her 
own  benefit  and  that  of  the  children;  and  that  such  statute 
was  of  similar  import  to  that  existing  in  our  own  jurisdiction. 
Judgment  was  thereupon  demanded  for  damages  in  the  sum 
of  twenty  thousand  dollars. 

The  demurrer  interposed  raised  two  objections:  1.  That 
the  statutes  of  the  two  states  were  not  similar,  but  different; 
and  2.  That  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  here  in  the 
name  of  the  widow,  but  only  in  that  of  an  executor  or  admin- 
istrator of  the  deceased;  and  the  final  result  sought  to  be 
established  was,  that  the  widow  could  not  maintain  an  action 
in  this  state,  because  that  is  contrary  to  our  statute,  and  that 
the  administratrix  could  not,  because  that  is  contrary  to  the 
Pennsylvania  statute;  and  so  there  is  no  remedy  whatever 
in  our  jurisdiction. 

Certain  propositions  essential  to  the  inquiry  before  us  have 
been  explicitly  determined  in  McDonald  v.  Mallory^  77  N.  Y. 
546,  33  Am.  Rep.  664,  and  need  no  other  citation  for  their  sup- 
port. That  case  held  that  the  liability  of  a  person  for  his 
acts,  whether  wrongful  or  negligent,  depends  in  general  upon 
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the  law  of  the  place  in  which  the  acts  were  committed;  that 
actioQS  for  injuries  to  the  person  in  another  state  are  sustained 
here  without  proof  of  the  lex  loci  because  they  are  permitted 
by  the  common  law,  which  is  presumed  to  exist  in  the  foreign 
state;  that  such  presumption  does  not  arise  where  the  right 
of  action  depends  upon  a  statute  which  confers  it;  and  that 
in  such  case  the  action  can  only  be  maintained  here  by  proof 
that  the  statutes  of  the  state  in  which  the  injury  occurred  give 
the  right  of  action  and  are  similar  to  our  own. 

Upon  the  question  of  similarity  we  have  also  held  that  the 
two  statutes  need  not  be  identical  in  their  terms  or  precisely 
alike;  but  it  is  enough  if  they  are  of  similar  import  and  char* 
acter,  founded  upon  the  same  principle  and  possessing  the 
same  general  attributes:  Leonard  v.  Columbia  Steam  Nav.  Co.^ 
84  N.  Y.  68;  88  Am.  Rep.  491.  It  is  quite  evident  that  the 
two  statutes  are  of  similar  import.  They  are  founded  upon 
the  same  principle,  are  aimed  at  the  same  evil,  construct  the 
same  sort  or  kind  of  action,  and  give  it  for  the  benefit  of  the 
same  class  of  individuals.  In  both,  the  utter  failure  of  redress 
at  common  law,  where  the  injury  ended  in  death,  was  the  in- 
justice for  which  a  remedy  was  enacted;  and  in  both  the  new 
action  was  given  for  the  benefit  of  those  who  had  suffered  an 
injury  as  the  consequence  of  the  wrong.  This  fundamental 
agreement,  in  the  main  and  substantial  characteristics  of  the 
two  statutes,  is  not  affected  by  the  differences  of  detail  which 
the  demurrer  points  out. 

The  first  is,  that  by  the  lex  loci  the  proper  person  to  bring 
this  action,  and  the  only  person  who  can  maintain  it,  is  the 
widow,  while  by  our  law  the  right  of  action  is  given  to  the 
executor  or  administrator.  But  it  is  given  to  the  latter,  not  in 
his  broad,  representative  character,  but  solely  as  trustee,  in  a 
case  like  the  present,  for  the  widow  and  children:  Hegerich  v. 
Keddisj  99  N.  Y.  267;  52  Am.  Rep.  25.  It  is  not  a  right 
which  survives  to  the  personal  representatives,  but  a  right 
created  anew.  The  real  parties  in  interest,  those  whose  injury 
is  redressed,  whose  right  is  vindicated,  to  whom  all  damages 
go,  are  one  and  the  same  in  both  forums.  If  the  formal  par- 
ties are  different,  the  substantial  and  real  parties  are  identi- 
cal, and  the  difference  in  the  trustee  appointed  by  the  law  to 
represent  their  right  is  not  such  a  difference  as  to  bar  our 
tribunals  from  their  jurisdiction,  or  make  the  two  statutes  dis- 
similar under  the  rule. 

It  is  claimed,  however,  that  even  in  that  event  the  right  of 
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action  accruing  in  the  place  of  the  transaction  can  onlj  be 
enforced  in  our  jurisdiction  under  our  remedial  forms,  and  so 
should  have  been  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  not  as  widow,  bat  as 
administratrix,  to  which  office  she  had  been  appointed  in  this 
state.  But  it  must  not  be  forgotten  that  the  cause  of  action 
sued  upon  is  the  cause  of  action  given  bj  the  lex  loei^  and  vin- 
dicated here  and  in  our  tribunals  upon  principles  of  oomity: 
Leonard  v.  Columbia  Steam  Nav.  Co.^  84  N.  Y.  53;  88  Am.  Rep. 
491.  That  cause  of  action  is  given  to  the  widow  in  her  own 
right  and  as  trustee  for  the  children,  and  we  open  our  courts 
to  enforce  it  in  favor  of  the  party  who  has  it,  and  not  to  es- 
tablish a  cause  of  action  under  our  statute  which  never  in  fact 
arose.  We  refer  to  the  lex  fori^  and  measure  it  by  and  com- 
pare it  with  the  lex  loci^  I  think,  for  two  reasons;  one,  that  the 
party  defendant  may  not  be  subjected  to  different  and  varying 
responsibilities,  and  the  other,  that  we  may  know  that  we  are 
not  lending  our  tribunals  to  enforce  a  right  which  we  do  not 
recognixe,  and  which  is  against  our  own  public  policy;  and  we 
do  not  refer  to  our  law  as  creating  the  cause  of  action  which 
we  enforce.  It  is  the  cause  of  action  created  and  arising  in 
Pennsylvania  which  our  tribunals  vindicate  upon  principles 
of  comity,  and  therefore  must  be  prosecuted  here  in  the  name 
of  the  party  to  whom  alone  belongs  the  right  of  action;  and 
that  rule  the  courts  of  Pennsylvania  enforce,  where  the  canse 
of  action  arises  here,  by  permitting  it  to  be  brought  by  the 
executor  or  administrator  to  whom  by  our  law  the  right  is 
given,  although  not  by  their  own:  Usher  v.  West  Jersey  IL  IL 
Co.,  126  Pa.  St.  207;  12  Am.  St.  Bep.  868. 

But  the  second  difference  relied  on  is,  that  in  Pennsylvania 
there  is  no  restriction  upon  the  amount  of  damages  which  may 
be  recovered,  while  in  our  state  they  cannot  exceed  five  thou- 
sand dollars.  That  restriction  pertains  to  the  remedy,  rather 
than  the  right:  Denniek  v.  Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey,  108 
XT.  S.  11.  It  is  a  limitation  upon  the  discretion  of  the  jury  in 
fixing  the  amount  of  damages,  but  not  upon  the  right  of 
action  or  its  inherent  elements  or  character.  The  restriction 
indicates  our  public  policy  as  to  the  extent  of  the  remedy, 
and  the  plaintiff  who  chooses  to  avail  herself  of  our  remedial 
procedure  must  submit  to  our  remedial  limitations  and  be 
content  with  a  judgment  beyond  which  our  courts  cannot  go. 
They  cannot  exceed  it  in  a  case  arising  here,  and  no  principle 
of  comity  requires  them  to  enlarge  the  remedy  which  the 
plaintiff  voluntarily  seeks.    There  may  be,  there  very  pos- 
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Biblj  is,  an  exception  to  that  rule,  resting  upon  its  own  peon* 
liar  reasons,  in  a  case  where  the  defendant  is  not,  as  here,  a 
domestic  corporation  formed  under  our  law,  and  so  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  our  remedial  limitations,  but  is  a  corporation* 
of  the  state  within  whose  jurisdiction  the  oause  of  action  arose,, 
and  hj  whose  law  no  restriction  upon  the  amount  of  damage* 
is  permitted  or  enacted.  We  do  not  decide  that  question; 
but  the  same  reasoning  which  would  expose  such  a  corpora* 
tion  to  the  law  of  its  own  jurisdiction  would  serve  equally  U> 
justify  the  right  of  the  domestic  corporation  to  be  protected 
by  the  remedial  limitations  of  its  jurisdiction.  The  difference 
between  the  two  statutes,  therefore,  does  not  strictly  affect  the 
rule  of  damages,  but  rather  the  extent  of  damages;  and  thai 
extent,  as  limited  or  unlimited,  does  not  enter  into  any  defini- 
tion of  the  right  enforced  or  the  cause  of  action  permitted  to  b# 
prosecuted.  And  so  the  causes  of  action  in  the  two  forums  am 
not  thereby  made  dissimilar.  These  views  lead  to  an  affirm* 
ance  of  the  interlocutory  judgment. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs,  bat  with  leave- 
to  the  defendant  to  withdraw  the  demurrer  and  plead  anew 
within  twenty  days  after  service  of  a  copy  of  the  judgment 
entered  upon  filing  the  remittitur^  and  upon  payment  of  the 
costs  of  the  action  from  the  interposition  of  the 'demurrer  tO' 
that  date. 

Judgment  accordingly.      

AonoHS  nr  Omi  Btati  to  Eirioacs  Oaxtsu  of  Aonon  Osbatbd  ww 
VHS  STATon  or  AvoTHBat  Sm  note  to  AUriU  y,  HmKUmgUm^  14  Am.  81. 
Bop.  860-366;  AA  v.  Bammart  ek.  B.  B.  Co..  72  Md.  144;  90  Am.  St.  Bopi. 
401,  snd  note;  U9htt  v.  WuiJtrm^  B.B.Oo.,l2A  Pa  81  200;  18  Am.  81 
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[126  Maw  TomK*  4&| 

WonoM,  WBBr  SmtiuissT  to  Bxtutd  Tibm  of  LiAsa  —  Wbois  a  Imam 
Ur  a  torm  of  Ato  yoan  oontftinf  a  provision  for  an  oztension  thoreof  for 
two  yoan,  npon  the  lesaee's  giving  written  notloe  to  the  leaMNr  threo 
monUw  before  the  expiration  of  the  original  term  of  hie  deeire  to  eo  ex* 
tend  il  a  written  notice  served  by  the  lessee  as  preeoribed,  and  stating; 
in  addition,  that  if  the  lessor  chooses  they  wonld  regard  the  lease  as  ex- 
tended two  years  and  a  half,  to  whieh  the  lessor  repliee  acknowledging 
the  lessee's  right  to  an  extension  for  two  years,  but  refusing  to  grant  th» 
extension  for  the  extra  six  months,  is  sufficient  to  extend  the  term  for 
tbetwoyi 
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SuBMEMvaM  ov  Lmamm,  Wbat  b  Not.  —  An  original  leMe  is  not 

dared  by  the  delirery  to  tho  leaeee  of  a  new  lease  of  the  same  pramiaeib 
whkh  doss  no*  giro  to  him  the  intereit  for  whioh  he  oontraoted  and 
whioh  he  thought  he  was  aoqairing,  and  where  no  entry  is  erer  nade 
nnder  the  new  leasa^  the  property  thereby  demised  haying  been  de- 
stroyed by  firs  bsfote  the  time  axriFod  at  whioh  by  its  terms  it  was  te 
beoome  operative. 

TAMBtr  IfAKuro  Ooimiov  n  PRnuiaa>  to  Ihvivb  io  Bivb  hh  Bj^ 
BonoBS  AHB  Adkikibtbatobs,  nnlen  it  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to  call  for 
some  personal  quality  of  ths  testator,  or  ie  so  worded  as  to  plainly  negn- 
tive  sueh  a  presamptioo.  Whers^  therefore^  a  testator  oovenants  te 
ffebnild  premises  lessed  1^  him,  in  ease  of  their  deitmotioB  by  ^x%  hii 
exeoutor  will  have  power  to  perform  sueh  eorenant;  and  in  an  notiaa 
against  ths  ezeentor  to  reoover  damages  for  ths  breaoh  of  sneh  oorenaal^ 
a  SMtioB  for  a  nonsuit  on  ths  ground  that  the  exeoutor  had  no  power  te 
tebuild,  and  no  eontrol  over  the  heirs  at  law  to  make  thea  rebnild.  is 
properly  denied.  In  snoh  a  easa^  wliethor  the  land  is  devised  or  daeeenda 
to  the  heir,  the  eseeutor  is  liable  upon  the  oovenant^  and  asBst  pay  the 
damages,  if  hs  have  assett. 

liMsn  HAT  Tisnyr  At  to  Valui  ov  Lnin  wnnr. » A  lessee  aolng  to 
leoover  damages  for  the  breaoh  of  a  oovenant  to  rebuild,  oontained  in 
his  lease,  may  testify  as  to  the  value  of  the  lease  for  the  time  he  woold 
have  been  in  poeseesion  after  the  prenuses  were  tebnilt  and  before  ths 
leass  szpired. 

AROHrraoT  MAT  TnmT  as  to  Time  nr  WmoH  BuibDzao  oouui  n  B» 
BUtUT  without  dangerous  haste. 

AcnoH  to*  reoover  damages  for  an  alleged  breach  of  con- 
tract to  rebuild,  contained  in  a  lease  executed  to  the  plaintifi 
bj  Robert  Dnnlop,  the  defendant's  testator.  The  facts  an 
•ufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion. 

E.  H.  Burdiehy  for  the  appellant 

l8<iae  Lawion^  for  the  respondent. 

Pegkhah,  J.  None  of  the  grounds  argued  by  the  ocansd 
for  defendant  Is  sufficient  to  call  for  a  reversal  of  this  judg- 
ment. 

1.  The  lease  was  properly  extended  in  the  manner  provided 
for  by  its  terms,  and  was  recognised  as  a  valid  and  existing 
lease  up  to  the  death  of  the  testator,  at  which  time  nearly  one 
half  of  the  extended  period  had  expired.  The  lease  provided 
for  an  extension  of  its  term  by  two  years,  provided  the  lessee^ 
three  months  before  the  expiration  of  the  original  five  yearSf 
gave  a  written  notice  to  the  lessor  of  his  desire  to  extend  the 
lease  for  that  further  period.  This  the  lessee  did.  Because 
he  made  a  suggestion  in  that  notice  that  if  the  lessor  chose 
they  would  regard  the  lease  as  extended  two  years  and  a  half 
had  no  bearing  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  written  notice,  and 
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the  refbsal  of  the  lessor  to  grant  the  extra  six  months'  exteu« 
don  acknowledged  the  right  of  the  lessee  to  the  two  ytars 
provided  for  by  the  lease  itself. 

2.  The  lessee  of  the  original  lease  never,  either  in  fact  or  in 
law,  surrendered  it  by  reason  of  what  took  place  in  regard  to 
the  execution  of  the  lease  by  Wallace  on  the  part  of  the  heirs 
at  law.  The  facts  show  there  were  a  widow  and  several  heirs 
at  law,  and  that  the  widow  had  a  right  of  dower  in  the  prem- 
ises, and  that  one  of  the  heirs  at  law,  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  lease  by  Wallace  as  the  agent  of  the  heirs,  was 
an  infant  The  lease  purported  to  grant  the  interest  of  the 
heirs  in  the  premises  from  the  1st  of  the  coming  Hay  for 
five  years.  The  evidence  is  uncontradicted  that  the  agree* 
ment  between  plaintiff  and  Hr.  Wallace  was,  that  the  plaintiff 
should  have  all  the  interest  of  all  the  parties  in  the  premises 
for  the  five  years,  and  that  when  the  plaintiff  executed  the 
lease  he  had  no  personal  knowledge  as  to  who  succeeded  to  the 
Interest  of  Robert  Dunlop,  and  he  supposed  that  the  lease 
eovered  the  interest  of  all  parties  having  an  interest  in  the 
premises.  It  is  also  in  proof  and  found  by  the  referee  that 
the  widow  had  a  right  of  dower  in  the  premises.  She  did  not 
sign  the  lease,  and  neither  her  interest  nor  the  interest  of  the 
infant  passed  under  it.  The  very  day  the  lease  was  received, 
signed  by  Wallace  as  agent,  the  fire  occurred.  It  is  obvious 
that  the  plaintiff  did  not  secure  by  the  lease  the  interest 
which  he  had  provided  for  by  his  agreement  with  Hr.  Wal- 
lace. The  dower  of  the  widow  was  outstanding,  and  the  inter- 
est of  the  infant  was  not  affected  by  the  lease.  The  original 
lease  was  not  surrendered,  for  the  reason  that  the  new  one  did 
not  give  plaintiff  the  interest  he  contracted  for,  and  which  he 
thought  he  was  acquiring.  Under  such  facts,  the  cases  hold 
there  is  no  surrender:  Whitney  v.  Meyen^  1  Duer,  271;  Schieffc 
Un  V.  Carpenter,  15  Wend.  405;  Coe  v.  Eobby,  72  N.  Y.  146; 
28  Am.  Rep.  120. 

This  is  not  the  case  of  a  lease  by  one  tenant  in  common  to 
a  stranger,  purporting  to  convey  the  whole  interest  in  the  land, 
and  an  entry  by  the  lessee  under  it,  and  an  acquiescence  by 
all  the  other  tenants  in  common.  There  was  never  a  valid 
aoceptance  of  the  new  lease.  The  agreement  provided  for  the 
conveyance  of  the  whole  interest  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  par- 
ties failed  to  convey  all  of  such  interest,  and  the  plaintiff 
never  accepted  such  lease  with  knowledge  that  it  did  not  ful- 
fill the  terms  of  the  agreement,  and  there  was  never  any  entry 
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under  the  lease,  and  before  the  time  arrived  at  which  the  lease, 
bj  its  termSy  was  to  become  operatiye,  the  property  was  not  in 
existence,  haying  been  destroyed  by  fire.  Hence  the  original 
lease  remained  in  foil  force. 

8.  The  defendant  moved  for  a  nonsuit  upon  the  groandii 
among  others,  that  the  executor  had  no  power  to  rebuild,  and 
no  control  over  the  heirs  at  law  to  make  them  rebuild;  and 
also  because  on  the  death  of  the  lessor  the  plaintiff  paid  rent 
to  and  held  under  the  heirs  at  law,  and  not  under  the  defend- 
ant executor.  There  is  no  finding  by  the  re&ree  as  to  the 
last  alleged  fact,  and  the  evidence  does  not  show  that  aneh  is 
necessarily  the  fact  It  rather  shows  the  contrary.  As  to  the 
first  ground,  that  the  executor  had  no  power  to  rebuild,  I  think 
the  authorities  are  cleariy  the  other  way. 

The  presumption  is,  that  the  party  making  a  contract  in* 
tends  to  bind  his  executors  and  administrators,  unless  the 
oontraet  is  of  that  nature  which  calls  bx  some  penonal  qual- 
ity of  the  testator,  or  the  words  of  the  contract  are  such  thai 
it  is  plain  no  presumption  of  the  kind  ean  be  indulged  in: 
Tremeere  v.  Moriwn,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  89;  Reid  v.  TenUrden,  4 
Tyrw.  Ill;  Kemoehan  v.  Murray,  111  N.  Y.  306;  7  Am.  8t 
Rep.  744. 

Where  a  party  has  entered  into  a  contract  to  purchase  real 
estate,  and  dies  before  it  is  conveyed  to  him,  and  before  he  has 
paid  for  it,  his  heir  or  devisee  is  entitled  to  have  his  execu« 
tor  pay  for  the  realty  out  of  the  personal  estate:  Broome  v. 
Monck,  10  Yes.  596, 611 ;  reargued,  619;  Livingoton  v.  NewHrk^ 
8  Johns.  Ch.  312;  WHght  v.  Hdbrook,  32  N.  Y.  687;  1  Sugden 
on  Powers,  8th  Am.  ed.,  298;  3  Redfield  on  WiUs,  2d  ed.,  802, 
sec.  11. 

The  executor  is  not  permitted  to  violate  the  contract  of  his 
testator  after  the  tatter's  death:  Wentworih  v.  Cock^  10  Ad.  A 
B.  42;  Sibom  v.  Kirhnanj  1  Mees.  A  W.  419,  remarks  of 
Parke,  B. 

In  Quick  v.  Ludburrow,  8  Bulst  30,  Lord  Coke  said  that  if 
a  man  be  bound  to  build  a  house  for  another  before  such  a 
time,  and  he  which  is  bound  dies  before  the  time,  bis  execii* 
tors  are  bound  to  perform  this.  To  same  effect,  TUney  v.  Nor- 
m,  1  Ld.  Raym.  658;  Tremeere  v.  Moriaon,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  89; 
and  Roid  v.  Tenterden,  4  Tyrw.  111. 

If  the  testator  devise  his  land  to  other  parties,  the  executor 
still  remains  liable  on  the  covenant  of  his  testator.  If  the 
devisees  do  not  permit  the  executor  to  build,  the  covenant  ia 
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broken,  and  it  is  the  act  of  the  devisor  in  devising  his  prop^ 
erty  thus  that  prevents  the  executor  from  fulfilling. 

If  the  land  descended  to  the  heir,  then  the  covenant  still 
remains  in  force;  and  if  it  should  be  that  the  executor  could 
not  force  the  heir  to  permit  the  building,  still  the  estate  is 
liable  on  the  covenant,  and  the  executor  must  pay  the  dam- 
ages if  he  have  assets.  The  judgment  here  is  only  against  him 
as  executor,  and  is  fully  warranted  in  law. 

4.  The  exceptions  to  the  rulings  of  the  referee  in  the  admis- 
sion or  rejection  of  evidence  are  not  tenable.  The  value  of 
the  lease  for  the  time  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  in  posses- 
sion after  the  premises  were  rebuilt,  and  before  the  lease  had 
expired,  was  properly  testified  to  by  the  plaintiff.  It  was  a 
matter  of  opinion  to  some  extent,  based  upon  facts,  all  of 
which  he  had  testified  to,  and  his  experience  and  knowledge 
were  more  than  that  of  any  other  person  in  regard  to  the  very 
question  which  was  asked.  The  evidence  of  Fleisohman  was 
properly  admitted.  He  was  an  architect,  and  to  some  extent, 
therefore,  familiar  with  building  and  the  time  it  should  take 
to  do  certain  work,  and  with  the  fact  whether  the  work  could 
be  done  in  a  certain  time  without  dangerous  haste. 

We  are  unable  to  find  any  fair  reason  for  disturbing  this 
judgment,  and  it  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


WhBRI  AHD  how  GOITTBAOT  COMTXSUS  QsUOlSOmT  ▲HD  BtnOBOIABLB 

AJTKB  DiATH  OT  Ck>irTRAoroB.  —  It  b  »  general  nU  of  Uw  that  oontnots 
bind,  not  only  the  partiei  thereto^  bat  alio  their  ezeoaton  or  Adminiatra- 
tore.  The  Uw  preaamee  that  the  partiee  to  a  eontraot  intend  to  bind  their 
peraonal  representatiFea,  OTon  when  they  are  not  named  in  the  eontraot^ 
Contracta  are  therefore,  generally  apeaking,  enforoeable  against  the  personal 
repreaentativea  of  deceased  parties  thereto,  to  the  extent  of  the  aaseta  whidi 
ha^e  oome  to  their  hands:  2  Parsons  on  Contracts,  631;  Chitty  on  Con- 
traots,  101;  1  Addison  on  Contracts,  aea  461;  3  Redfield  on  WiUa,  302; 
Rawle  on  Covenanta,  aeo.  312;  Broome  y,  Monek  10  Yes.  696;  Tremeert  ▼» 
Mori$on,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  80;  Reid  y,  Tenierden,  4  Tyrw.  Ill;  Wentworth  ▼. 
Cock,  10  Ad.  &  B.  42;  Sibord  t.  Kirkman,  1  Mees.  k,  W.  419;  Farrow  ▼.  WO^ 
•on,  L.  R.  4  Com.  P.  744;  8miih  ▼.  WUminr^n  etc  Co,,  83  111.  498;  Taylor  y. 
Taiflor,  8  Bradf.  64;  Ferrm  y,  liyriek,  41  K.  Y.  316;  Kemoehan  y.  Mtaray^ 
111  N.  Y.  306;  7  Am.  St  Rep.  744;  McClurty.  Gamble,  27  Pa.  St.  288; 
Stumi^e  Appeal,  116  Pa.  St.  33.  A  testator,  by  including  his  heirs,  does 
not  exclude  his  execntors.  The  personal  representatives  are  liable,  even 
when  the  heirs  are  mentioned  and  when  they  are  not  mentioned:  1  Addison 
on  Contracta,  aeo.  461;  MeClure  ▼.  Oamhle,  27  Pa.  St.  288.  At  common  law» 
the  heir  waa  liable,  in  common  with  the  personal  representatiTe,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  asaeta  which  had  come  to  him  by  deacent,  upon  all  covenanta 
vnder  seal  entered  into  by  his  ancestor,  in  which  he  was  expressly  named; 
but  nnleaa  so  named,  he  was  not  liable:  1  Addison  on  Contracta,  aeo.  447| 
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RawU  M  OoTvnaati.  mo.  909;  S  WMb  AoIumm  and  IkimmBU,  S08;  TUht 
▼.  Hmrrk,  UN.  H.  S78;  40  Am.  Dm.  ISS. 
No  Dnmironov  bitwbui  Liabilttt  vob  Briaohib  ot  Dw»dut%  Gov- 

TBAOn  BBfORI  AVD  ARBB  KB  DlASV.  — TIm  pWMnal  MprOSMltatiTW  of  » 

dMedml  we  lubto  in  danuigM  for  all  brMdiM  of  hit  adntnota  ooeuxiBf 
frior  to  hk  dMth,  and  for  all  noh  broaohM  thai  ooour  mibaoq^oonl  la  ba 
doath,  oiMpI  in  tiioM  cmm  whoro  hi*  penonal  akill  or  taafeo  ia  raqaiiod  la 
iho  ozoootioD  of  the  oontnot;  1  Addiaon  on  Oontraetai  aeo.  4SI ;  Qiitty  oa 
OoBtraoH  lOlt  S  PhrMne  on  Contraota,  SS8;  Rawle  on  OoTonanta,  tea  llii 
S  Waiu'e  Aotiona and  DofonMa»  SM;  W4k ▼.  FgdeO.  10  Baal,  S16;  8ibod7. 
Mirkmm,  I  Meea.  k  W.  410;  WUUamM  t.  Burrdl,  1  Oos.  B.  402;  9tM 
▼.  Wiimkigtom  eCe.  C;b..  83  lU.  408;  Bcve^  t.  Newtom,  11  Piok.  4S1;  JfeObrvf. 
eambk,  87  Pk  8t  S88;  8iump/'$  Appeal,  110  Fik  8t  83. 

FiBaovAL  RvmnBHTAnvB  Bovhd  to  OoMnAm  DnoBDBiiT*'8  GoimA0& 

—  If  a  pordbaaor  who  hM  ordered  gooda  diaa  before  the  time  lor  their  dilir* 
«7»  the  ezeentor  or  adminiatrator  moat  raoeiTo  ond  pay  fwlha  foodi^  or  bi 
wiU  be  liable,  to  the  extent  of  the  aaMta  in  hia  band%  for  tho  daaagM  Ihit 
may  be  anatained  by  reaaon  of  Ida  tofoaal  to  Mmplete  the  oontraet  of  the  de- 
oeaaedt  1  Addiaon  on  Contraota,  aeo.  463;  WetOworA^.  Oodt,  10  A±kK4i; 
CbopsrT./arman.K  R.3Bq.  08.  And  if  a  peraon  oontraota  to  bnild  a  boaai 
for  another  before  a  oertain  day,  and  diM  before  that  day,  hie  poraonal  repce- 
oentatiTM  mnat  go  on  and  flniah  the  honae^  or  they  will  be  liaUo  in  damagM 
for  not  Mmpleting  the  deoedenf a  Mntraot:  QuiA  T.  Irndbmram,  3  Bolit  SO; 
ManhaU  r.  BroadhmrM,  1  Oromp^  A  J.  406;  CMfMonT.  Mfer,  SOBmf.  35& 
And  where  a  peraon  oontraeta  with  a  builder  to  oreot  a  hoQM  on  land  be- 
longing to  him,  and  diM  before  the  hoiue  ii  flniahed,  hia  repreeontatiTe  mant 
have  the  hooae  completed  ont  of  the  peraonal  aetata  of  the  deoeoMd  In  thi 
firatinatanM:  Cgoper  r.  Jarman,  L.  K.  3  B%.  08;  iK&iBttr.  IfalCf,  1  Daly, 360; 
Taifior  w,  Taplor,  3  Bradf .  64.  The  peraonal  lopreMntatiTO  of  a  deoeaaei 
leasM  ia,  in  oontemplation  of  law,  the  aaaignM  of  the  term,  and  ia  liable  ai 
enoh  npon  all  ooTonanta  mnning  with  the  land,  aooh  m  ooTonanta  to  repair, 
to  the  extent  of  the  aaMta  in  hia  handa;  and  it  ia  no  plea  to  an  action  on  aacb 
a  oorenant  that  the  premiaM  yield  no  profit:  I  AddiMn  on  Contracti,  aeoi 
448;  nkke^r.  Iforrit,  1  Ld.  Baym.  663;  Tremeen  w.  MaHion,  1  Bing.  N.  C 
80;  BM  ▼.  Tenierden,  4  Tyrw.  111.  Bnt  onion  anthorlnd  I7  the  vii  a 
ieetator  cannot  carry  on  the  trade  of  the  iMtator,  except  to  wind  it  up:  CW* 
Awm  T.  LMer,  90  BeoT.  360.  The  rii^ta  and  liabUitiM  of  the  hoir  and  the 
personal  repreeentatiTM  of  a  person  deoeaaed,  in  rMpeet  to  any  oontracti  en- 
tered into  by  him  for  the  parohaM  or  sale  of  real  eatate,  are  to  be  determinad 
Mtely  by  the  righta  and  liabilitiM  of  the  contracting  party  m  thoM  qneetioaf 
etood  at  the  time  of  hia  dMthx  3  Bedfleld  on  Will%  303;  Brooms  t.  Momek, 
10  Yes.  600. 

CoMT&AOia  or  PbbSOITAL  NaTUEB  DcmilZHBD  BT  DiaTH  OI  GOHTBAOVOa 

—  Where  an  exeontory  contraot  ia  of  a  atriotly  perMnal  nature^  ^  death  ef 
the  contractor  abMlntely  determinM  the  oontrael  In  oontraeta  of  this  kind 
it  is  an  Implied  condition  that  the  death  of  either  party  ahall  dlaaolTo  the 
eontraot  ExampUa  of  oontraeta  of  thia  oUm  are:  Gontraeli  of  anth«i 
to  write  hooka,  of  attomeya  to  render  profeesional  eenrioesb  of  phyaieiaBB  t» 
onre  particular  diaeaaea,  of  toMhera  to  inatract  pnpila,  and  of  nmstera  to  taaflh 
i^prentioM  a  trade  or  calling:  1  ParMoa  en  Contracts,  131;  1  Addisoa 
on  Contracts,  aeo.  306;  MartkaUr.  Broadhtrti,  1  Cromp.  k  J.  406;  OolUmm 
▼.  Li$t€r,  20  Bear.  366;  Farrotg  ▼•  WiUom,  L.  R.  4  Com.  P.  744;  Emm 
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A  iH  Ok  T.  Smenited,  2A  Fed.  Rep.  588;  SmUh  y.  WibningUm  e<&  Ob.,  88  HL 
498;  JMW  t.  MeOiU,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  258;  BhH  ▼.  Nik»,  18  K.  H.  459;  8S 
Am.  Deo.  506;  Kemoeham  t.  Mmra^,  111  N.  Y.  806;  7  Am.  81  Rep.  744; 
Jhdtinmmr.  OakAm.  19  Pa.  81  227;  WhiU^.  OammomoeaUh,  89  P^  81  187; 
SUtmBf'9  Appeal,  116  Pa.  Si  88. 

Bat  where  the  ooatnot  with  the  deoeeeed  it  exeentory,  and  the  penonal 
lepreeentatiTe  ean  fUrly  and  folly  ezeente  it  aa  well  ae  the  deoeaeed  himeelf 
eoold  have  done,  he  may  do  eo,  and  enforce  the  oontrael  And  on  the  other 
haad»  the  pereonal  repreeentative  ia  bonnd  to  eomplete  meh  a  oontrael^  and 
if  he  faalf  to  do  eo^  he  may  be  compelled  to  pay  damagee  oat  of  the  aisets  in 
Uahanda:  1  Parsoni  on  Contraoti,  181;  SabaiUw.  Grbman,  1  Meea.  k  W. 
418;  Wsntmortk  ▼.  Ooek,  10  Ad.  A  B.  42;  /ante  ▼.  Browne,  59  CU.  87;  Bmiik 
T.  WUmbtifkm  €te.  Cb.,  88  IlL  498;  WkMe  t.  Oommomaealih,  89  Pa^  81  187; 
Bmnge^e  Appeal,  106  Pa.  81  558.  In  the  eace  of  /awn  r.  Breimm,  59  Old. 
40^  the  majority  of  the  ooart  laidt  ''In  ooiutraingeontraots  itie  permimible 
far  a  ooart  to  place  itself  ae  near  ae  nay  be  in  the  pocition  of  the  parties. 
The  complaint  allogee  that  the  deoeaeed  was  the  owner  of  a  large  tract  of 
land  adjacent  to  and  enrroanding  the  land  of  plaintiif  on  which  the  hooae 
was  ereotedy  'and  was  desiroos  of  improving  and  bailding  up  said  neighbor* 
hood*  for  the  poxpose  of  attracting  parohasera  for  Ua  said  land.'  With  thia 
indaoement  he  agreed  to  improve  the  lands  of  plaintiff,  to  saperintend  the 
hoase erected  by  the  expenditnre  of  plaintiff's  money,  and  to  goarantee  him 
a  aertain  profit  apon  the  investmenl  AH  that  reqnired  any  peenliar  skill,, 
taste,  er  jndgment  was  done  by  deceased  in  his  lifetimOi  We  are  of  opinion 
tliat  the  contract  and  right  of  action  apon  it  snrvived. " 

It  most  be  conf  eesed  that  the  line  of  demarkation  between  the  two  kinds  ol 
oontraots  nnder  consideration  is  not  very  clearly  marked  in  some  instances. 
And  no  donbt  tiie  facts  and  circamstances  of  each  particalar  ease  will  be  taken 
into  accoant  in  determining  whether  the  contract  was  pnrriy  personal  in  ita 
■atnre,  and  therefcte  determined  by  the  death  of  the  party,  er  one  which  the 
personal  representative  coold  complete  as  well  as  the  deceased  ooald  have 
done.  Thos  in  the  case  of  Diddneon  v.  Caiahom,  19  Pa.  81  227,  one  of  the 
partiee  to  the  contract  agreed  to  sell  to  the  other  all  the  Inmber  to  be  sawed 
at  his  mill  daring  the  next  ^ve  years,  to  average  three  hundred  thoosand  feet 
a  year,  bat  not  stipalating  for  any  particalar  qnantity  in  any  one  year,  the 
Inmber  to  be  paid  for  m  delivered,  the  heirs  or  repreeentativee  of  the  partiee 
not  being  mentioned,  it  was  held  that  this  contract  was  merely  a  personal 
relation,  which  was  dissolved  by  the  death  of  either  party  thereto^  and  that 
the  administrator  was  not  bound  to  complete  it^  nor  for  any  breach  thered 
oocnrring  after  the  contractor's  death;  while  in  the  later  case  of  ffUHt^*§ 
Appeal,  106  Pa.  81  558,  it  was  held  that  a  contract  for  the  catting  of  timber^ 
which  doea  not  necessarily  involve  the  personal  skill  or  expert  knowladga 
•f  the  contractor,  which,  by  its  terms,  ia  extended  to  the  heim,  exeoatora, 
and  administrators  of  the  parties,  and  which  can  be  completed  within  a 
reasonable  time,  lorvived  the  death  of  both  parties,  and  bound  their  per- 
sonal representatives.  The  fact  that  each  a  contract  can  be  completed  within 
a  reasonable  time  is  donbUess  important  in  snch  cases.  For  an  execntor, 
nnless  expressly  anthoriaed  by  the  will,  cannot  carry  on  the  trade  of  the  tea» 
tator,  except  to  wind  it  np:  OoUinMm  ▼.  LMer,  20  Beav.  856. 

Cohtraot  to  Marrt  Extinouibhxd  bt  Dxath  or  PnoiaaOB.  —  A  con- 
tract to  marry  is  regarded  as  personal  in  its  oatore,  and  is  extinguished  by 
the  death  of  the  promisor,  and  an  action  for  the  breach  of  such  a  coatraci 
sannot  be  maintained  against  his  penonal  representative.     Nor  is  the  prom- 
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Ism  ft  enditor  9i  Um  promisor  to  wluHn  adminiatntioB  mn  be  granted:  1 
Ptotoai  on  CtoDtr«cti»  130;  3  Wait's  Actions  and  DcfsDMs,  151  ;0>aiiifl<fi^ 
WUUammm.  8  ICaols  4  &  408;  StMim  r.  Palmer,  1  Piok.  71|  11  Am.  Dm. 
14ft;  AnM  T.  «Immm,  4  Onsh.  40a.  OMtra*  ^M«r  ▼.  Jfia^am  71  N.  a  W7, 
undsr  a  statnts  of  that  state.  La  dalirering  the  opinion  of  tho  oooi^  m  Ae^ 
Hm  ▼.  i'aJbiMr,  1  Piek.  71.  11  Am.  Deo.  140,  WUds,  J.,  said:  '« An 
4ho  hrsaoh  of  a  promiss  of  marriago  would  not  surriTo,  for  it  is  ( 
msrsly  porsonal;  at  kast  it  does  not  neesmarily  affsot  proporty.  TIm 
sipal  gronnd  of  daomf  ss  is  disappsuitod  liopo;  the  kajuij  oomplainod  •<  im 
▼iokted  faith,  mors  rssombHng,  in  anbstanosb  dsestt  and  fnmd,  than  & 
osmmon  brtash  of  promiss* 

IM  SB  agrsemsnt  to  snpport  »  bastard  ehild  snrrirss  ths  doatti  of 
ftomissr*  and  may  ho  salorosd  sgainst  his  porsonni 
Appmi.  116  F^  St.  33. 

OojnmAor  mr  Ovabaxtt  mot  TnoDHAfBD  sr  Dbsxh  ov  Ovi 
nsrs  are  oasss  whieh  hold  that  a  sontinafag  gnaraaty,  wlitrs 
adTaaos  ooastitntm  a  frssh  ooasidsntion,  is,  ia  the  ahssnoo  of  any 
pronsisA  to  tho  oofttrary,  rsroked,  as  to  snbseqneat  adTaaoes,  bj  tlm  dsoA 
«!  tho  gaamaton  Bmrvim  t.  Fmmem^  L.  B.  16  Bq.  Om.  311;  OomUhmi  ▼. 
diwmftis,  L.  &.6Q.  BL  D.  491  Bnt  whsrs  a  gaaraaty  orsatss  a  ooBtiaaiaiC 
pecnaiary  obligatioQ,  the  oonsideration  for  whioh  is  entire  aad  giTon  onoe  for 
ally  tho  ooatraot  is  not  terminated  by  the  death  of  the  gaaraator,  nnlosi  tlis 
iatstttion  that  it  shall  so  tsnninate  Is  clearly  oxpresssd  in  ths  gnaranty  itMlf. 
And  this  is  partienlarly  ths  eass  wfasre  tiie  gnaranty  ii  opo  wfaisb  tiio  gaar* 
antor  oonld  not  have  determined  in  his  lifotime:  L\offdp9  ▼.  itoyper,  1*  kb  i6 
-Oh.  D.  990;  Jrtote  f/Bapp  r.  Phat^  im,  Oo..  113  IlL  300;  66  Am.  Bop.  4S7; 
Menard  ▼.  Scudder,  7  La.  Ann.  386;  66  Am.  Deo.  610;  Kemodkan  ▼.  Jfiirra|^ 
111  N.  T.  306;  7  Am.  81  Rep.  744.  Bnt  see,  eonira,  Jordan  r.  DolAhm,  121 
Masa  168»  13  Am.  Rep.  306,  where  it  was  hold  that  a  gnaranty  of  tho  pajmeod 
for  goods  to  be  sold  to  anothsr,  not  founded  npon  any  pressnt  eoosid^ 
passing  to  the  guarantor,  aad  providing  that  it  should  continno  nntil 
notioe  should  be  given  of  its  termination,  is  revolcod  by  tho  death  of  tiks 
gnaraator. 

CoMTftAiOff  OV  SUKSTTSHIP  MOT  TlBMnrATBD  BT  DlAlK  OV  SlTSXTT.  — Tbs 

dsath  «f  a  surety  on  a  bond  conditioned  to  perform  an  aot  within  a  eortaia 
definite  period,  or  before  notioe  to  the  obligee  of  withdrawal  therefrom,  does 
not  terminate  his  liability,  and  his  personal  representatives  will  bo  rospoa> 
Bible,  eipeoially  where  the  sarety  binds  himself,  his  heirs,  exeeoton^  and 
administrators:  H^ehi  v.  Weaver,  84  Fsd.  Rep.  Ill;  Moore  v.  WaUiM,  18  Ala. 
468;  Biffhiower  v.  Moort,  46  Ala.  387;  Ropalltu.  Oo,  v.  DaHei,  40  Iowa,  48^ 
10  Am.  Rep.  681;  Oreenr.  Young,  8  dreenL  14;  12  Am.  Deo.  218. 

In  Hwi^$  Appeal,  106  Pa.  St.  128,  it  was  held  that  a  oovenant  to  be  lo- 
eponsiblo  for  aad  guarantee  payment  of  the  interest  on  a  mortgage  until  tiio 
mortgaged  premises  should  bo  so  improved  as  to  oonatitate  adeqaste  seoarity 
for  tho  debt  survives  ths  death  of  the  covenantor.  In  Browne  v.  McDonald, 
129  Mass.  66^  it  was  decided  that  a  oontraet,  the  duration  of  whioh  is  not 
fixed,  to  pay  a  reasonable  oompensation  for  the  board,  tuition,  aad  **iAfeh;«g 
-of  a  person  whom  the  promisor  is  not  bound  to  support^  tsnaiaatos  with 
ihs  death  of  the  promisor. 

CoimAor  ov  Joxirr  Obuqob  Tibmzkatid  bt  rib  Dbatb.  —  It  is  a  woQ- 
<settled  rule  of  law  that  if  one  of  two  or  more  joint  obUgon  dies,  his  penonai 
tepreeentativee  ars^  at  law,  disoharged  from  liability,  aad  the  sarvivor  or 


March,  1891.]       Chamberlain  v.  Dunlop.  815 

▼{▼on  alone  oaa  be  ined  on  the  obligation:  Towen  ▼.  Moor,  2  Vem.  98; 
Abnpaon  ▼.  raughum,  2  Atk.  81;  FickengiU  ▼.  Lahem,  15  WaU.  140;  Bradlep 
▼.  BwrwdU  8  Denies  01;  Oettg  ▼.  B'maae,  49  N.  Y.  886;  10  Am.  Rep.  879; 
Wood  w,  Fiakt  83  N.  Y.  246.  And  the  same  rale  is  applied  in  equity,  onleat 
ttM  oidlgstioD  waiy  hj  fraud  or  miatake,  made  Joint,  instead  of  baing  made 
JoiBt  and  severali  1  Story's  Bq.  Jar.,  sees.  162-164;  Simjmon  y.  Fkld,  2  Caa. 
Gh.  22;  Swnmsr  ▼.  PoweU,  2  Mer.  80A;  1  Tarn,  k  R.  428;  WQmer  y.  Owrrt^^ 
2  De  Gex  ft  a  847;  (HAer  y.  /ve«m,  8  Drew.  177;  Jomu  y.  BeocA,  2  DeGez, 
M.  k  O.  886;  iiicAordfoii  y.  ITorAw,  6  Beav.  186;  ffarriion  v.  J'ieU,  2  Wash. 
(Va.)  136;  Oinwnler  y.  Provooat,  2  Sand.  637;  G^  y.  Binsie,  49  N.  Y.  386; 
10  Am.  Rep.  879;  Wood  y.  Fidt,  83  N.  Y.  246;  20  Am.  Rep.  528.  In  UnUed 
Siatm  Y.  Prk$^  9  How.  92;  a  Joint  and  soYeral  bond  bad  been  giYen  to  the 
United  States  for  oertain  dntiea,  bnt  the  United  States  had  reooYored  Jadg- 
ment  against  all  the  obligors  Jointly,  and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintifl^  hftY. 
Ing  thoa  eleoted  to  hold  them  as  joint  debtors,  ooold  not  proceed  in  equity 
against  tbm  estate  of  one  of  them  who  had  died. 

It  is  not  a  principle  of  eqnity  that  eYery  Joint  oontrael  it  to  be  considered 
as  if  it  were  Joint  and  seYeial:  Sunmerr,  Powell,  2  Mer.  80;  1  Tom.  4  R.  423; 
Jones  Y.  Beach,  2  De  Qez,  M.  k  O.  886.  When  the  obligation  exists  only  by 
Ytrtue  of  the  coYenant,  its  ertent  ii  to  be  measured  only  by  the  words  of  the 
ooYenant:  Summer  y.  Powell,  2  Mer.  80;  1  Turn,  k  R.  423.  But  where  it  ii 
elearly  shown  that  an  obligation  intended  to  be  made  Joint  and  scYeral  has, 
by  fraud  or  mistake,  been  made  Joint  only,  equity  will  grant  relief  against  the 
fraud  or  mistake,  and  will  hold  the  representatiYcs  of  the  deceased  obligor 
responsible:  1  Story's  Bq.  Jur.,  sea  162;  Bimpeon  y.  Vaugkcm,  2  Atk.  81. 
Where  two  or  more  persons  beoome  sureties  for  another  in  a  Joint  obligation, 
there  is  an  implied  agreement  among  the  sureties^  aristng  at  the  time  when 
they  execute  the  principal  contraot»  that^  as  between  themaelYe%  they  will 
oontribute  notably  towards  discharging  any  liability  which  they  may  incur 
in  consequence  of  becoming  such  saretiee;  and  suoh  agreement  is  binding 
ftpoa  the  reprseentatJYes  of  any  of  them  i^o  may  die:  Bradleff  y.  BurweXU  8 
Denio,  OL 

FXBSOViub  RaPBMMTATXnS  HOT  BOVITB  BT  PBOPOgAIJ  OP  DjHBDBrr.  — 

A  mere  offer  or  proposal  made  by  a  person  in  his  lifetime,  bnt  not  accepted 
before  hie  death,  will  not  bind  his  personal  representatiYes:  Qramd  Lodge 
L  0.  G>.  T,  Y.  Farnham,  70  OaL  158;  PraU  y.  Tru$teeef^Bajpiki8ocSei9qfKlgkk, 
98  HL  476;  84  Am.  Rep.  187;  Ff olbcs  y.  rownseiid;  48  Ohio  Si  687;  64  Am. 
Rep.  829;  PhippeY,  Jotiee,  20 Pa.  St.  260;  69  Am.  Deo.  706;  Beffeiutelm'eBMtUe. 
77  Pfti  SI  828;  18  Am.  Rep.  449.  An  adminisfantcr  haa  no  riglit  to  mnke 
an  iuYaUd  eontnot  of  his  intestate  binding  npom  his  wtatii  JMtt  ▼•  Brm^ 
MM,  68  Mieh.  846;  4  Am.  Si  BMjf.  667. 
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RuDD  V.  Robinson. 

[196  Nkw  Toek,  lis.] 
DiRSCTOB    OB    StoOKHOLDSR    OT    CORPOBATIOlf     HOT    CBAttaMAXLM    WRB 

Khowlsdob  Of  m  TRAHSAonoNg.  •«  A  director  or  ttoekholder  of  a 
oorporatioa  It  not  ohftrgoftblo  with  aotaal  knowlodgt  of  ito   booiiiMo 
traniaotioM  mtrely  beoaiiM  he  it  taeh  director  or  itookholdor. 
Books  or  Aooount  ot  Corporation  rot  or  Thxmsrltrs  CoicFBXSirr  En- 

DKKOB  TO  EbTARUBH  LeaBILITT  OT  DiRROTOR  TO  CORPORATIOK.  —  In  UL 

totion  brought  in  behalf  of  a  corporation  against  one  of  ttt  directon  te 
ettablish  an  account  or  daim  against  him,  the  books  of  aoooont  of  tiie 
corporation  ere  not  competent  evidence,  of  themselTe%  to  ettablish  his 
liability.  A  corporation  seeking  to  enforce  a  claini  against  one  of  its 
directors  or  stockholders  must  establish  it  by  the  applicatioii  of  tha  tame 
rules  of  oTidence  that  are  applied  in  an  aotioii  bmgfat  hj  iB  tndiTidaal 
to  enforce  a  claim  against  aay  defendantk 

The  opinion  states  the  case. 
Thomoi  Darlington^  for  the  appellant 
Benjamin  F.  Blair,  for  the  respondent 

Earl,  J.  The  plaintiff  is  receiver  of  the  (Joodwillie-Wymaii 
Company,  an  insolvent  manufacturing  corporation  organised 
under  the  laws  of  this  state.  The  action  was  brought  in  equity 
to  charge  the  defendant  as  a  trustee  of  the  corporation  for  the 
unlawful  receipt  and  appropriation  of  its  money  and  property. 
An  interlocutory  judgment  was  rendered  against  him,  charging 
him  with  a  large  amount  of  money  thus  improperly  raoeivwl 
and  appropriated. 

The  liability  of  the  defendant  for  this  money  was,  in  the 
main,  established  by  the  account-books  of  the  corporation^ 
and  the  principal  contention  on  his  behalf  upon  this  appeal  ia^ 
that  those  books  were  improperly  received  as  evidence  againai 
him. 

The  capital  of  the  corporation  was  fifty  thousand  dollarsy 
of  which  Robinson,  Briggs,  and  Innet,  three  ci  the  direotora, 
owned  one  thousand  dollars  each;  and  the  balance  of  the  stock 
was  owned  by  Fisk  and  Gk>odwillie,  the  two  other  directors. 
Ooodwillie  was  president,  Fisk  treasurer,  and  Briggs  yioe- 
president  and  secretary,  of  the  corporation. 

There  was  no  proof  that  the  defendant  had  actual  knowl- 
edge  of  the  entries  contained  in  the  books  which  were  used  as 
evidence  against  him,  or  that  he  authorised  such  entries,  or 
caused  them  to  be  made.  There  was  no  proof  from  which  the 
law  would  raise  a  legal  presumption  that  he  had  knowledge  of 
the  entries,  unless  he  is  chargeable  with  such  knowledge  from 
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^he  mere  fact  that  he  was  a  stockholder  and  trustee  of  the 
corporation. 

There  is  no  rule  of  law  which  charges  a  director  or  stock- 
holder of  a  corporation  with  actual  knowledge  of  its  businesa 
transactions  merely  because  he  is  such  director  or  stockholder. 
In  this  case  the  broad  claim  is  made  that  in  an  action  by  a 
corporation  against  one  of  its  members  to  enforce  a  personal 
liability  to  the  corporation,  its  books  are  competent  evidence- 
against  him  to  show  the  condition  of  the  accounts  between^ 
him  and  it,  and  to  establish  the  extent  of  his  liability  to  it. 
apon  their  simple  production,  and  proof  that  they  are  the- 
books  of  the  corporation,  kept  as  such  by  its  officers  and 
agents.  The  proposition  is  thus  announced  in  the  points  af 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff:  ^^  Between  a  corporation' 
and  its  members,  all  its  books,  regularly  kept  by  its  officers 
and  agents  for  the  purpose  of  recording  its  transactions  and 
properly  conducting  its  business,  are  per  ae  evidence." 

The  cases  reported  in  this  country  and  England  bearing 
upon  this  question  are  very  numerous,  and  the  general  expres- 
sions of  judges  contained  in  their  opinions  are  not  entirely 
harmonious.     The  conflict,  however,  is  mainly  in  the  dicta  ot 
judges,  and  not  in  decisions  actually  made. 

The  books  of  corporations  for  many  purposes  are  evidence^ 
not  only  as  between  the  corporation  and  its  members,  and 
between  members,  but  also  as  between  the  corporation  or 
its  members  and  strangers.  They  are  received  in  evidence 
generally  to  prove  corporate  acts  of  a  corporation,  such  as  its^ 
incorporation,  its  list^  of  stockholders,  its  by-laws,  the  forma) 
proceedings  of  its  board  of  directors,  and  its  financial  condi- 
tion when  its  solvency  comes  in  question.  But  we  have  not 
been  able,  after  a  eareful  examination  of  the  authorities  cited 
by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  and  many  others,  to  find  any 
case  in  which  it  has  been  decided  that  the  books  of  account  of 
a  corporation  are  competent  evidence,  of  themselves,  to  estab> 
lish  an  account  or  claim  against  a  trustee  or  stockholder  in  an 
action  brought  in  behalf  of  the  corporation;  and  it  has  beeni 
repeatedly  said  by  judges  and  text-writers  that  they  are  not 
competent  for  that  purpose. 

In  Wharton  on  Evidence,  3d  ed.,  sec.  662,  it  is  said  that  even 
in  suits  by  a  corporation  against  its  members,  its  books  cannot 
be  used  as  ''  proving  in  behalf  of  the  corporation  self-serving 
entries.''  In  Angell  and  Ames  on  Corporations,  11th  ed.,  sec. 
S79,  it  is  said:  *^  Entries  in  the  books  of  a  corporation  of  pri- 
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vate  pecuniary  tranaactions  with  a  stockholder  are  not  admis- 
aible  against  him,  especially  when  it  does  not  appear  by  whom 
the  entries  were  made.''    See  also  2  Waterman  on  Corpora* 
tions,  64&    In  Eager  y.  Cleveland^  86  Md.  476,  in  an  actioa 
by  a  creditor  of  a  manufacturing  corporation  against  a  stock* 
}j(.Mer  to  enforce  his  individual  liability  for  a  debt  contracted 
by  the  company,  it  was  held  that  the  books  of  the  corporation 
relating  to  its  private  transactions  were  not  admissible  in 
evidence.    In  HUl  v.  Manchester  etc.  Water  Worki  Co.^  5  Barn. 
&  Adol.  866,  by  a  clause  in  the  charter  of  the  defendant,  it 
was  enacted  that  its  clerks  should,  in  a  book  provided  by  the 
company,  keep  an  account  of  all  acts,  proceedings,  and  trans- 
actions of  the  company,  and  that  every  proprietor  should  have 
liberty  to  inspect  the  same,  and  take  copies  of  the  entries;  and 
it  was  held  that  entries  of  the  proceedings  in  the  books  thus 
kept  by  the  clerk  were  not  admissible  in  evidence  on  behalf 
of  the  company  against  one^of  their  own  members  suing  them. 
Denman,  C.  J.,  writing  the  opinion,  and  speaking  of  certain 
facts  to  be  proved,  said:  '*  These  points  of  fact,  however,  could 
only  be  established  by  the  books  kept  by  the  clerk  of  the  com- 
pany; and  the  question  now  to  be  decided  is,  whether  they  are 
evidence  against  the  plaintiff.     It  is  argued  that  they  were, 
because  he  was  a  proprietor,  and  the  books  of  a  partnership 
are  evidence  against  any  one  of  the  partners,  and  more  partic- 
ularly as  the  act  requires  such  books  of  the  proceedings  to  be 
kept,  and  that  all  the  proprietors  shall  have  free  access  to 
them  at  all  reasonable  times.     We  are,  however,  of  opinion 
that  the  principle  on  which  partnership  books  are  evidence 
against  the  partners  is,  that  they  are  the  acts  and  declara- 
tions of  such  partners,  being  kept  by  themselves,  or  by  their 
authority  by  their  servants,  and  under  their  direction  and 
superintendence.     But  the  clerk  of  the  company,  onoe  ap- 
pointed, is  subject  to  the  control  of  no  individual  member, 
and  the  free  access  provided  for  is  only  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
spection.   A  proprietor  entering  into  a  contract  with  the  com* 
pany  must  be  deemed  a  stranger,  and  can  be  affected  by  ne 
entry  made  under  orders  from  the  entire  body." 

In  Haynes  y.  Brown,  86  N.  H.  545,  the  action  was  by  a 
creditor  of  a  corporation  to  recover  against  a  stockholder,  and 
it  was  held  that  the  books  of  the  corporation  were  not  admis- 
sible against  a  member  of  the  company  as  evidence  of  his 
private  transactions  or  dealings  with  the  company,  and  that 
in  respect  to  them  he  was  to  be  regarded  as  a  stranger.     That 
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case  has  been  frequently  cited  by  text-writers  and  judges,  and 
its  authority  for  the  rule  thus  announced  has  never  been  ques< 
tioned,  so  far  as  we  can  discover.  In  Chenango  Bridge  Co,  v, 
LewtBy  68  Barb.  Ill,  it  was  held  that  the  books  of  a  bridge 
company,  proved  by  its  treasurer  to  have  been  received  by 
him  as  the  company  books  upon  his  accession  to  the  office, 
containing  an  account  of  the  tolls  received  for  the  bridge  for 
several  years  previous  to  that  time,  were  not  admissible  as 
against  the  defendant,  a  stockholder  of  the  company,  to 
prove  the  amount  of  the  tolls  received  during  that  period, 
without  the  necessary  and  preliminary  proof  as  to  such  tolls; 
but  that  such  books  proved,  by  its  treasurer,  to  have  been 
kept  him,  and  to  contain  correct  entries  of  tolls,  as  given  to 
him  by  the  toll-gatherer,  coupled  with  the  proof  by  the  toll- 
gatherer  that  he  had  made  correct  returns  of  the  tolls  received 
by  him,  were  admissible,  because  proved  by  the  treasurer  who 
kept  them.  See  also  Olney  v.  Chadsey,  7  R.  I.  224;  Wheeler  v. 
Walker,  46  N.  H.  865.  In  Peareall  v.  Weetem  Union  Tel  Co., 
124  N.  Y.  256,  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  662,  the  plaintiff  was  a  stock- 
bolder  of  the  defendant,  and  brought  the  action  to  recover 
damages  against  the  defendant  for  not  properly  transmitting 
a  message,  and  it  was  offered  to  be  proved,  in  defense  of  the 
action,  that  the  board  of  directors  had  adopted  a  resolution 
that  it  would  not  be  liable  for  mistakes  or  delays  in  the  trans- 
mission or  delivery  of  unrepeated  messages,  and  would  not  be 
liable  for  damages  arising  from  delays  in  the.  transmission  or 
delivery  of  a  repeated  message  beyond  an  amount  specified; 
and  it  was  insisted  that  a  share-holder  was  chargeable  with 
notice  of  this  resolution.  The  resolution  was  excluded,  and 
the  defendant  excepted,  and  it  was  held  that  in  this  there  was 
no  error;  that  a  share-holder  in  a  corporation  is  not  charge- 
able with  constructive  notice  of  resolutions  adopted  by  the 
board  of  directors,  or  by  provisions  in  the  by-laws  regulating 
the  mode  in  which  its  business  shall  be  transacted  with  its 
customers,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  rights  arising  out  of  de- 
fendant's contract  to  transmit  the  message  were  in  no  wise 
limited  by  its  regulations  or  by-laws  not  brought  to  his  knowl« 
edge.  That  case  is  ample  authority  to  show  that  the  defend- 
ant in  this  case  was  not  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  the 
entries  made  in  the  books  of  this  company,  and  that  jsuch 
books  were  not  competent  evidence  against  him  of  such  en- 
tries. The  principle  at  the  foundation  of  that  decision  is, 
that  the  business  transactions  of  a  corporation  with  its  mem- 
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bers  are  on  the  same  footing  as  its  traasactions  with  strangers, 
and  that  the  business  entries  in  the  books  of  a  corporation  are 
no  more  evidence  against  the  members  than  they  are  against 
strangers. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  all  the  cases  which  have 
come  to  our  attention,  we  can  perceive  no  principle  upon 
which  the  account-books  of  a  corporation  can  be  evidence 
against  a  member  of  the  corporation  of  the  accounts  and  en- 
tries therein  made  in  a  suit  brought  by  the  corporation  or  its 
representatives  against  him  to  enforce  his  liability  upon  each 
account.    The  officers  and  book-keepers  of  a  corporation  are 
in  no  sense  his  agents.     Individually,  he  has  no  control  over 
their  acts,  and  has  no  responsibility  therefor;  and  in  making 
the  entries  they  do  not,  in  any  legal  sense,  represent  or  bind 
him.    As  to  the  competency  of  such  books,  directors   and 
stockholders  of  a  corporation  stand  upon  the  same  footing. 
It  is  quite  true  that  a  director  stands  in  a  more  favorable 
position  to  know  what  is  going  on  within  the  corporation  and 
to  be  more  familiar  with  its  books  in  some  cases  than  a  stock- 
holder.    He  has  the  right  to  inspect  the  books  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  so  has  a  stockholder.    A  stockholder  having  the 
ability  is  just  as  able  to  become  familiar  with  the  contents  of 
the  books  of  a  corporation  to  which  he  belongs  as  a  director; 
and  there  is  no  principle  of  law  by  which  a  director  can  be 
charged  with  knowledge  of  the  entries  in  the  books  of  a  cor- 
poration, which^is  not  equally  applicable  to  its  stockholders* 
It  is  frequently  easier  to  charge  a  director  with  l^nowledge  of 
the  books  than  it  is  to  charge  a  stockholder,  because  he  usu- 
ally has  an  active  part  in  the  management  of  the  corporation; 
but  as  a  general  rule,  many  directors  in  corporations  are  just 
as  ignorant,  and  necessarily  so,  of  the  particular  accounts  con- 
tained in  its  books  as  stockholders  are.    It  would  be  quite  a 
dangerous,  and  we  think  startling,  proposition  to  hold  that  a 
clerk  or  other  officer  in  a  business  corporation  could  enter 
charges  in  its  books  of  account  against  a  director  or  stock- 
holder which  could  be  proved  in  favor  of  the  corporation  by 
the  mere  production  of  the  books,  thus  throwing  upon  him,  or 
his  personal  representatives  after  his  death,  the  burden  of  ex- 
plaining the  entries  or  showing  them  to  be  untrue,  and  we 
believe  the  doctrine  has  no  support  in  principle  or  authority. 
A.  corporation  seeking  to  enforce  a  claim  against  one  of  its 
directors  or  stockholders  must  establish  it  by  the  application 
of  the  same  rules  of  evidence  which  are  applied  in  an  action 
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brought  by  an  individual  to  enforce  a  claim  against  any  de- 
fendant. 

It  was  admitted  on  the  argument  of  this  case  that  the  evi- 
dence furnished  by  the  account-books  was  vital  to  the  plain- 
tiff's case,  and  we  therefore  do  not  deem  it  important  to 
examine  the  other  points  zealously  and  ably  argued  before  us. 

For  the  error  pointed  out,  the  judgment  should  be  reversed, 
and  a  new  trial  granted,  costs  to  abide  event 


DiBsoroRS  AND  Shabb-holders  of  CorporationSi  wbbk  not  Crabob- 
ARLB  wrra  Knowledqb  of  m  Acts.  —  A  thare-liolder  is  not  chargeable  with 
cou«trtioti7e  notice  of  the  resolutions  of  its  direotors:  Peartall  t.  Wettem 
Union  TeL  Co.,  124  N.  Y.  266;  21  Am.  8t.  Rep.  662.  In  order  to  bind  ft 
■tookholder,  and  make  valid  a  contract  which  would  otherwise  be  void,  it 
must  be  shown  that  he  had  knowledge  of  such  contract:  Wilbur  t.  Stoepel,  82 
Mich.  844;  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  568.  In  Fint  Nat.  Bank  r.  Drake,  29  Kan.  311, 
44  Am.  Rep.  646,  the  court  said:  ''We  do  not  think  it  can  be  said,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law,  tiiat  the  directors  are  oonelusively  presumed  to  know  the  genera] 
bnainess  of  the  corporation."  Knowledge  of  some  of  the  directors  does  not 
imply  knowledge  of  all:  LeggeU  ▼.  Neio  Jersey  etc  Co.,  I  "S,  J.  £q.  541 ;  23  Am. 
Dec.  728.  A  stockholder  to  whom  a  corporation  became  immediately  iu' 
debted  in  excess  of  the  statutory  limit  cannot  recover  against  stockholders 
who  did  not  consent:  Conneetieut  etc.  Bank  y.  Fiske,  62  N.  H.  178. 

KiTTBT  nr  Books  of  Corporation  not  Sufficibnt  to  Charob  a  Di* 
BBOToa.  —  A  director  will  not  be  held  responsible  on  entries  made  in  the 
books  of  the  concern,  of  which  he  had  no  knowledge:  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Drake^  29  Kan.  311;  44  Am.  Rep.  646. 
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Relation  bitwbbn  Bank  and  Dbpositob  That  of  Dbbtob  and  Crbdi- 
toe.  —  Deposits  of  money  made  by  a  depositor  with  a  bank  create  be« 
tween  them  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor,  and  the  law  implies  a 
contract  on  the  part  of  the  bank  to  disburse  the  money  standing  to  the 
depositor's  credit  only  upon  his  order  and  in  oonformity  with  his  direo- 
tions. 

Bank  cannot  Cbabgb  Depositob  with  Patmbnts  Madb  without  hib 
Pirbotion.  '^  A  bank  m  not  entitled  to  charge  against  its  depositor's  ao- 
oonnt  any  snms  as  payments,  unless  they  have  been  made  to  such  persons 
as  he  directed.  Payments  of  the  depositor's  fnnds  made  by  the  bank 
without  his  order  afford  to  it  no  protection  when  called  npon  by  him  to 
aocount  for  the  money  deposited. 

Pathbnts  upon  Fobobd  Indorfbmbnts  do  not  Exonbratb  Bank  wkbrb 
Dbpositor  not  Chakobablb  with  Nboliobnob.  —  Payments  made  by 
a  bank  npon  forged  indorsements  are  at  its  peril,  unless  it  can  claim  pro* 
taction  npon  some  principle  of  estoppel,  or  by  reason  of  some  negligence 
ohargeable  to  the  depositor. 
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▲cxx>uiiT  Stated  bt  Bank  to  its  Depositor  mat  bx  Onvmo  ufov 
Pboof  of  Fkaitd  OB  Mistake.  —  An  aocoant  stated  by  a  bank  to  its 
dapoaitor,  by  its  balancing  and  retaming  to  him  hit  paaa-book,  with  the 
▼oaohers,  can  always  be  opened  upon  proof  of  miataka  or  frand,  unless 
tha  depositor  is  chai^eable  with  negligence.  The  only  effect  of  the  si- 
lence of  the  depositor  aa  to  the  correctness  of  the  account  rendered  by 
the  bank  is  to  pat  npon  bim  the  burden  of  showing  that  the  aoooontk  aa 
stated,  was  the  resnlt  of  fraud  or  mistake. 

Hbaweb  of  Check  is  hot  Presumed  to  Know  SioiiATirRX  ov  Patrb. — 
The  drawer  of  a  bank  check  is  not  presumed  to  know  the  signature  of 
the  payee.  The  bank  must^  at  its  peril,  determine  that  question. 
When,  therefore,  a  bank  returns  to  its  depositor  a  cheok,  aa  erideooe 
of  a  payment  made  by  his  direction,  he  has  the  right  to  aaaume  that  tlie 
bank  has  ascertained  the  indorsement  upon  it  to  be  genuino, 

Ohbok  Madb  PatabiiB  to  Obder  of  Fiotitious  Pebson  not  m  Bnaor 
Pataxlb  to  Bearer  when.  — The  rule  that  a  negotiable  instrument 
made  payable  to  the  order  of  a  fictitious  person  and  negotiated  by  the 
maker  has  the  same  validity,  as  against  the  maker  and  all  persona  having 
knowledge  of  the  facts,  as  if  payable  to  bearer,  applies  only  to  paper 
put  into  oiroulation  by  the  maker  with  knowledge  that  the  luuno  of  the 
payee  does  not  represent  a  real  person.  Such  paper  cannot  be  treated 
as  payable  to  bearer  unless  the  maker  knows  the  payee  to  be  fictitioa^ 
■ad  actually  intends  to  make  it  payable  to  a  fictitious  parson. 

IqivnABU  Defensb  Unavailable  when. — In  aa  action  against  a  bank, 
brought  by  a  depositor  to  recover  money  deposited  with  it^  part  of  which 
It  had  paid  out  on  checks  upon  which  a  derk  of  the  plaintiff  had  foiled 
the  indorsements  of  the  payees,  it  appeared  that  said  derk  had  mads 
good  to  the  payees  the  amounts  of  such  checks,  and  the  defendant  set 
up  this  fact  as  a  partial  equitable  deFenae,  but  as  it  did  not  appear 
with  what  funds  or  in  what  manner  said  clerk  made  such  payments,  nor 
that  they  were  made  at  the  expense  or  to  the  injury  of  the  defendant^  nor 
that  the  plaintiff  profited  by  them,  and  as  it  did  appear  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  paid,  on  account  of  the  frauds  of  said  derk,  more  than  the  amount 
of  these  checks,  it  was  held  that  a  refusal  to  charge  that  the  pl^n^ff^ 
not  having  sustained  any  loss  by  reason  of  such  cheeks^  waa  not  entitM 
to  recover  upon  them  was  not  error. 

Action  to  recover  money  deposited  with  a  bank.  The 
opinion  states  the  case. 

WiUiam  AUen  Butler^  for  the  appellant 

EUhu  Rootj  for  the  respondents. 

O'Bbixn,  J.  This  appeal  brings  here  for  rsTiew  a  judg- 
ment of  over  two  hundred  and  twenty-three  thousand  dollars 
recoyered  by  the  plaintiffs  against  the  defendant,  npon 
a  state  of  facts  fully  found  and  stated  by  the  referee 
In  his  report,  and  in  regard  to  which  there  is  little,  if 
any,  serious  dispute  between  the  parties.  The  form  of  the 
action  is  for  the  recovery  of  a  sum  of  money  which,  it  is 
claimed,  the  defendant  undertook,  when  accepting  the  plain- 
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tiffs'  deposits,  to  pay  to  them  or  upon  their  order  and  direction. 
It  has  been  foand,  and  is  admitted  on  both  sides,  that  on  the 
7tb  of  April,  1884,  the  plaintiffs  had  upon  deposit  to  their 
oredit  with  the  defendant  the  sum  of  $14,499.08;  that  from 
this  date  to  the  close  of  business,  on  the  third  day  of 
October,  1888,  the  defendant  had  and  received,  to  and  for  the 
use  of  the  plaintiffs,  various  other  sums  of  money  deposited 
from  time  to  time  between  these  dates  by  the  plaintiffs  with 
the  defendant,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  $6,213,586.71; 
that  between  the  seventh  day  of  April,  1884,  and  the  close  of 
business,  on  the  third  day  of  October,  1888,  the  defendant 
paid  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiffs  on  their  checks,  drawn  against 
the  balance  above  stated  and  the  deposits  subsequently  made, 
various  sums  of  money  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  $6,080,« 
040.29.  This  would  leave  a  balance  due  to  the  plaintiffs  by 
the  defendant  of  $198,046.50,  which,  with  interest,  is  the  sum 
that  constitutes  the  subject  of  this  controversy.  The  defend- 
ant alleged  in  its  answer  that  all  moneys  deposited  with  it  by 
the  plaintiffs  were  fully  paid  upon  their  order  and  by  checks 
drawn  upon  it  by  them,  and  in  order  to  meet  and  disprove  the 
plaintiffs'  claim  that  there  was  due  to  them  from  the  defend- 
ant at  the  close  of  business,  on  the  third  day  of  October, 
1888,  the  sum  of  $198,045.50,  the  defendant  produced  twenty- 
seven  checks,  all  signed  by  the  plaintiffs  and  drawn  upon  the 
defendant,  directing  the  payment  of  sums  respectively  aggregat- 
ing the  total  balance  above  mentioned,  and  to  recover  which 
the  plaintiffs  brought  the  action.  That  the  defendant  actually 
paid  these  checks  is  not  disputed,  and  the  case  is  thus  made 
to  turn  upon  the  question  whether  they  are  available  to  the 
defendant  at  lawful  vouchers,  establishing  the  fact  that  the 
moneys  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  were  paid  out  by  the  defend- 
ant upon  these  checks  according  to  the  order  and  direction  of 
the  plaintiffs.  A  clear  understanding  of  the  question  involved 
requires  a  brief  statement  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  under 
which  the  twenty-seven  checks  were  signed  by  the  plaintiffb 
and  presented  to  and  paid  by  the  defendant.  The  plaintiffs 
are  a  well-known  law  firm  in  the  city  of  New  York,  engaged 
in  an  extensive  business  which,  in  its  organisation,  had  a  de- 
partment  known  as  the  ^'  Real  Estate  Department"  In  this 
branch  of  their  business  they  examined  titles  for  clients  who 
were  lenders  of  money  on  bond  and  mortgage,  carried  out  and 
completed  such  loans,  and  occasionally  examined  titles  for 
clients  who  were  purchasers  of  real  estate.     One  of  the  mem- 
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beiTB  of  the  firm  had  general  charge  of  this  department,  but 
^he  details  of  the  business  and  the  execution  of  the  work  were 
intrusted  to  subordinates.  One  James  E.  Bedell,  a  law3'er  who 
had  been  admitted  to  the  bar  in  the  year  1868,  and  bad  been 
in  the  employ  of  the  plaintiffs  since  1873,  assisting  in  the  real 
estate  department,  was,  in  the  year  1881,  practically  put  in 
charge  of  the  work  of  this  department,  under  the  direction 
of  the  member  of  plaintiffs'  firm  who  had  the  general  charge. 
Bedell  was  an  experienced  and  capable  lawyer.  The  plaintiffs 
^lieved  that  he  was  honest  and  trustworthy,  and,  prior  to  the 
-discovery  of  the  very  extraordinary  crimes  in  oonnection  with 
these  checks,  they  had  no  reason  whatever  to  Boepect  or  dis- 
trust him.  During  the  period  covered  by  the  transactions  in 
-question,  the  plaintiffs  employed  one  Dodge,  a  competent  ex- 
pert book-keeper,  who  took  charge  of  the  plaintiffs'  books  and 
4MSted  as  cashier.  He  kept  the  account  between  the  plaintiffs 
4ind  defendant.  He  filled  out  all  the  checks  and  made 
■all  the  entries  in  the  oheck«books,  and  the  checks,  when 
paid  by  defendant,  came  to  him  with  the  pass-book,  which 
^as  balanced  by  the  defendant,  and  the  vouchers,  includ- 
ing the  checks  in  question,  returned  with  the  book,  from  time 
to  time,  at  frequent  intervals.  The  course  of  the  business 
in  which  the  checks  in  question  were  issued  was,  substantially, 
jts  follows:  The  plaintiffs'  client,  who  wished  to  make  a  loan 
ithrough  them,  furnished  the  money,  which  went  directly 
into  the  plaintiffs'  general  bank  account  with  the  defendant 
Against  the  sum  to  be  loaned  and  thus  put  to  the  plaintiffs' 
credit,  checks  were  filled  up  by  Dodge,  the  cashier,  from  a 
written  statement  made  by  Bedell,  showing  the  amount  required 
to  pay  liens  or  charges  on  the  property  to  be  mortgaged,  the 
amount  of  the  plaintiffs'  charges  and  any  other  items  entering 
into  the  transaction,  and  the  balance  to  be  paid  the  borrower. 
After  filling  up  the  checks,  Dodge  would  take  the  check^book* 
^th  the  fiUed-up  checks,  to  a  member  of  the  firm  for  signa- 
ture, showing  him  the  entries  in  the  check-book  of  the  deposit 
of  the  client's  money,  and  the  statement  of  Bedell  as  to  the 
I>ayment8  to  be  made,  and  thereupon  the  check  would  be 
aigned  by  the  plaintiffs,  in  the  name  of  the  individual  partner 
to  whom  it  was  presented  by  Dodge,  the  firm  name  being 
engraved  on  each  check,  and  the  individual  signature  under- 
"Written.  Dodge  would  then  take  away  the  check-book  and 
•deliver  the  several  checks  to  Bedell.  In  this  manner  the 
twenty-seven  checks  in  question  were  intrusted  by  the 
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tiffs  to  Bedell,  their  olerk,  for  delivery  to  the  payees  respect* 
ively  therein  Darned,  who  were  in  good  faith  believed  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  be  real  persons,  entitled  to  receive  the  amount  of 
said  checks,  respectively,  from  them  or  their  clients.  The 
defendant  paid  the  checks  to  a  third  person,  upon  an  indorse- 
ment thereon  of  the  payees  named,  forged  by  Bedell,  who 
converted  the  proceeds  to  his  own  use.  The  names  of  the 
payees  written  in  sixteen  of  the  twenty-seven  checks,  drawn 
for  sums  aggregating  $112,818.72,  were  not  the  names  of  real, 
but  fictitious,  persons.  The  remaining  eleven  checks,  drawn 
for  sums  aggregating  $85,227.08,  were  made  payable  to  the 
order  of  real  persons,  whose  indorsements  were  in  every  case 
forged  by  Bedell.  Only  three  of  the  checks,  drawn  for  less 
than  two  thousand  four  hundred  dollars,  were  paid  to  Bedell 
by  defendant  All  the  others  were  deposited,  from  time  to 
time,  in  various  other  banks  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  the 
money  thereon  received  by  Bedell  from  these  banks,  and  the 
checks  all  ultimately  paid  by  defendant  through  the  ex- 
changes in  the  clearing-house,  in  the  due  and  regular  course 
of  business.  As  to  the  sixteen  checks  payable  to  the  order  of 
fictitious  persons,  the  plaintiffs  were  led  by  fraudulent  con- 
trivances and  representations  on  the  part  of  Bedell,  the  details 
of  which  appear  in  the  record,  to  believe,  and  they  did  in  fact 
believe,  until  the  discovery  of  the  forgeries,  that  such  payees 
were  real  persons;  and  as  to  all  the  checks,  the  plaintiffs  did 
not  intend  that  any  of  them  should  go  into  circulation,  or 
should  be  paid  by  the  defendant  otherwise  than  through  a  de- 
livery to  and  indorsement  by  the  payee  named  therein.  The 
checks  were  paid  in  every  case  by  the  defendant,  without  any 
inquiry  as  to  the  genuineness  of  the  indorsements,  and  in  reli- 
ance upon  ihe  responsibility  of  the  parties  presenting  the 
same,  and  not  in  reliance  upon  anything  done  or  forborne  by 
the  plaintiffs,  except  that  they  were  signed  by  them.  There 
is  no  claim  that,  at  the  time  the  defendant  paid  the  checks,  it 
had  any  knowledge  or  suspicion,  or  reason  to  suspect,  that  any 
of  the  indorsements  were  forged,  or  that  any  of  the  names  were 
fictitious,  or  that  there  was  any  fraud  or  irregularity  in  respect. 
to  any  of  the  checks  or  any  indorsement  or  writing  thereon. 
The  plaintiffs'  confidence  in  Bedell,  and  his  representation  of 
them  in  all  their  dealings  with  clients,  concerning  loans  on 
real  estate,  continued  without  interruption  until  one  of  these 
clients,  upon  examining  a  fabricated  mortgage  sent  to  him  by 
Bedell,  had  his  attention  arrested  by  the  faintuess  of  the  im- 
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presBion  of  the  seal  of  the  register  on  the  certificate  of  record, 
that  he  sent  the  mortgage  to  the  register's  office  for  a  better 
sealing.  This  led  to  the  discovery  of  all  the  frauds,  forgeries, 
fabrications  of  documents,  attestations,  and  official  certificates 
carried  on  by  him  in  the  plaintifi*s'  office  for  more  than  four 
years.  The  plaintiffs  did  not  discover  that  the  indorsements 
on  the  checks  had  been  forged,  or  that  the  amount  thereof 
had  not  been  paid  to  them  or  their  order,  until  nearly  four 
months  after  May  22,  1888,  which  was  the  date  of  the  last 
check  so  forged.  On  the  discovery  of  the  facts,  and  before 
the  commencement  of  this  action,  the  plaintiffs  tendered  the 
checks  to  the  defendant,  and  demanded  that  the  amount 
of  the  same  shonld  be  paid  to  them,  or  credited  in  their 
account  by  the  defendant,  which  tender  and  demand  was 
refused. 

The  various  deposits  of  money  made  from  time  to  time  by 
the  plaintiffs  with  the  defendant  created  the  relation  of  debtor 
and  creditor,  and  the  law  implies  a  contract  on  the  part  ci 
the  defendant  to  disburse  the  money  standing  to  the  plaintiffs' 
credit  only  upon  their  order  and  in  conformity  with  their 
directions.  The  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  charge  against 
the  plaintiffs'  account  any  sums  as  payments,  unless  they  have 
been  made  to  such  persons  as  the  plaintiffs  directed.  Such 
payments  as  were  made  without  the  order  of  the  plaintiffs  of 
their  funds  by  the  defendant  afford  to  it  no  protection  when 
called  upon  by  the  plaintiffs  to  account  for  the  money  de- 
posited. Payments  made  upon  forged  indorsements  are  at 
the  peril  of  the  bank,  unless  it  can  claim  protection  upon  some 
principle  of  estoppel,  or  by  reason  of  some  negligence  charge- 
able to  the  depositor.  These  rules  are  so  familiar  and  so  well 
established  and  illustrated  by  the  adjudged  cases  that  a  bare 
reference  to  them  is  all  that  is  needful  here:  Crawford  ▼.  West 
Side  Bank,  100  N.  Y.  53;  63  Am.  Rep.  152;  ^ina  Nat.  Bank 
V.  FouHh  Nat.  Bank,  46  N.  Y.  86;  7  Am.  Rep.  314;  Com  jB»- 
change  Bank  v.  Nassau  Bank,  91  N.  Y.  80;  43  Am.  Rep.  655; 
Pfuxniz  Bank  v.  Ridey,  111  U.  8.  125;  Bank  of  British  North 
America  v.  Merchants^  NaU  Bank^  91  N.  Y.  106;  Marine 
Bank  v.  Fulton  Bank,  2  Wall.  256;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Whit- 
man,  94  U.  8. 847;  Citisens*  NaJt.  Bank  v.  Importers^  and  Tradenf 
Bank,  119  N.  Y.  195. 

The  statement  of  the  account  made  by  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiffs  from  time  to  time,  the  balancing  of  the 
bank   pass-book  and   the  return  of  the  same  to  the  plain- 
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tiffs  with  the  vouchers,  including,  as  they  did,  the  checks  in 
controversy,  with  the  forged  indorsements  thereon,  constitute 
no  obstacle  to  the  maintenance  of  this  action  by  the  plaintiffs* 
as  they  were  ignorant  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  under 
which  the  checks  were  issued  and  put  in  circulation.  An  ac- 
count thus  stated  can  always  be  opened  upon  proof  of  mis- 
take or  fraud,  and  the  only  effect  of  the  plaintiffs'  silence  as 
to  the  correctness  of  the  account  rendered  by  the  defendant 
is  to  put  upon  them,  in  this  action,  the  burden  of  showing  that 
the  account,  as  stated,  was  the  result  of  fraud  or  mistake,  a 
burden  which  they  have  fully  assumed  and  met,  as  the  referee 
has  found. 

It  is  urged  that  the  plaintiffs  owed  the  duty  to  the  defend- 
ant of  examining  the  vouchers  returned  jto  them  with  the 
balanced  pass-book  from  time  to  time,  and  that  a  careful  ex- 
amination of  the  same  would  have  disclosed  the  fact  that  the 
money  was  received  upon  the  checks  by  Bedell,  and  his  for- 
geries thus  detected.  The  duty  of  examining  the  returned 
vouchers  was  delegated  by  the  plaintiffs  to  their  cashier  and 
book-keeper,  who  was  a  faithful  and  competent  person  for 
many  years  in  plaintiffs'  employ.  The  referee  found  as  a 
fact,  from  all  the  eircumstances  of  the  case,  that  the  failure  to 
discover  the  forgeries  sooner  than  they  were  was  not,  in  any 
case,  caused  by  any  neglect,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  or 
their  cashier,  of  any  duty  that  the  plaintiffs  owed  to  the  de* 
fendant.  The  examination  of  the  checks  would,  of  course, 
enable  the  plaintiffs  to  ascertain  whether  their  own  signature 
was  genuine,  and  whether  the  amount,  date,  or  name  of  the 
payee  had  been  changed,  but  would  not  necessarily  enable 
them  to  detect  the  forgery  of  the  payee's  name.  The  law  im- 
posed no  duty  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  do  more  than  they  did  to 
ascertain  whether  the  indorsements  on  the  checks  were  gen* 
nine.  The  defendant's  contract  was  to  pay  the  checks  only 
upon  a  genuine  indorsement  The  drawer  is  not  presumed 
to  know,  and  in  fact  seldom  does  know,  the  signature  of  the 
payee.  The  bank  must,  at  its  own  peril,  determine  that  ques- 
tion. It  has  the  opportunity,  by  requiring  identification  when 
the  check  is  presented,  or  a  responsible  guaranty  from  the 
party  presenting  it,  of  ascertaining  whether  the  indorsement 
is  genuine  or  not.  When  it  returns  the  check  to  the  depositor, 
as  evidence  of  a  payment  made  by  his  direction,  the  latter 
has  the  right  to  assume  that  the  bank  has  ascertained  the 
fact  to  be  that  the  indorsement  is  genuine:  Weisaer  v.  Denison^ 
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10  N.  Y.  68;  61  Am.  Dec.  781;  Welsh  v.  Oerman-American 
Bank,  78  N.  Y.  424;  29  Am.  Rep.  176;  Frank  v.  Chemical  NaL 
Bank,  84  N.  Y.  209;  38  Am.  Rep.  501;  Fir$t  Nat.  Bank  t. 
Whitmariy  94  U.  8.  347;  Leather  Mfg.  Bank  v.  Morgan,  117 
U.  S.  107.  The  plaintififs  committed  the  examination  of  the 
Touchers  when  returned  from  the  bank  to  a  faithfiil  and  oom- 
petent  cashier,  who  failed  to  discover  the  forged  indorsements. 
There  is  not  the  slightest  reason  to  believe  that  if  the  checks 
had  been  examined  by  one  of  the  plaintiffs  themselves,  the  re- 
sult would  have  been  any  different  We  are  unable  to  see  that 
anything  was  done  or  omitted  by  the  plaintiffs,  with  respect 
to  the  examination  of  the  indorsements  upon  the  vouchers, 
that  excuses  the  defendant  from  its  obligiition  to  pay  upon  a 
genuine  order  only.  Nor  can  we  perceive  anything  done  or 
omitted  by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  general  conduct  and  manage- 
ment of  their  business,  or  in  the  employment  of  and  confi- 
dence reposed  in  Bedell,  that  estops  them  from  alleging  that 
the  twenty-seven  checks  were  paid  without  their  authority. 

Whether  the  plaintiffs  were  guilty  of  any  negligence  in  that 
regard  was  a  question  of  fact,  and  the  finding  is,  that  they 
were,  in  so  far  as  the  defendant  was  concerned,  reasonably 
prudent  and  careful,  and  that  the  payment  of  the  checks  was 
not  caused  by  any  negligence  on  their  part,  and  we  do  not  think 
it  can  be  said  that  this  finding  is  without  evidence.  Moreover, 
it  is  found  that  the  defendant  paid  the  twenty-seven  checks, 
in  each  case,  without  any  inquiry  as  to  the  genuineness  of  the 
indorsements,  and  in  reliance  upon  the  responsibility  of  the 
persons  presenting  the  same  for  payment,  and  not  in  reliance 
upon  anything  done  or  forborne  by  the  plaintiffs,  except  the 
fact  that  the  checks  had  been  drawn  by  them;  and  further^ 
that  all  the  checks  except  the  three  paid  directly  to  Bedell, 
and  amounting  to  less  than  two  thousand  four  hundred  dol- 
lars, were  presented  to  the  defendant  by  and  paid  to  banks 
perfectly  solvent,  and  liable  to  respond  to  the  defendant  for 
all  moneys  paid  upon  the  forged  indorsements.  These  find- 
ings, supported,  as  they  are,  by  the  evidence,  dispose  of  much 
of  the  argument  upon  which  it  is  sought  to  establish  the  prop* 
osition  that  the  plaintiffs  are,  by  reason  of  their  own  acts  and 
omissions,  estopped  from  claiming  that  the  checks  were  paid 
by  the  defendant  without  their  authority.  The  facts  upon 
which  an  estoppel  must  always  be  based  are  found  against  the 
defendant.  Bedell,  in  issuing  the  false  checks  and  fabricating 
the  false  papers  to  conceal  his  crime,  did  not  act  as  the  plain- 
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tiffs'  agent,  and  hie  acts  in  this  regard  are  not  binding  upon 
them,  nor  are  they  in  any  manner  affected  by  his  knowledge  of 
the  facts.  The  questions  that  arise  in  this  case,  and  are  so  ably 
and  elaborately  discussed  in  the  briefs  of  counsel,  with  respect 
to  the  examination  of  the  returned  checks  and  pass-book, 
the  manner  in  which  the  plaintiffs'  business  was  conductedf. 
and  the  degree  of  care  and  supervision  that  was  exercised 
over  their  subordinates,  how  far  the  plaintiffs  are  bound  by 
the  criminal  acts  and  knowledge  of  their  clerk,  as  well  as  the 
general  rule  of  estoppel,  when  applied  to  this  class  of  cases^ 
are  not  new.  They  have  been  frequently  and  fully  discussed 
in  the  numerous  cases  in  this  court,  involving  the  rights  and 
duties  of  banks  and  depositors,  and  it  would  extend  this  opin- 
ion beyond  reasonable  limits,  and  serve  no  useful  purpose,  to 
go  over  the  ground  again:  Frank  v.  Chemical  Nat  Banky 
84  N.  Y.  209;  38  Am.  Rep.  501;  WeUh  v.  Oerman^American 
Bank,  73  N.  Y.  424;  29  Am.  Rep.  176;  Weisser  v.  Denisan,  10 
N.  Y.  68;  61  Am.  Dec.  781;  People  v.  Bank  of  North  America^ 
lb  N.  Y.  647;  Leather  Mfg.  Bank  v.  Morgan,  117  U.  B.  107; 
Mayor  etc.  v.  Bank  of  England,  L.  R.  21  Q.  B.  D.  160. 

It  is  enough  to  state  our  general  conclusion  that,  with  re* 
spect  to  all  these  points,  the  defendant  has  failed  to  establish 
any  defense  to  the  action. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  the  sixteen  checks  made 
payable  to  the  order  of  persons  having  no  existence  were,  in 
legal  effect,  payable  to  bearer.  It  is  provided  by  statute  that 
paper  made  payable  to  the  order  of  a  fictitious  person,  and  ne- 
gotiated by  the  maker,  has  the  same  validity,  ^'  as  against  the 
maker  and  all  persona  having  knowledge  of  the  facts,  as  if 
payable  to  bearer":  1  Rev.  Stats.,  p.  768,  sec.  6. 

We  are  of  the  opinion,  upon  examination  of  the  authorities 
cited  by  counsel  on  both  sides,  that  this  rule  applies  only  to 
paper  put  into  circulation  by  the  maker  with  knowledge  that 
the  name  of  the  payee  does  not  represent  a  real  person.  The 
maker's  intention  is  the  controlling  consideration  which  deter- 
mines the  character  of  such  paper.  It  cannot  be  treated  as 
payable  to  bearer,  unless  the  maker  knows  the  payee  to  be 
fictitious,  and  actually  intends  to  make  the  paper  payable  to 
a  fictitious  person:  Irving  National  Bank  v.  Alley,  79  N.  Y.  636; 
TumbuU  V.  Bowyer,  40  N.  Y.  456;  100  Am.  Dec.  528;  Vagliano 
V.  Bank  of  England,  L.  R.  22  Q.  B.  D.  103;  L.  R.  28  Q.  B.  D. 
243;  Armstrong  v.  National  £ank,i6  Ohio  St  612;  16  Am.  St 
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Rep.  655;  7  Railway  and  Corporation  Law  Journal,  114;  Gi6- 
son  V.  Minet,  1  H.  Black.  669. 

The  findings  of  the  referee  that  the  plaintiffs  in  good  faith 
believed  that  the  names  of  the  payees  represented  real  persons 
•entitled  to  receive  from  them  the  amount  of  the  check  in  each 
•case,  having  been  led  to  believe  this  by  the  fraudulent  con- 
trivances of  Bedell,  and  that  they  intended  that  Bedell  should 
<leliver  the  check  to  a  real  payee  therein  named,  and  that  they 
did  not  intend  that  they  should  go  into  circulation  or  be  paid 
by  defendant  otherwise  than  through  a  delivery  to  and  indorse- 
ment by  the  payee  named,  and  that  plaintiffs  gave  no  author- 
ity to  Bedell  to  indorse  the  name  of  the  payee  or  to  put  the 
checks  into  circulation,  and  that  no  one  in  fact  relied  on  any 
appearance  of  authority,  derived  from  the  plaintiffs,  in  Bedell 
to  indorse  the  payee's  name  upon  the  checks  or  to  put  them 
in  circulation,  disposes  of  this  question.  The  indorsement  of 
the  names  of  the  fictitious  payees  upon  the  checks,  with  intent 
to  deceive  and  to  put  the  checks  in  circulation,  oonstituted  the 
crime  of  forgery,  by  means  of  which,  and  without  any  fault 
of  the  plaintiffs,  payment  was  obtained  thereon.  The  defend- 
ant does  not  occupy  any  different  position  with  reference  to 
the  checks  payable  to  fictitious  payees  than  it  does  with  refer- 
ence  to  those  payable  to  real  parties  whose  indorsements  were 
forged. 

Bedell  of  course  knew  that  the  payees  were  fictitious,  but 
he  was  not  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  employment,  but  in 
carrying  out  a  scheme  of  fraud  upon  the  plaintiffs;  and  under 
euch  circumstances,  his  knowledge  cannot  be  imputed  to  his 
principals:  Frank  v.  Chemical  Nat.  Bank,  84  N.  Y.  209;  38 
Am.  Rep.  501;  Weisser  y.  Denison,  10  N.  Y.  68;  61  Am.  Dec 
731;  Welsh  v.  German- American  Bank,  78  N.  Y.  424;  29  Am. 
Rep.  176;  Cave  v.  Cave,  L.  R.  15  Ch.  Div.  648,  644. 

The  case  presents  another  and  peculiar  question.  It  seems 
that  ten  o(  the  eleven  checks  which  were  made  payable  to  the 
order  of  real  persons  were  made  good  by  Bedell  to  the  several 
payees,  and  the  defendant  has  set  up  these  facts  in  its  answer 
as  a  partial  equitable  defense.  The  referee  made  no  findings 
on  the  subject,  but  Bedell  so  testified,  and  was  not  contradicted; 
and  the  question  arises  upon  a  request  by  the  defendant  to 
find,  in  substance,  that  the  amount  of  these  ten  checks  having 
been  made  good  by  Bedell  to  the  several  payees,  the  plaintiffs, 
having  sustained  no  loss  by  reason  of  the  payment  thereof 
Are  not  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action  against  the  defendant 
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any  sum  on  account  of  or  by  reason  of  the  payment  by  defend- 
ant of  the  same.  The  request  was  refused,  and  the  defendant 
excepted.  Keeping  in  view  the  theory  of  this  action,  and 
regarding  the  evidence  before  the  referee,  we  cannot  perceive 
that  there  was  any  error  in  refusing  the  request 

Bedell  testified,  in  substance,  that  at  the  time  of  the  com* 
mencement  of  the  action  the  plaintiffs  were  liable  to  clients  to 
the  extent  of  two  hundred  and  sixty-four  thousand  dollars  oiv 
account  of  his  frauds.  There  were  two  hundred  thousand  dol- 
lars in  fabricated  mortgages  which  had  been  delivered  by 
Bedell  to  clients  on  account  of  an  equal  sum  of  money  paid 
by  the  clients  to  plaintiffs  for  investment,  and  which  Bedell 
had  converted  to  his  own  use.  The  sixty-four  thousand  dol- 
lars was  obtained  through  other  frauds  upon  clients,  which  the 
plaintiffs  were  liable  to  be  called  upon  to  make  good.  One  of 
the  plaintiffs  testified  that  bis  firm  had  actually  paid  to  clients 
on  account  of  Bedell's  frauds  over  two  hundred  and  forty-two 
thousand  dollars.  It  was  not  shown  by  what  funds  or  in  what 
manner  Bedell  made  good  to  the  payees  the  amount  of  the 
checks  intended  for  them.  None  of  the  money  paid  by  him 
was  traced  to  the  defendant.  The  plaintiffs'  action  was  not 
upon  the  checks,  nor  for  damages  by  reason  of  their  payment, 
but  on  defendant's  implied  promise  to  pay  the  money  deposited 
to  the  plaintiffs  or  upon  their  order.  The  plaintiffs'  case  was 
made  out  without  the  checks  at  all,  except  so  far  as  they  were 
necessary  as  proof  to  open  the  account  stated.  In  substance, 
the  referee  was  asked  to  hold  that  by  reason  of  the  payment 
by  Bedell  of  the  amount  of  the  checks  to  the  persons  named 
therein,  without  any  reference  to  the  source  from  which  the 
money  came,  they  were  to  be  charged  to  the  plaintiffs  the 
same  as  if  paid  by  their  authority.  The  proof  given  did  not 
justify  this  conclusion.  As  it  was  not  shown  that  such  pay- 
ment was  made  at  the  expense  or  to  the  injury  of  the  defend- 
ant, or  that  the  plaintiffs  were  benefited  by  it,  beyond  their 
whole  loss,  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  complaint  was  not 
affected  by  the  fact.  It  is,  no  doubt,  true  that  payment  or 
indemnity  to  the  payees  of  checks  diverted  as  these  were, 
made  by  the  wrong-doer,  might,  under  certain  circumstances, 
constitute  a  basis  for  equitable  relief  in  an  action  of  this  kind, 
but  the  proof  did  not  go  far  enough  to  warrant  it  in  this  case. 

The  very  recent  case  of  Vagliano  v.  Bank  of  England^  L.  R. 
22  Q.  B.  D.  103,  L.  R.  23  Q-B.  D.  243,  occupied  such  a  prom- 
inent place  in  the  discussions  of  the  questions  involved  in  this 
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appeal  by  the  courts  below,  and  it  is  now  so  earnestly  pressed 
upon  our  attention  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant 
as  a  controlling  authority  in  support  of  his  views,  that  we  con- 
sider it  necessary  to  refer  to  it  and  point  out,  so  far  as  we  can, 
the  rule  or  principle  which  it  decides.    In  the  magnitude  of 
the  sum  involved,  the  boldness  and  ingenuity  with  which  a 
clerk  perpetrated  a  stupendous  fraud  upon  his  employer,  and 
in  many  other  respects,  that  case  doubtless  bears  a  very  strong 
resemblance  to  this.     The  question  there  was,  whether  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  debit  the  plaintiff,  one  of  its  deposi- 
tors, with  forty-three  forged  bills  of  exchange,  amounting  in 
the  aggregate  to  seventy-one  thousand  five  hundred  poands, 
which  it  had  paid  upon  a  genuine  acceptance  by  the  plain- 
tiff, but  procured  by  fraud,  under  substantially  the  following 
circumstances:  Vagliano,  the  plaintiff,  was  a  merchant  and 
foreign   banker  in   London,  with   correspondents  in  yarious 
parts  of  the  world,  and  transacting  an  enormous  business  with 
the  defendant,  his  general  banker.     He  employed  in  his  oflSce 
a  considerable  number  of  clerks,  and  among  them  oneGlyka, 
who  had  charge  of  the  foreign  correspondence.     One  Vucina, 
a  merchant  and  banker  at  Odessa,  was,  and  for  thirty  years 
had  been,  one  of  Vagliano's  correspondents,  transacting  with 
him  a  large  business,  and  having  practically  unlimited  credit. 
For  many  years  he  had  drawn  drafts  for  large  amounts,  when 
nec^essary,  upon  the  plaintiff,  payable  sometimes  to  his  own 
order,  but  more   frequently  to  the  order  of  a  payee  named 
therein.     The  course  of  business  in  the  office  was  well  known 
to  Glyka,  who  procured  specimens  of  Vucina's  letters  of  ad- 
*'ice,  which  always  preceded  the  drafts,  and  specimens  of 
the  drafts  themselves.     Having  done  so,  he  had  paper  pre- 
pared identical  in  general  appearance  and  texture  with  that 
upon  which  Vucina's  genuine  letters  and  bills  were  written. 
This  enabled  him  to  forge  letters  of  advice  and  drafts  with 
Vucina's  name  as  drawer,  which  he  executed  with  extraordi- 
nary skill,  and  in  each  case  he  wrote  upon  the  face  of  the  bill, 
as  payees,  the  name  of  0.  Petridi  <&  Co.,  a  firm  who  carried 
on   business  at  Constantinople  and   had   business   relations 
with  Vucina,  but  had  no  connection  whatever  with  the  fabri- 
cated drafts.     Glyka  caused  these  forged  letters  of  advice 
and  drafts  to  be  laid  before  Vagliano,  his  principal,  who,  be- 
ing deceived  by  the  skillful  manner  in  which  the  papers  were 
prepared,  and  the  confidence  he  reposed  in  his  clerks,  wrote  a 
genuine  acceptance  on  the  face  of  each  bill  as  it  was  put  before 
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him,  from  time  to  time,  during  a  period  of  some  four  months,^ 
payable  in  every  case  at  the  Bank  of  England.    These  fabri- 
cated bills,  having  been  thus  accepted,  were  placed  with  the- 
other  and  genuine  bills  in  a  box  in  the  ofiBce,  to  be  delivered 
according  to  the  usual  course  of  business,  to  the  proper  party,, 
when  called  for.    Glyka  stole  the  bills  from  the  box,  forged 
the  indorsement  of  the  payees  thereon,  presented  them  at  the- 
counter  of  the  bank,  and  received  the  money  thereon.    By 
the  English  bills  of  exchange  act  of  1882  (45  &  46  Vict.,  c. 
61,  sec.  7,  Bubd.  3),  it  was  enacted,  with  reference  to  bills  of 
exchange,  that  '*  where  the  payee  is  a  fictitious  or  non-exist- 
ing person,  the  bill  may  be  treated  as  payable  to  bearer.'^ 
The  bank  defended   upon  two  grounds:  1.  That  they  were 
protected  by  this  statute;  and  2.  That  the  plaintiff  was  guilty 
of  such  negligence   as   precluded  him  from  claiming  that 
the  payments  made  upon  these  bills  were  without  author* 
ity.     On  the  trial  of  the  action  before  Mr.  Justice  Charles,  the 
plaintiff  recovered:  L.  R.  22  Q.  B.  D.  103.     On  appeal,  the- 
judgment  was  affirmed,  the  master  of  the  rolls  alone  dissent- 
ing, on  the  ground  that  the  bank  was  protected  by  the  bills  of 
exchange  act:  L.  R.  23  Q.  B.  D.  243.    Thus  far  the  views  of 
the  court  on  both  hearings  were  in  harmony  with  the  conten- 
tion of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  case  at  bar,  both  as  to  the  construc- 
tion of  the  statute  and  the  facts  bearing  on  the  question  of 
negligence.     The  judgment,  however,  has  recently  been  re- 
versed by  the  house  of  lords,  and  we  have  been  furnished 
with  copies  of  the  opinions  given   upon  the  final  decision^ 
of  the  appeal,  and  have  given  to  them  the  careful  considera- 
tion which  the  high  authority  of  the  tribunal  from  which 
they  emanate  and  the  importance  of  the  case  seems  to  de-^ 
mand.    The  main  point  upon  which  the  case  turned  in  the 
Review  by  the  house  of  lords,  as  we  understand  the  opinions^ 
Was  the  construction  to  be  given  to  the  bills  of  exchange  act. 
It  was  held,  contrary  to  the  opinions  below,  that  whenever  the 
name  inserted  as  payee  is  without  any  intention  that  payment 
shall  be  made  only  in  conformity  therewith,  the  payee  then 
becomes  a  fictitious  person  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  and 
therefore  the  forty-three  bills  were  within  the  statute,  though 
Petridi  A  Co.  were  in  fact  existing  and  real  persons.    When 
this  conclusion  was  reached,  the  plaintiff's  case  necessarily 
failed,  as  it  was  but  another  way  of  stating  that  the  bank  paid 
the  fabricated  bills  according  to  their  legal  tenor  and  effect, 
and  according  to  the  plaintiff's  directions;  that  is,  to  bearer. 
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It  is  hardly  necefieary  to  add  that  if  we  could  follow  that  case 
in  giving  construction  to  our  statute,  the  same  result  would 
follow  in  this  case.  But  it  is  quite  obvious  that  we  cannoU 
The  language  is  different  Our  statute  is  a  codification  of  the 
common  law,  while  the  English  statute  is,  and  was  intended 
to  be,  a  depaitnre  from  It^  In  so  far  as  the  opinions  deal  with 
the  facts  ot  the  case  upon  the  question  of  negligenoe,  it  is 
difficult  to  deduce  from  them  any  abstract  rule  or  principle. 
Moreover,  there  ia,  as  it  seems  to  us,  a  material  difference  in 
flome  respects  between  the  facts  of  that  case  and  the  one  at 
bar.  VaglianOi  through  the  contrivances  of  his  clerk,  bad  put 
before  him  a  fabricated  bill  the  spurious  character  of  which 
lie  failed  to  detect,  and  he  fixed  to  it  a  genuine  acceptance, 
(thereby  accrediting  it  to  the  bank  as  a  genuine  instrument 
iHe  left  the  bill  thus  accepted  in  a  place  where  the  dishonest 
<lerk  could  easily  purloin  it.  The  manner  in  which  the  busi« 
ness  was  conducted  was  such  as  to  enable  the  clerk  to  possess 
'himself  of  the  means  whereby  the  fraud  was  successfully  car- 
ried out  without  check  or  detection.  The  view  of  the  case 
taken  in  the  opinions  delivered  in  the  house  of  lords,  aside 
from  the  question  of  the  construction  of  the  statute,  may  very 
^^11  be  attributed  to  a  different  shading  in  the  £Eu^ts»  and  to 
4he  further  consideration  which  can  be  inferred  from  the 
'record,  that  that  tribunal  is  not  confined,  as  we  are,  to  a  re- 
view  of  the  courts  below  upon  questions  of  law  only.  For 
these  reasons,  the  Vagliano  case  cannot  be  regarded  as  author- 
ity adverse  to  the  conclusion  at  which  we  have  arrived  in  this. 
We  have  examined  the  other  exceptions  appearing  in  the 
record  to  which  our  attention  has  been  directed,  and  we  are  of 
the  opinion  that  none  of  them  can  be  sustained. 
The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

.    Bavks  AMD  Banking  — Relation  bitwibn  Banker  akb  DsposrroB.^ 

The  relation  between  a  banker  and  a  depoaitor  is  that  of  debtor  and  oreditor. 

The  banker  impliedly  oontraete  to  pay  out  the  numey  depoaited  only  on  the 

oheok  or  order  of  the  depositor:  Orignm  t.  Oommerehl  Nak  BatUB,  87  Teaa. 

860;  10  Am.  St  B.ep.  669,  and  note.     A  bank  oannot,  without  tiie  depon- 

ior's  oonaent,  apply  money  due  him  as  a  depositor  to  pay  off  a  note  held  by 

the  bank,  upon  which  he  is  liable  u  a  sarety:  Lamb  r.  Morrig^  118  Ind.  1711. 

Tet  the  rule  seems  to  be  otherwise  where  the  depositor  is  liable  as  prinei- 

pal,  not  as  surety,  upon  a  note  held  by  the  bank:  Kma^  ▼.  CompsI^  77  lowt, 

528.     If  a  bank  is  the  payee  and  owner  of  an  acoepted  bill,  the  aooeptor 

•  oannot  compel  it  to  apply  funds  which  the  drawer  has  with  it  on  general 

deposit  to  the  payment  of  such  bill:  FUmmoy  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  79  Qc 

-SIO,     Compare  German  Not  Bank  ▼.  Foreman^  188  Pa.  Si  474;  81  Am.  St 

IBep.  908,  and  note. 


May,  1891.]  Townbxnd  v.  Booebt.  835 

Banks  and  Banxino  —  Forged  Indorsxvbnts.  ^  As  to  how  far  a  bank 
la  bound  to  aatiafy  ittelf  as  to  tha  genaineness  of  an  indorsement  on  a  check, 
and  ite  liabUity  for  paying  cheeks  upon  which  mdorsements  ha^e  been  forged, 
•ee  Armttrotm  t.  National  Bank,  46  Ohio  St  612;  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  666,  and 
particularly  note;  note  to  Peofie*§  Bank  v.  Franklin  Bank,  17  Am.  St  Rep. 
898,899. 

Ohboxjs  Patabli  vo  ViOTTnous  PnwoN.  —The  doctrine  that  a  check  or 
bill  made  payable  to  a  6etitioiu  person  or  order  is  payable  to  the  beater,  and 
negotiable  without  indonMment^  applies  only  where  it  is  so  drawn  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  parties:  Amuk-fmgy.  NaUonal  Bank,  46  Ohio  St.  612;  16 
Am.  St.  Rep.  666. 

Account  Stated— Opbnino  fob  Fraud  or  Mistake.  —  Stated  aoconnts 
are  deemed  conclusiTO  between  the  parties,  unless  some  fraud,  mistake, 
omiwioD,  or  iaaooura^  is  shown:  Bratm  r.  Vam  Dyke,  6  N.  J.  Eq.  796;  66 
Am.  Dao.  260^  and  note;  Deveemon  ▼.  Show,  69  Md.  199;  9  Am.  St  Rap.  42j^ 
andnotei  War^w.  Matmmgt  86 Ala.  238;  W^  v.  Djfer,  69  Ark.  166. 


TOWNSBND   V.    BOQBBT. 
[12B  New  Tore,  870.] 

FAxnm  TO  Suit  in  Equitt,  Who  abb  Proper.  ^The  rules  of  pleading 
in  equity,  while  the  same  in  form  with  those  in  actions  at  law,  are 
broader  and  more  elastic,  by  reason  of  the  inherent  oharaeter  of  the  re« 
Usf  which  may  be  sought  and  given;  and  it  is  a  general  rule  in  equity 
that  all  persons  materially  interested,  either  legally  or  beneficially,  in 
the  subjeet-matter  of  a  suit  are  to  be  made  parties  to  it»  so  that  there 
may  be  a  complete  decree  which  shall  bind  them  all. 

Olaimant  mat  be  Made  Partt  and  Required  to  Disolosb  bis  IimB- 
EST  WHEN.  «•  Where  a  plaintiif  in  a  suit  in  equity  knows  that  a  third 
penoB  olaims  an  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  but  does  not 
know  the  nature,  extent*  or  merits  of  the  claim,  he  may  state  the  facts, 
sail  in  the  olaimant  as  a  party,  and  require  him  to  disdoee  his  alleged 
interest 

ImBBWf  OV  PABTT,   WhIOH  IB  NOT  KnOWN  TO  PLAIIV'llff  Of  PABTITION, 

Pbopbhlt  Dmobivbd  as  "a  Claim."-* The  code  requires  the  rights 
of  the  parties  to  a  partition  suit  to  be  stated  in  the  oomplaint*  "so 
far  as  they  ars  known  to  the  plaintiib  **;  but  so  far  as  these  rights  are 
not  known,  the  interest  of  a  party  can  only  be  described  as  "  a  claim  ";  for 
the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  admit  the  validity  of  an  ssseifed  interest 
the  nature  of  which  he  does  not  know. 

OnintAiNT  IN  Pabtition,  when  SuvnoiENT. — A  complaint  in  partition 
which  alleges  that  certain  persons  made  parties  defendant  **  claim 
some  right,  title,  or  interest  in  said  premises,  the  ezaet  nature  of  which 
is  unknown  to  the  plaintiff^  and  which  is  a  doad  upon  the  title  to  said 
premises,"  states  a  good  cause  of  action  against  such  parties. 

Complaint  is  not  Demubbablb  bbqausb  It  Asks  Somb  Rbubv  tmav 
cannot  bb  q&antbd. 

Bun  in  partitioii*    The  facts  appear  from  the  opinion* 
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John  Tawmendy  for  the  appellant. 
John  S,  Davenparty  for  the  respondents. 

Finch,  J.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  general  term  arrone- 
ously  Bustained  the  demurrer  interposed  to  the  plaintiff's  com- 
plaint. That  pleading,  it  is  conceded,  stated  a  good  cause  of 
action  for  a  partition  as  against  the  defendants  who  held  un- 
divided interests  in  the  land  as  tenants  in  common,  and  none 
of  whom  object  to  its  sufficiency.  It  avers  that  the  property  is 
of  such  character  and  so  situated  as  to  make  an  actual  parti- 
tion impossible,  except  with  grave  injury  to  the  interests  of  the 
owners,  and  therefore  seeks  a  sale  and  division  of  the  proceeds. 
With  that  relief  in  view,  it  further  alleges  that  other  parties, 
naming  them,  and  being  those  who  now  demur,  **  claim  some 
right,  title,  or  interest  in  said  premises,  the  exact  nature  of 
which  is  unknown  to  the  plaintiff,  and  which  is  a  cloud  upon 
the  title  to  said  premises,"  and  asks  that  they  be  adjudged  to 
have  no  interest  in  the  property. 

The  demurrants  interpose  two  objections;  one,  that  the 
complaint  states  no  cause  of  action  against  them,  and  the 
other,  that  a  cause  of  action  to  determine  a  claim  against  real 
estate  is  improperly  united  with  one  in  partition.  The  de- 
murrants themselves  demonstrate  that  there  is  no  force  in  the 
second  objection,  for  they  show  satisfactorily  that  none  of  the 
conditions  made  necessary  by  the  code  for  the  maintenance  of 
such  an  action  have  been  heeded,  and  that  neither  such  cause 
of  action  nor  one  to  remove  a  cloud  have  been  stated  in  the 
complaint.  We  agree  with  them  that  neither  in  purpose  nor 
result  were  any  such  causes  of  action  pleaded,  and  that  the 
complaint  states  alone  a  cause  of  action  in  partition. 

The  question,  therefore,  is,  whether,  upon  the  allegations  of 
the  complaint,  the  right  to  a  partition  of  the  property  can  be 
said  to  affect  the  defendants  who  demur.  It  seems  to  me  that 
it  can.  Prima  fade,  and  in  the  absence  of  a  contrary  expla- 
nation, all  persons  who  either  are  or  claim  to  be  interested  in 
the  premises  are  affected  by  a  demand  for  a  sale  and  a  divis- 
ion of  the  proceeds,  and  the  cause  of  action  pleaded  affects  or 
coDcerns  them,  and  so  becomes  a  good  cause  of  action  for  a 
partition  as  against  them.  That  the  complaint  does  not 
show  what  their  interest  is,  the  plaintiff  excuses  by  his  igno- 
rance of  the  nature  of  their  claim,  and  that  is  a  fault  which 
the  defendants  can  easily  repair.  That  the  claim  of  an  inters 
est  in  the  premises  may  be  false  or  pretended,  or  unfounded, 
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we  are  not  to  presume  in  order  to  sustain  the  demurrer.  It  is 
true  that  the  interest  claimed  may  prove  to  be  of  such  a  char- 
acter as  to  be  totally  unaffected  by  the  partition  sought  If 
that  be  so,  it  should  be  asserted  by  answer.  The  presumption 
raised  by  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  is  to  the  contrary  • 
for  they  are,  that  the  claim  is  of  an  interest  or  right  in  the 
property  to  be  sold,  and  such  that  it  serves  to  cloud  the  title* 
Presumably,  that  is  a  claim  of  right  which  the  partition  will 
affect,  and  the  parties  who  have  made  such  claim,  and  by  the 
demurrer  admit  that  they  have,  must  be  assumed  to  have 
done  80  in  good  faith,  and  not  falsely  or  fraudulently. 

The  rules  of  pleading  in  equity,  while  the  same  in  form 
with  those  in  actions  at  law,  are  nevertheless  broader  and 
more  elastic  by  reason  of  the  inherent  character  of  the  relief 
which  may  be  sought  and  given.  It  has  always  been  held  as 
a  general  rule  in  equity  that  all  persons  materially  interested, 
either  legally  or  beneficially,  in  the  subject-matter  of  a  suit 
are  to  be  made  parties  to  it,  so  that  there  may  be  a  com^ 
plete  decree  which  shall  bind  them  all:  Caldwell  v.  Taggart^ 
4  Pet.  190.  In  carrying  out  that  rule,  it  sometimes  happens 
that  a  plaintiff  knows  the  fact  that  a  third  person  claimc 
an  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  action,  but  does  no^ 
know  the  nature,  extent,  or  merits  of  the  claim,  which  cannot^ 
nevertheless,  be  entirely  ignored  without  peril  to  the  complete 
ness  of  the  remedy  sought.  In  such  an  emergency,  the  facte 
may  be  stated,  the  claimant  be  called  in  as  a  party,  and  re^ 
quired  to  disclose  his  alleged  interest.  While  bills  of  dis- 
covery  are  abolished,  yet  in  such  a  case  as  we  have  described, 
a  discovery  of  the  defendant's  claim  is  incidental  to  the  relief 
sought,  and  essential  to  its  completeness.  Indeed  it  has  been 
said  that  every  bill  for  relief  is  in  reality  a  bill  of  disco  very, 
since  it  asks  from  the  defendant  an  answer  as  to  all  the  mat- 
ters charged  in  the  bill:  Story's  Eq.  PL,  sec.  311.  The  Re- 
vised Statutes  acted  upon  these  principles  in  framing  the 
specific  rules  applicable  to  actions  of  partition:  2  Rev.  Stats., 
pt.  3,  c.  5,  tit.  3,  sec.  5.  The  petition  was  required  to  set 
forth  the  rights  and  titles  of  all  persons  interested,  **  so  far  as 
the  same  are  known  to  the  petitioner,"  and  the  rule  to  appear 
and  answer  required  the  defendants  interested,  whether  their 
interest  was  known  or  unknown,  "  to  show  title  to  the  pro- 
portions which  they  may  claim"  in  the  premises:  Sec.  13. 
While  the  code  has  changed  the  forms  of  pleading,  it  has 
DOt  destroyed  their  essential  characteristics  except  in  some 
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minor  degree.  Id  providing  for  actions  of  partition,  sec- 
tion 1642  was  ostensibly  founded  upon  section  5  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes,  and,  like  that  section,  requires  the  rights  of 
the  parties  to  be  stated,  '^  so  far  as  they  are  knoim  to  the 
plaintiffs."  So  far  as  they  are  not  known,  such  interest  can 
only  be  described  as  '^  a  claim,"  for  it  will  not  do  to  say  that 
the  plaintiff  must  admit  the  validity  of  an  asserted  interest 
the  nature  of  which  he  does  not  know. 

This  complaint  therefore  alleged  all  that  it  could  to  show 
why  the  demurrants  were  made  parties,  and  how  the  cause 
of  action  concerned  them.  The  relief  of  a  sale  could  only 
be  complete  and  effective  by  the  ability  to  give  a  clear  title: 
BogarduB  v.  Parber^  7  How.  Pr.  305.  That  result  could  only  be 
reached  by  bringing  the  claimants  into  court  and  calling  upon 
them  to  disclose  their  interest  or  disclaim  its  existence,  and 
so  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  were  sufficient  prima  facie 
to  extend  the  one  cause  of  action  to  the  demurrants  and  bring 
them  within  its  influence.  They  are  either  so  situated  as  to 
be  affbcted  by  the  decree  or  not  affected  by  it.  Presumably, 
from  the  averments  of  the  complaint,  they  will  be  affected  by 
it  If,  however,  they  insist  that  their  interest  may  be  of  such 
a  oharikcter  that  it  will  not  be  affected  by  a  possible  sale  of 
the  property,  or  that  it  cannot  or  ought  not  to  be  tried  in  the 
suit,  it  is  enough  to  say  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  negative,  in 
his  complaint,  a  character  of  their  claim  of  which  he  asserts 
his  ignorance. 

If  either  of  those  conditions  exist,  the  remedy  is  not  by  a 
demurrer.  If  the  actual  partition  or  sale  will  not  afifect  or 
disturb  the  rights  of  the  party,  he  may  safely  disregard  the 
action  entirely,  since  no  personal  judgment  is  sought  against 
anybody;  or  he  may  answer,  showing  that  his  presence  is  un- 
essential, and  ask  to  have  the  complaint  dismissed  as  to  him. 
If  his  interest  is  of  a  nature  not  subject  to  a  trial  in  the  parti- 
tion suit,  he  may  plead  the  facts  in  his  answer,  and  again  seek 
a  dismissal  of  the  complaint  as  against  himself.  And  so  his 
rights  may  be  perfectly  preserved  without  leaving  the  plaintiff 
to  blunder  in  the  dark  to  an  imperfect  remedy. 

It  may  be  that  the  complaint  asks  some  relief  which  can- 
not be  granted,  but  that  does  not  make  the  oomplaint  demur> 
rable. 

The  judgment  of  the  general  term  should  be  reversed,  and 
that  of  the  special  term  affirmed,  with  leave  to  the  defendants 
to  answer  upon  payment  of  costs  from  the  interposition  of  the 
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demurrer  and  within  twenty  days  after  notice  of  the  entry  of 
this  judgment  upon  filing  the  remittitur. 
Judgment  accordingly. 

Bgunr,  Pbopkb  Pa&tiss  to  a  Smrr  in.— Whea»  for  uiy  mmoq,  a  ooiirt  #f 
•quity  aoqairet  jariadietion  of  a  cootroveray,  it  will  require  all  peraons  ooo* 
earned  to  be  brought  before  the  court,  in  order  that  their  respective  interest* 
be  oharged  or  protected:  Brown  ▼.  Buck,  75  Mich.  274;  13  Am.  St.  Kep.  438  r 
Jane$  ▼.  DavewpoH,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  77;  PraU  v.  Kindig,  128  HI.  293;  WaUcu» 
▼•  WalUiM.  68  Mich.  826;  Bheppca^  ▼.  Niaum,  43  N.  J.  Bq.  627. 


Buffalo  Loan,  Trust,  and  Safb  Deposit  Com* 

PANY  V.  KnIQHTS  TeMPLAB  AND  MaSONIO  MuTUAL^ 

Aid  Association. 

1128  NKW  TOBX,  ml] 
ImOBMATIOH  A8  TO  OAOSa  OF   DbATH  OF   InSURK)    OAKHOT  BB    RlQUIRSD 

BT  Insurbr  WHBir.  —  Where  a  contract  of  life  ineuimnee  obligntee  the 
insurer  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  policy  to  the  heirs  or  legal  repretenta- 
titres  of  the  insured  "  within  sixty  days  after  due  notice  and  satisfactory 
proof  of  the  death  "  of  the  insured,  without  requiring  that  the  cause  of 
death  should  be  oommunioated,  the  insurer  has  no  right  to  demand 
information  of  the  cause  of  the  death.  All  that  he  can  require  is» 
that  the  fact  of  death  shall  be  shown  with  reasonable  definiteness  and 
oertainty. 

Pstsician's  Cbrtificatb  of  Dbath  Admissiblb  a8  Admissiob  or  Pabtt 
WHBV.  -*  Where  a  physician's  certificate  of  death  of  the  iiisnred,  in  whicb 
a  cause  of  death  is  stated,  which  would,  if  true,  ritiate  the  policy,  is  fur* 
nished  to  the  insurer  as  part  of  the  proofs  of  death,  although  no  caus« 
of  death  was  required  to  be  stated,  such  certificate,  though  aat  admissi«> 
bk  as  original  evidence  of  the  cause  of  death,  is  admissible  as  an  admis- 
iioii  of  the  plaintiff  in  an  aotion  against  the  insurer  to  recover  on  the 
polii^,  and  its  leoeptioa  in  evidence  does  not  vielate  a  statutory  pro* 
vision  prohibiting  a  physician  from  disclosing  any  neoessary  information 
acquired  by  him  in  a  professional  capacity. 

Amtssioiis  Of  OvABDUN  DO  NOT  BiND  Wabd.  —  Where  a  guardian  make» 
admissions  inconsiderate,  unnecessary,  and  prejudicial  to  the  rights  of 
bis  ward,  tbe  eouii  will  not  permit  the  ward's  rights  to  be  prejudioed 
by  saoh  admissions, 

GnffiFiOATB  OF  Attbndxno  Phtstoian  gaknot  bb  Rbquirbd  ab  Pab«  or 
Pboofs  of  Dbath  of  Insukbd  whbn.  — Where  there  is  no  usage  known 
to  the  insured,  nor  any  provision  in  the  policy  requiring  that  the  cer* 
tifleate  ef  the  attending  physician  of  the  insured  shall  be  furnished  an 
part  of  the  proofs  of  death,  saoh  certificate  cannot  be  required;  and  an 
offer  to  show  that  by  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  insnnr  aaflb  ear- 
tificate  was  required  was  properly  rejected. 

RbOOKDB  of  BoaBD  of  HxaLTH  not  EvIDKNCE  BBTWBBK  PrITATB  PABTTBa* 

of  Facxb  Rboobdbo.  —  The  records  of  a  board  of  health  of  a  eity,  ra* 
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qvired  by  polios  regnlationa  to  be  kept  for  local  and  specific  parpo»ea» 
4W«  not  public  records  in  tuch  sense  as  makes  them  eyidenoe  In  a  coor 
trorersy  between  prirate  parties  of  the  facts  recorded. 

Action  upon  a  certificate  of  membership  issued  hj  the  de- 
Ibndaat  to  John  Roberts.    The  facts  appear  from  the  opinion. 

David  F.  Day^  for  the  appellant. 

John  0.  MUbumj  for  the  respondent. 

Andrews,  J.  By  the  terms  of  the  certificate  of  member^ 
ship  the  defendant  obligated  itself  to  pay  to  the  heirs  or  legal 
Tepresentatives  of  the  assured  the  sum  payable  on  the  policy 
*^  within  sixty  days  after  due  notice  and  satisfactory  proof  of 
the  death  (during  the  continuation  of  the  contract)  of  the 
said  John  Roberts."  There  is  no  requirement  that  the  cause 
of  death  shall  be  communicated  to  the  association  by  a  claim- 
jint,  nor,  under  the  policy,  could  this  be  exacted.  The  bene- 
ificiary  of  the  i)olicy  performed  his  entire  legal  obligation  under 
>the  contract  when  he  gave  the  association  due  notice  of  the 
death  of  the  insured,  and  furnished  proof  that  the  death  has 
in  fact  occurred.  The  words  "satisfactory  proof"  entitled 
the  association  to  demand  that  the  fact  of  death  should  be 
«hown  with  reasonable  definiteness  and  certainty,  and  if  the 
proofs  furnished  failed  to  satisfy  the  association  of  the  fact  of 
the  death,  the  association,  acting  reasonably  and  in  good 
faith,  could  require  further  evidence.  But  the  insurer  cannot, 
binder  guise  that  the  requirement  that  "  satisfactory  proof"  of 
the  death  of  the  assured  should  be  given,  demand  informa- 
tion of  the  cause  of  the  death.  This  would  be  a  different  sub- 
ject The  information,  however  important  it  might  be  in  its 
bearing  upon  a  death  from  the  excepted  causes,  nevertheless 
iias  no  relation  to  the  one  fact  which  alone  the  claimant  is 
l)ound  to  embrace  in  his  proofs:  See  Orattan  v.  Metropoliian 
Life  In$.  Co.,  80  N.  Y.  281;  36  Am.  Rep.  617;  CharUr  Oak  L 
I'M,  Co.  V.  Rodel^  96  U.  S.  232. 

The  guardian  of  the  infant  plaintiff,  in  furnishing  to  the 
<lefendant,  as  part  of  the  proofs,  the  certificate  of  the  attend- 
ing physician  of  the  insured,  did  a  wholly  gratuitous  act.  If 
it  can  be  treated  as  an  admission  by  the  infant  beneficiary 
that  the  death  was  from  the  cause  so  certified,  it  is  plain  that 
^he  act  was  extremely  prejudicial  to  the  interest  of  his  ward, 
"for  upon  that  assumption  the  infant,  the  real  plaintiff,  has, 
eubstantially,  admitted  away  his  cause  of  action. 

The  trial  judge,  upon  the  proofs  being  offered  in  evidenet 
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by  the  defendant,  refused  to  permit  the  certificate  of  the 
phyeician  to  be  read,  and  this  ruling  presents  the  main  ques- 
tion in  the  case.  There  are  two  aspects  under  which  the 
ruling  may  be  considered:  1.  Was  the  certificate  inadmissible 
under  section  834  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  which  de- 
clares that  "  a  person  duly  authorized  to  practice  physic  or 
surgery  shall  not  be  allowed  to  disclose  any  information  which 
he  acquired  in  attending  a  patient  in  a  professional  capacity, 
and  which  is  necessary  to  enable  him  to  act  in  that  capa- 
city" ?  and  2.  Assuming  that  the  statute  does  not  apply  to  the 
case,  and  that  the  certificate  would  be  competent  as  an  admis- 
sion of  the  fact  certified,  if  the  proofs  had  been  furnished  by 
an  adult  claimant,  can  the  act  of  the  guardian  in  this  case  be 
treated  as  an  admission  by  the  infant  beneficiary  of  the  same 
fact? 

Section  834  is  a  re-enactment  of  a  similar  section  in  the  Re- 
vised Statutes:  2  Rev.  Stats.,  p.  406,  sec.  73.  It  is  contained 
in  the  chapter  of  the  code  relating  to  evidence,  and  in  the  article 
in  that  chapter  entitled  *' Competency  of  a  witness — Evidence 
in  particular  cases."  The  primary  purpose  of  the  section 
was  to  declare  the  rule  governing  the  examination  of  a 
physician  as  a  witness  in  judicial  proceedings.  The  three 
sections,  834,  835,  and  836,  relate,  respectively,  to  disclosures 
by  clergymen,  physicians,  and  attorneys,  and  section  837  de- 
clares that  "  the  last  three  sections  apply  to  every  examina- 
tion of  a  person  as  a  witness,  unless  the  provisions  thereof  are 
expressly  waived  by  a  person  confessing  the  patient  or  the 
client."  The  disclosure  by  a  physician  of  information  ac- 
quired in  his  professional  character  in  attending  a  patient, 
where  not  made  in  the  course  of  his  professional  duty,  is  a 
plain  violation  of  professional  propriety.  But  the  statute  does 
not  prescribe  a  rule  of  professional  conduct  for  the  government 
of  physicians  in  their  general  intercourse  with  society.  The 
common  law  did  not  protect  a  physician  from  disclosing  as  a 
witness  information  acquired  professionally  from  patients:  1 
Greenl.  Bv.,  sec.  248.  The  statute  was  intended  to  afford  this 
protection,  and  to  protect  the  patient  also.  If  a  physician, 
disregarding  the  plain  obligations  of  his  situation,  should,  in 
conversation,  disclose  the  secrets  of  his  patient,  he  would,  so 
far  as  we  know,  violate  no  statute,  however  reprehensible  his 
conduct  would  be.  The  statute  should  have  a  broad  and  lib- 
eral construction  to  carry  out  its  policy.  By  reasonable  con- 
stnictioD,  it  excludes  a  physician  from  giving  testimony  in  a 
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Judicial  proceeding  in  any  form,  whether  by  afiSdavit  or  oral 
examination,  involving  a  disclosure  of  confidential  informar 
tion  acquired  in  attending  a  patient,  unleas  the  seal  of  secrecy 
is  removed  by  the  patient  himself.    The  verified  certificate  of 
the  physician  which  accompanied  the  proofs  of  loss  was  not 
competent  original  evidence  of  the  cause  of  the  death  of  the 
insured,  nor  was  it  offered  as  testimony  of  the  physician  as  to 
that  fact    The  fact  that  the  insured  died  of  delirium  tremens 
was  material  to  the  defense.    The  admission  of  a  party  in  in- 
terest  is,  as  a  general  rale,  competent  evidence  against  him. 
The  presentation  of  the  physician's  certificate  that  the  de- 
ceased died  from  the  cause  stated  operated  as  an  admission 
by  the  guardian  that  the  fact  was  as  stated.    It  derived  its 
force  from  the  fact  that  the  claimant  communicated  to  the 
defendant  a  statement  of  the  cause  of  death,  which,  if  true, 
vitiated  the  policy.    The  statement  was  embodied  in  a  physi- 
cian's certificate.    If  it  had  been  contained  in  the  guardian's 
own  statement,  or  that  of  any  non-professional  person,  it  would 
equally  have  been  an  admission  of  the  fact  stated.    The  cer- 
tificate was  a  part  of  the  proofii  furnished.    Its  admission  in 
evidence  violated  no  confidence.    The  confidence  had  already 
been  violated  by  the  coxgoint  action  of  the  physician  and  the 
guardian.    It  was  not  offered  as  independent  evidence  of  any 
fact  in  the  case,  but  in  connection  with  the  circumstances  ot 
its  transmission  to  the  company,  as  an  admission  that  the  fact 
alleged  was  true.     It  was  held  in  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins,  Co.  v. 
Newtonj  22  Wall.  82,  that  preliminary  proofs  presented  to  an 
insurance  company  und«r  a  provision  in  a  policy,  as  to  the 
proof  of  death,  subetantially  like  that  in  the  present  case,  were 
admissible  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  therein 
against  the  insured  and  in  behalf  of  the  company.    The  case 
of  OoUUdimidt  v.  Mutual  Life  Im,  Co.,  108  N.  Y.  486,  is  not 
in  conflict    In  that  case  the  question  was,  whether  the  record 
and  verdict  of  a  coroner's  inquest,  finding  the  fact  ot  suicide, 
furnished  by  the  claimant  with  the  proofii  at  the  request  of 
the  company,  but  which  was  accompanied  with  a  protest  that 
the  fact  Ibund  was  not  true,  was  an  admission  by  him  that  the 
insured  died  by  hie  own  hand,  and  the  oourt.  very  properly 
held  that  it  was  not.    We  think  the  admission  in  theeaae  was 
not  incompetent  because  made  through  the  medium  of  the 
certificate  of  the  attetiding  physician. 

The  other  ground  for  excluding  the  certificate,  vis.,  that  the 
Vifant  was  not  bound  by  the  admission  of  the  guardian,  is, 
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we  think,  Well  tftken.  The  defendant,  upon  the  request  of 
the  guardian,  furnished  blanks  for  the  proofs,  including  a 
blank  certificate  of  the  attending  physician  as  to  the  cause  of 
the  death,  which  were  filled  in  bj  ibe  guardian,  and  signed 
and  verified  bj  the  several  persons  whose  certificates  were  re- 
quired, and  returned  to  the  company.  The  ofiice  of  a  guar- 
dian is  one  of  trust.  He  is  empowered  to  act  for  the  ward  in 
the  matters  confided  to  him  as  guardian,  in  furtherance  of  his 
interests.  Under  the  law  of  agency,  the  admissions  of  an  agent, 
made  within  the  scope  of  his  powers,  are  ad  missible,  in  con- 
nection with  some  r$$  gestaSf  to  bind  the  principal.  But  ihe 
admission  must  be  relevant  to  the  matter  in  hand,  and  ac* 
company  the  transaction  to  which  it  relates:  Thallhimer  v. 
Brinckerkoff,  4  Wend.  894;  21  Am.  Dec.  156.  The  power  of 
a  guardian  to  bind  his  ward  by  his  admissions  is  more  lim- 
ited than  that  of  an  agent  aeting  for  an  adult  principal.  The 
court  will  not  permit  the  rights  of  a  ward  to  be  prejudiced  by 
the  admission  of  a  guardian,  ffis  interests  are  under  the  pro- 
tection of  the  conrt,  and  it  will  intervene  to  relieve  the  ward 
from  prejudioial  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  guardian.  It  is  a 
settled  rule  in  ohancery  that  where  the  infant  defdnds  by 
guardian,  his  rights  are  submitted  to  the  court,  and  be  is  not 
bound  by  admissions  in  the  answer,  and  the  court  will  not 
render  a  decree  against  the  infant  solely  upon  such  admis- 
sions: Wroiteeley  v.  Bendish,  8  P.  Wms.  285;  Bank  of  United 
States  V.  Ritckie,  8  Pet.  128;  Cooper  v.  Mayhew,  40  Mich.  528; 
RaUion  v.  Lahee^  8  Iowa,  17;  74  Am.  Dec.  291;  Mame  v.  Don- 
aldson, 8  Ohio,  877;  Twiwr  v.  Jenkins,  79  111.  229.  In  the 
present  case,  the  guardian,  in  furnishing  the  physician's  cer- 
tificate, did  an  act  not  required  by  the  contract  of  insurance. 
Whatever  was  necessary  to  be  done  to  enable  the  guardian 
to  put  himself  in  a  position  to  prosecute  the  claim,  he  was 
authorised  to  da  There  is  no  ground  for  impeaching  the 
good  faith  of  the  guardian  in  furnishing  the  certificate.  He 
jMTobably  supposed  that  the  eompany  had  the  right  to  exact 
it.  The  company,  in  remitting  the  blanks,  requested  him  to 
fill  them  up,  and  what  he  did  was  in  compliance  with  its  re- 
quest. In  procuring  the  physician's  certificate,  the  guardian 
misapprehended  his  duty.  It  was  an  act  tending  to  defeat 
the  claim  which  he  had  undertaken  to  collect.  The  fact 
asserted  in  the  certificate  may  have  been  the  truth.  But  the 
guardian  had  no  right  to  foreclose  inquiry  upon  the  subject, 
nor  to  prejudice  the  case  by  changing  the  burden  of  proof  by 
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an  inocmsiderate,  unneceesary,  and  prejudicial  admission:  See 
SerU  ▼.  SL  Eloy,  2  P.  Wms.  386;  Flight  v.  BoUand,  4  Boss. 
298;  Hanna  r.  SpotU'$  Hein,  6  B.  Hon.  362;  43  Am.  Dec.  132; 
WbartOD  on  Bvidenee,  sec  1208;  Hacpbenoo  on  Infante,  83. 

The  oflbr  of  the  defendant  to  show  that  by  the  rales  and 
regulations  of  the  defendant  the  certiflcate  <rf  the  attending 
physician  of  the  insured,  in  case  of  death,  was  required  to  be 
furnished  as  part  of  the  proofs  was  properly  rejected.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  contract  or  in  the  by-laws  of  the  defendant 
requiring  this,  nor  was  it  claimed  that  if  such  a  rale  existed 
it  ever  came  to  the  knowledge  of  the  assured.  In  the  absence 
of  any  usage  known  to  him,  or  of  any  requirement  in  the 
policy,  that  the  certificate  of  the  attending  physician  should 
be  furnished  as  part  of  the  proofs  of  death,  it  could  not  be  re- 
quired: Taylor  y.  JEtna  Life  /ns.  Co.^  18  Gray,  484. 

The  court  also  properly  excluded  the  records  of  the  board 
of  health  of  the  city  of  Buffalo  and  the  certificate  of  the  at- 
tending physician  filed  with  the  board,  stating  the  cause  of 
death  <tf  the  insured.  The  statute  (Laws  of  1870,  o.  619,  tit 
12,  sec.  10^  subd.  6)  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  board  of  health 
of  Buffalo  to  superyise  the  registration  of  deaths  and  causes  of 
death  in  the  city,  and  prescribes  that  no  burial  of  a  deceased 
person  shall  take  place  until  a  certificate  shall  have  been 
made  and  presented  of  the  death  and  its  cause,  if  known,  and 
that  a  refusal  on  the  part  of  any  person  whose  duty  it  is  to 
make  out  and  file  for  registration  any  such  record  shall  be  a 
misdemeanor.  The  ordinances  of  Buffalo  also  make  it  the 
duty  of  the  attending  physician  to  fbmish  a  certificate  setting 
forth  the  cause,  date,  and  place  of  death  of  any  person  in  the 
city,  and  file  the  same  in  the  o£Bce  of  the  boiud  of  health. 
The  statute  and  ordinance  were  police  regulations,  and  the 
records  were  required  for  local  and  specific  purposes,  and  are 
not  public  records  in  such  sense  as  makes  them  evidence  be- 
tween private  parties  of  the  facto  recorded.  We  have  found 
no  case  which  would  justify  their  admission  in  a  controversy 
between  private  parties  as  evidence  of  the  cause  of  death  re- 
cently happening,  where  that  became  a  material  inquiry. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  judgment,  and  it  should  be  afl&rmed. 

Lira  Insuranci  —  TsflTDcoirr  ov  PHTSioiAirB  — Dxath  ov  PAnsar.^ 
fKateoMoto  in  proof  of  death,  made  by  the  phyiioian  of  the  insoredy  an  prif* 
ileged  oommanioatioiu,  and  not  admieuble  against  the  insured;  bat  the  psHj 
who  stands  in  the  plaoe  of  the  deceased  may  waive  the  privilege,  and  leqaMi 
the  physician  to  testify  in  his  behalf s  Note  to  Wedover  v.  jgtita  ^  /ml  0^ 
S8  Am.  Rep.  4  ft. 
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GvARDiAH  Ain>  Ward^  Admissioivs  of  Guardian.  — A  guardian  has  no 
right  to  admit  away  the  rights  of  an  infant:  Waterman  r,  Lawrenee,  19  OaL 
210;  79  Am.  Dec.  212;  for  the  ooart  will  not  saffer  the  ward  to  be  prejadioed 
•ither  by  the  admiaaione  or  laches  of  his  guardian:  Long  ▼•  Mufford,  17  Ohu> 
81  484;  93  Am.  Deo.  639.  and  noto. 
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[196  Naw  YOBX,  fill] 

lAABiLm  OF  Qwirm  of  Prbmisks  Who  Lbasu  Thbm  Knowiho  of  Nvi* 
BANGB  raxBROR.  —>  Where  the  owner  of  premises  knows,  or  oan  by  the 
exercise  of  reasonable  care  ascertain,  that  they  have  upon  them  a  nni- 
sanoe  dangerous  to  the  public  or  to  an  adjoining  owner,  it  Is  his  duty  to 
abate  it  before  he  leases  the  premises;  and  if  he  leases  them  without  do- 
ing so,  bo  will  be  liable  to  respond  in  damages  to  any  one  injured  by  and 
in  oonsequenoe  of  the  nuisanoe,  etren  though  he  did  not  himself  create 
the  nuisance.  And  this  rule  applies  also  to  a  tenant  who  sublets  the 
premises,  knowing  or  being  ohargeabU  with  knowledge  of  the  ozistenoo 
of  the  nuisanoe. 

MkRS  ACCRPTA1401  OF  LlASS  DOES  NOT  RbNDXR  TbNANT  LiABLX  FOR  Nui- 

8ANCX.  —  A  lessee  of  premises  does  not  become  liable  for  a  nuisanoe  exist- 
ing thereon  merely  by  accepting  the  lease,  but  to  render  him  liable  it 
must  be  shown  that  he  had  notice  of  its  existence,  or  that  enough  timo 
had  elapsed  in  which  he  could,  by  the  exercise  of  proper  oara^  have  ob- 
tained such  knowledge. 

Action  to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of  the  plaintiff's 
intestate.    The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

Matthew  Hale,  for  the  appellant  companies. 

Louis  ManhaU  and  Nathaniel  0.  Moak.  for  the  appellants 
If  urphey  and  Liscomb. 

E.  Countryman^  for  the  respondent. 

Peceham,  J.  The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  recover 
damages  arising  from  the  death  of  her  husband,  which  occarred 
in  the  city  of  Albany,  in  September,  1885,  and  for  which  she 
claimed  the  defendants  were  liable.  She  recovered  a  judgment 
at  the  circuit,  which  has  been  afiBrmed  at  the  general  term, 
and  from  the  judgment  of  affirmance  all  the  defendants  have 
appealed  to  this  court.  The  New  York  Central  and  Hudson 
Biver  Railroad  Company  owned  the  premises  upon  which  the 
wall  stood,  the  falling  of  which  caused  the  death  of  the  plain* 
tiff's  intestate.  For  a  number  of  years  past,  a  firm  named 
Strain  and  Reynolds  had  leased  these  premises  from  the  rail- 
road company,  and  in  December,  1876,  they  subleased  a  por- 
tion of  them  to  defendants  Murphey  and  Liscomb  for  one  year 
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from  May  1, 1877,  and  those  defendants  occupied  such  portion 
up  to  1884  as  tenants  of  the  firm,  by  reason  of  yearly  renew- 
als of  the  lease,  either  orally  or  in  writing.  Id  1884,  the  firm 
of  Strain  and  Reynolds  became  the  agents  of  the  Standard  Oil 
Company  of  New  York. 

In  July,  1884,  the  New  Ym'k  Central  Railroad  Company, 
still  being  the  owner  of  the  whole  premises,  leased  them  to 
the  Acme  Oil  Company,  one  of  the  defendants,  for  five  yean 
from  May  1,  1884.  The  firm  of  Strain  and  Reynolds,  in  or 
about  May,  1884,  as  agents  of  the  Standard  Oil  Company, 
renewed  the  lease  for  one  year  to  defendants  Murphey  and  Lis- 
comb,  of  that  portion  of  the  premises  which  they  had  thereto- 
fore leased  to  such  defendants,  and  this  lease  was,  on  the  let 
of  May,  1885,  again  renewed  by  Strain  and  Reynolds  as  such 
agents,  and  in  writing,  for  one  year  from  that  date.  The  indi- 
vidual defendants  occupied  the  portion  of  the  premises  leased 
to  them,  and  the  Standard  Oil  Company  occupied  the  balance, 
and  such  relative  occupation  existed  on  the  twelfth  day  of 
September,  1885,  when  the  plaintiff's  intestate  was  killed. 
The  lease  from  the  railroad  company  to  the  oil  company  eon- 
tained  a  provision  for  its  termination  at  any  time  before  the 
expiration  of  the  five  years,  at  the  option  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany, by  giving  sixty  days'  written  notice  to  the  oil  company 
of  its  option  to  so  terminate  it. 

The  lease  from  Strain  and  Reynolds  to  Murphey  and  Lis- 
comb  contained  a  similar  clause  providing  for  its  termination 
in  the  same  way.  This  option  was  in  existence  when  the  lease 
was  renewed,  May  1,  1885. 

There  is  no  direct  evidence  of  the  transfer  -by  the  Acme 
oompany  of  its  interest,  or  any  portion  thereof,  in  the  lease 
above  described,  to  the  Standard  company  or  any  other  eo^ 
poration  or  person. 

The  property  thus  leased  from  the  railroad  company  is  stto* 
ated  on  the  west  side  of  and  immediately  adjoining  lands 
belonging  to  the  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Company  upon 
which  the  canal  company  had  laid  its  tracks,  which  at  this 
point  run  about  north  and  south.  On  September  12, 1885,  the 
property  was  separated  from  that  of  the  Delaware  and  Hudson 
road  by  a  brick  wall  about  eleven  feet  high  and  one  foot  wide, 
running  north  and  south  for  a  distance  of  about  111  feet,  the 
wall  being  laid  wholly  on  the  land  of  the  Central-Hudson 
Railroad  Company,  but  within  two  inches  of  the  line  between 
the  two  companies.    From  the  top  of  this  wall  there  had  been 
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a  shed  roof  running  towards  the  west,  which  tipped  in  that 
direction,  so  that  the  water-shed  was  away  from  the  lands  of 
the  Delaware  and  Hudson  company.  The  wall  formed  the 
•aatera  boundary  of  the  property  leased  to  the  Acme  com- 
pany, and  the  property  thus  leased,  and  consisting  of  not  much 
more  than  a  rough  shed,  was  used  as  a  storage-place  for  oil, 
and  was  but  one  story  high.  It  was  all  one  building  at  the 
time  Strain  and  Reynolds  leased  it  from  the  railroad  company, 
and  they  leased  the  northern  end  to  the  indiyidual  defendants. 
There  was  never  any  dividing  brick  wall  between  the  northerly 
portion  occupied  by  them  and  the  southerly  portion  occupied  by 
the  oil  company.  There  was  simply  a  fence  or  board  parti- 
tion running  east  and  west  and  nailed  against  posts  so  as  to 
distinguish  the  parts  occupied  by  each  respectively.  No  barrels 
of  oil  were  ever  put  against  this  brick  wall  by  any  of  the  par- 
ties. The  brick  wall,  from  the  northerly  to  the  southerly  end, 
was  one  continuous  wall,  with  an  angle  which  was  sixty-eight 
or  seventy  feet  from  the  northerly  end,  and  in  the  part  occu- 
pied by  the  individual  defendants. 

The  plaintiff's  intestate  was  a  laborer  in  the  employ  of  the 
Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Company,  and  on  the  12th  of 
September,  1885,  he  had  gone  to  work  to  repair  the  tracks  of 
that  company  opposite  these  premises.  While  working  there 
the  wall  fell  over  and  upon  him  and  crushed  him  to  death. 

The  wall,  for  about  a  distance  of  sixty  feet,  fell  over,  the 
narthern  end  of  the  fallen  portion  being  about  five  feet  from 
the  northern  end  of  the  wall.  It  is  claimed  that  it  was  all  on 
that  portion  of  the  premises  which  had  been  leased  to  the  in- 
dividual defendants.  There  was  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  tending  to  show  that  the  wall  had  been  in  a  leaning 
oondition,  out  of  plumb,  and  dangerous  for  a  number  of  years, 
and  there  was  evidence  from  which  a  jury  might  infer  knowl- 
edge by  the  oil  companies  of  its  condition,  and  that  it  was 
dangerous  and  liable  to  fall  at  the  time  when  the  lease  was 
renewed  in  the  name  of  the  Standard  Oil  Company  to  Mur- 
phey  and  Liscomb,  in  May,  1885.  There  was  also  evidence 
from  which  the  jury  might  have  inferred  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  oil  company  if  its  officers  or  agents  were  ignorant 
af  this  dangerous  condition  of  the  wall  at  that  time. 

The  plaintiff  claims  to  hold  all  the  defendants  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  all  guilty  either  of  letting  premises  with  a  nui- 
eance  upon  them  of  a  nature  dangerous  to  the  public  or  an 
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adjoining  owner,  or  of  maintaining  such  noiBance  on  premiies 
leased  to  them  while  such  nuisance  existed. 

The  counsel  for  the  Acme  company  maintains  there  if  no 
evidence  to  sustain  a  recovery  against  it  That  company  took 
the  lease  of  the  whole  property  from  the  railroad  company. 
There  is  no  evidence  of  any  assignment  or  sublease  to  the 
Standard  company,  nor  any  direct  evidence  upon  the  subject 
of  the  relationship  between  these  two.  The  Standard  company 
admits,  for  purposes  of  its  own,  that  it  has  been  the  owner  of 
the  lease  from  the  time  of  its  execution,  and  that  its  liability 
is  to  be  determined  as  if  its  name  had  been  inserted  in  the 
lease.  This  does  not  absolve  the  Acme  company.  The  Stan- 
dard may  admit  its  own  liability,  but  cannot,  by  admission,  de> 
stroy  that  of  the  Acme  company  to  the  plaintiff,  if  it  otherwise 
exist  So  far  as  appears,  there  has  been  at  least  entire  acqui- 
escence on  the  part  of  the  Acme  company  in  the  assumption 
of  power  by  Strain  and  Reynolds,  acting  as  agents  of  the  Stan- 
dard company,  to  lease  a  portion  of  the  premises  to  the  indi- 
vidual defendants  and  in  their  reception  of  rent  The  Acme 
company  might  have  thus  acquiesced,  because  they  had  trans- 
ferred by  assignment  or  sublease  all  their  interest  to  the  Stan- 
dard company  at  a  time  when  they  were  entirely  ignorant  of 
the  existence  of  any  dangerous  nuisance  on  the  premises. 
They  also  might  have  acquiesced  because,  while  taking  the  lease 
in  their  own  name,  they  really  took  it  as  partners  or  j(Hnt 
owners  with  the  Standard  company,  although  no  formal  trans* 
fer  of  the  legal  title  or  any  portion  of  it  had  been  made. 

An  equally  strong  inference  possibly  might  be  drawn  as  to 
the  existence  of  either  fact,  and  generally  such  a  condition  of 
the  evidence  would  be  fatal  to  the  position  of  the  plaintiff,  who 
asserted  the  liability  of  the  Acme  company.  But  the  nature 
of  the  relationship  between  the  two  companies  was  a  matter 
of  evidence  peculiarly,  if  not  solely,  within  their  power  to  prove. 
Prima  fade  the  Acme  company,  being  the  lessee,  assumed  the 
responsibility  consequent  upon  such  a  position.  If  their  re- 
lationship were  such  as  to  exempt  the  Acme  company  from 
all  liability,  is  it  too  much  to  assume  that  the  fact  would  have 
been  proved  by  it?  If  either  one  of  two  inferences  oould  be 
drawn,  the  one  inculpatory  and  the  other  exculpatory  of  the 
Acme  company,  should  not  a  jury  be  permitted  to  draw  that 
one  most  favorable  to  the  plaintiff,  when  the  Acme  company, 
with  all  the  evidence  in  its  own  power  and  possession,  fails  to 
produce  it,  and  to  thus  dispel  the  doubt?    I  think  the  plain* 
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tiff'f  evidence  left  the  Acme  company  under  an  obligation  to 
show  exactly  what  the  relationship  was,  or  else  to  bear  th^  re* 
suit  of  a  possible  unfavorable  inference  by  the  jury:  See 
Schmidt  y.  Keehn,  82  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  11,  and  cases  cited  in  opin-^ 
ion;  Starkie  on  Evidence,  Am.  ed.,  762. 

I  think,  therefore,  we  must  plane  both  companies  in  the 
same  condition,and.  examine  their  liability  as  depending  upon 
the  same  facts. 

The  individual  defendants  were  not  what  is  termed  tenants 
from  year  to  year,  which,  for  the  purpose  of  terminating  the 
tenancy,  may  require  notice,  but  they  were  tenants  under  a 
lease  for  one  year,  which  had  been  renewed  orally  or  in  writ- 
ing annually,  and  which  had  terminated  May  1, 1885,  and  on 
that  date  had  been  renewed  in  writing  until  May  1,  1886. 

The  learned  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  upon  all  the 
evidence,  whether  the  wall  was  in  a  dangerous  condition,  and 
a  nuisance  in  law  against  the  adjoining  owners  and  the  persons 
living  there,  at  the  time  the  Standard  company  obtained  the 
lease  or  the  right  to  occupy  under  it;  and  at  the  request  of  the 
Standard  company  he  further  charged  that  the  plaintiff  could 
not  recover  against  that  company  unless  they  were  satisfied  by 
the  evidence  that  the  defendant  knew  or  ought  to  have  known, 
or  had  notice,  that  tlie  wall  was  in  a  dangerous  condition  be- 
fore May  1,  1885.  I  think  this  was  a  correct  statement  of  the 
law.  Under  this  charge,  the  jury  could  have  found  that  the 
wall  was  in  a  dangerous  condition,  and  was  a  nuisance,  when 
this  sublease  was  executed  to  the  individual  defendants.  May 
1,  1885,  and  that  the  officers  or  agents  of  the  company  knew 
before  that  time,  or  ought  to  have  known,  that  it  was  in  this 
dangerous  condition.  With  this  knowledge  they  were  bound 
to  enter  upon  the  premises  and  repair  the  wall,  or  take  it 
down,  or  adopt  some  steps  to  avoid  the  danger  before  they 
relet  them.  If  they  chose  to  relet,  they  took  the  responsibility: 
Oandy  v.  Jubber^  6  Best  &  S.  78;  Sandford  v.  Clarke ,  L.  R. 
21  Q.  B.  D.  898;  Clancy  v.  Bym€,  66  N.  Y.  129;  15  Am.  Rep. 
891;  AJhem  v.  Steele,  116  N.  Y.  203;  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  778. 

This  does  not  impose  the  duty  of  constant  care  and  inspec- 
tion of  premises  upon  an  owner  who  has  let  them.  It  imposes 
upon  him  the  duty  of  reasonable  care  to  inform  himself  of  the 
condition  of  property  which  he  proposes  to  let,  and  if  at  the 
leasing  he  knew,  or  if  in  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  he 
would  become  informed  of  the  fact,  that  the  property  has  upon 
it  a  nuisance  dangerous  to  the  public  or  to  an  adjoining  owner, 
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it  imposes  upon  the  owner  and  proposed  lessor  the  duty  to 
abate  it  before  be  leases  such  property;  and  if  he  do  not,  it 
leaves  him  with  a  liability  to  respond  in  damages  to  any  one 
injured  in  consequence  of  and  by  the  nuisance. 

The  companies  occupied  the  position  of  owner  of  the  prem- 
ises in  regard  to  their  liability  for  a  nuisance  thereon  when 
they  came  to  sublet  them.  They  were  the  immediate  lessees 
of  the  whole  property  from  the  owners  of  the  fee,  and  when 
they  proceed  to  sublet  it  or  a  portion  of  it,  they  must  stand  at 
fluch  time  as  owners  thereof  for  all  purposes  connected  with 
^heir  leasing.  The  fact  that  their  lessors  had  the  right  to 
"terminate  their  lease  upon  giving  them  a  written  notice  of 
«ixty  days  does  not  change  the  liability  imposed  upon  them 
'^hen  they  assumed  to  sublet  a  portion  of  the  property  with  a 
isnown  and  dangerous  nuisance  thereon, — a  nuisance  of  such  a 
«<sharacter  that  it  was  liable  at  any  moment  to  do  damage  to  an 
adjoining  proprietor  or  any  innocent  third  person.  They  can- 
not be  permitted  to  shield  themselves  under  the  plea  that  they 
are  mere  tenants,  and  that  even  as  tenants  they  were  not  them- 
«elves  occupying  the  premises,  and  were  not  in  any  sense 
owners  thereof.  While  their  lease  lasted,  and  while  they  were 
>in  possession  of  the  whole  premises,  they  certainly  had  the 
right  to  repair  them,  so  as  at  any  rate  to  abate  a  nuisance  dan- 
:gerous  to  third  parties.  If,  with  knowledge  of  the  existence 
•of  such  nuisance,  they  choose  to  sublet  all  or  a  portion  of  the 
premises,  and  thus  secure  compensation  for  the  user  thereof, 
>«very  principle  upon  which  an  owner  is  held  liable  when  he 
<iemises  property  under  such  circumstances  applies  to  the 
tenant  of  the  whole  property  who  sublets  any  portion  thereof 
on  which  the  nuisance,  or  any  part  of  it,  exists. 

It  was  said  by  Polger,  J.,  in  Swords  v.  Edgar ,  59  N.  Y.  28,  at 
>page  38,  17  Am.  Rep.  295,  which  was  the  case  of  a  pier  out  of 
'repair,  that  it "  was  in  a  ruinous  and  dangerous  condition  when 
it  was  demised.     It  was,  up  to  the  day  of  the  demise,  the  duty 
•of  the  defendants  solely  to  see  that  it  was  in  a  safe  condition. 
There  is  no  suggestion  in  the  case  of  want  of  knowledge  on 
their  part  of  its  actual  condition  when  leased  by  them,  and 
the  facts  of  the  case  are  such  that  they  are  chargeable  with 
knowledge  of  its  actual  dangerous  state."    And  the  learned 
judge  in  that  case  held   that  a  lessor  was  guilty  of  a  non- 
feasance or  a  misfeasance  if  he  have  leased  the  premises  in  a 
dangerous  condition  for  the  public,  instead  of  first  making 
vtbem  safe. 
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In  Todd  T.  Flight,  9  Com.  B.,  N.  S.,  377,  decided  in  the 
common  pleas  in  1860,  an  action  was  held  to  lie  against  an 
owner  who,  with  knowledge,  leased  his  premises  in  a  dan* 
geroas  condition  (to  wit,  in  such  a  condition  as  to  be  a  nui- 
sance), where  damage  was  caused  to  a  third  party  after  such 
leasing.  The  opinion  was  delivered  by  Erie,  C.  J.,  who  held 
the  owner  guilty  of  a  wrongful  act  in  knowingly  renting  prem- 
ises in  a  condition  dangerous  to  the  public  or  an  adjoining 
owner. 

The  case  of  Edwards  r.  New  York  and  Harlem  R.  R,  Co,^  98 
N.  Y.  245,  60  Am.  Rep.  659,  holds  no  different  doctrine.  In 
that  case  it  was  stated  in  the  opinion  that  the  owner  is  liable 
if  he  create  a  nuisance  and  demise  the  premises  with  the 
nuisance  on  it.  I  think  that  even  if  he  do  not  create  it,  yet 
if,  to  his  knowledge,  it  exist  on  his  premises  at  the  time  of  the 
demise,  and  is  of  a  character  dangerous  to  the  public  or  an 
adjoining  owner,  or  if  he  were  in  truth  ignorant,  and  yet  by 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  and  diligence  he  would  have 
known  of  its  existence,  there  is  no  principle  which  can  ex« 
empt  him  from  responsibility  any  more  than  if  he  created  the 
nuisance  himself.  The  same  principle  would  hold  the  lessee 
of  the  whole  premises  who,  in  his  turn,  and  with  full  knowl- 
edge, leases  to  another  the  premises,  or  any  portion  of  them, 
with  the  nuisance  thereon. 

The  counsel  for  the  companies  says  there  was  no  attempt  to 
charge  them  as  owners  of  the  premises.  The  court  did  in  fact 
charge  that  the  owner  was  not  a  defendant.  It  is  plain,  the 
expression  was  used  with  reference  to  the  owner  of  the  fee. 
Whether  they  were  called,  in  express  terms,  owners  is  imma- 
terial. The  court  held  them  not  liable  unless  they  knew,  or 
ought  to  have  known,  before  May  1,  1885,  the  date  of  the  sub- 
letting to  Murphey  and  Liscomb,  that  the  wall  was  in  a  dan- 
gerous oondition  amounting  to  a  nuisance  to  adjoining  owners 
or  persons  living  there.  This  is  the  substance  of  the  text  of 
the  charge,  taken  in  connection  with  the  request  of  counsel  to 
charge,  which  was  granted. 

It  is  true  that  the  limitation  as  to  the  knowledge  of  the  cor- 
poration before  the  first  day  of  May,  1885,  was  spoken  of  only 
with  reference  to  the  Standard  company.  But  the  request  to 
charge  was  limited  to  that  company,  and  notice  to  that  com- 
pany might  be  regarded  as  notice  to  the  Acme  company,  in 
case  the  jury  should  find  the  proper  infereuces  above  spoken 
of  with  reference  to  the  liability  of  that  company;  and  hence 
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if  the  coiinflel  for  the  Acme  oonipany  were  not  satisfied  with 
the  limitation,  he  should  have  brought  the  matter  specificallj 
to  the  attention  of  the  court,  and  should  have  asked  it  to  ex- 
tend the  charge,  in  terms,  to  the  same  company. 

The  cases  have  all  been  recently  reviewed  in  the  exhaustive 
opinion  rendered  in  Ahem  v.  Steele^  115  N.  Y.  203,  12  Am.  St 
Rep.  778,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  further  elaborate  the  dis- 
cussion. I  have  looked  carefully  over  all  the  exceptions 
taken  on  the  part  of  the  counsel  for  the  corporation  defend- 
ants, and  find  none  upon  which  to  base  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment  in  this  case. 

A  somewhat  different  question  is  presented  in  the  case  of 
the  individual  defendants.  By  the  charge  of  the  learned  judge, 
they  were  held  liable  unconditionally,  if  the  jury  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  wall  was  in  a  dangerous  condition  and  a 
nuisance  at  the  time  Murphey  and  Liscomb  leased  the  prem- 
ises, in  1885,  although  they  then  may  have  known  of  the 
dangerous  condition  of  the  wall,  and  may  possibly  have  re- 
mained ignorant,  without  being  guilty  of  negligence  up  to  the 
time  when  the  accident  occurred. 

I  think  the  later  cases,  and  especially  the  case  of  Ahem  v. 
SteeUy  115  N.  Y.  203,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  778,  reported  since  the 
trial  of  this  action,  have  cleared  up  any  doubt  which  may  have 
heretofore  existed  regarding  the  ground  of  the  liability  of  a 
grantee  or  lessee  of  real  estate  with  a  nuisance  upon  it  aris- 
ing from  the  premises  being  out  of  repair.  Assuming  the 
liability  of  the  lessee  under  some  circumstances,  it  does  not 
arise  upon  the  mere  execution  of  the  lease.  There  must  be 
notice  of  the  existence  of  the  nuisance,  or  time  enough  must 
have  elapsed  in  which  knowledge  of  its  existence  would  be  ob- 
tained by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence.  For  the  error 
in  the  oharge  of  the  learned  judge  regarding  the  individual 
defendants,  there  must  be  a  new  triaL 

It  might  also  be  somewhat  of  a  question  whether  they  would 
be  liable  upon  the  facto  herein,  viewed  in  any  light  They 
were  never  the  lessees  of  the  whole  premises,  in  regard  to 
which  the  wall  formed  a  continuous  and  solid  boundary. 
Would  it  be  maintained  that  tenants  of  rooms  in  a  tenement^ 
house,  or  of  flats  in  a  building  rented  for  that  purpose,  would 
be  responsible  to  the  public  or  to  adjoining  owners,  if  thej 
neglected  to  repair  one  of  the  main  walls  of  the  house  which 
was  out  of  plumb  and  dangerous  to  their  knowledge?  Does 
the  rule  as  to  maintaining  a  nuisance  upon  real  estate,  dan* 
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gerous  to  the  public,  apply  in  case  of  one  who  has  but  a  pos- 
session of  a  portion  of  the  premises,  and  where  the  nuisance 
consists  in  the  dangerous  condition  of  a  wall  such  as  existed 
in  this  case? 

It  is  true,  there  is  a  difference  in  the  situation  of  the  tenants 
in  the  tenement-house  and  persons  situated  as  were  these  in- 
dividual defendants,  assuming  they  had  knowledge  of  the 
dangerous  character  of  the  wall.  Exactly  what  their  duty 
and  liability  were  is  not  entirely  clear.  A  tenant  at  will  of  a 
housd  which  was  in  a  public  highway,  and  in  a  dangerous 
condition  and  liable  to  fall  at  any  time,  has  been  held  liable 
to  indictment  as  maintaining  a  public  nuisance:  Regina  v. 
Watts,  1  Salk.  367.  He  was  a  tenant  of  the  whole  house,  how- 
ever,  and  not  of  only  two  or  three  rooms  in  it.  The  coort  held 
that  the  owner  of  the  real  estate  was  not  looked  to  in  such 
case,  —  it  was  the  occupant;  and  it  was  to  guard  the  public 
safety  that  he  was  held,  no  matter  how  precarious  his  title 
was  in  point  of  time. 

The  questions  as  to  the  duty  and  liability  of  the  indiyidttal 
defendants  are  important,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  now  de- 
cide them.  Another  trial  might  so  result  that  they  would  not 
arise. 

For  the  error  in  the  charge  above  alluded  to,  the  judgment 
as  to  the  individual  defendants  must  be  reversed,  and  a  new 
trial  granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event;  but  as  to  the  cor- 
poration defendantSi  it  must  be  a£Srmed,  with  costs. 


Lam DLOBO  axd  Tsvant  —  Lubilitt  cat  Landlord  iob  Nuisamob.  — 
A  landlord  cannot  escape  liability  for  an  existing  nuisance  by  leasing  tin 
property  on  which  it  exists  to  a  tenant,  and  putting  him  in  possession:  fTtm- 
der  V.  McLean,  134  Pa.  St.  334;  19  Am.  8t  Eep.  702,  and  note;  Kern  v. 
MyUf  80  Mieh.  625.  A  landlord  is  not  liable  to  a  stnuiger  for  conseijaenoei 
resulting  from  a  nuisance  npon  leased  premises»  vnless  Uie  nuisance  existed 
at  the  time  the  premises  were  demised,  or  the  structare  was  in  such  a  con« 
dition  that  it  wonld  be  likely  to  become  a  niiisanoe,  and  the  landlord  failed 
to  repair  it»  or  permitted  the  aot  which  oaiiMd  ilto  beooaM  a  nnlseiwi 
▼.  atmpmnt  33  CaL  S17. 
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Gbegan  V.  Maestoh. 

[126  Nbw  Tobk,  568.] 

Ilmnt  NOT  Bound  to  Repair  Dbfects  in  AFPUANOii  Fubnibhxd  to 
Sbktant  when.  —  It  i«  not  the  daty  of  a  master  to  repair  defects  in 
appliaaoet  nted  by  his  servants,  arising  in  the  daily  use  of  saeh  Srppli- 
anoes,  for  which  proper  and  sai table  materials  are  supplied,  and  which 
may  easily  be  remedied  by  the  servants  themselves,  and  are  not  of  a 
permanent  character  or  requiring  the  help  of  skilled  mechanica.  It  is  a 
duty  of  the  servants  to  repair  such  defects  when  they  arise,  with  the  ma- 
terials famished,  especially  where  the  necessity  springs  from  their  daily 
use  of  the  appliance,  occurs  at  different  and  nnknown  periods  in  their 
service,  and  is  open  to  their  observation  in  the  absence  of  the  master. 

Action  to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of  tba  plaintiff's 
intestate.    The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

E,  LowU  Lowe^  for  the  appellants. 

Charles  J,  Pattersany  for  the  respondent. 

Finch,  J.  The  plaintiff's  intestate  was  killed  while  load- 
ing coal  into  bnckets  which  were  raised  from  the  hold  of  a 
vessel  by  the  aid  of  a  derrick.  .The  rope  used  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  which  lifted  the  loads  to  the  control  of  the  gaff,  sud- 
denly parted,  and  the  falling  mass  crushed  the  deceased,  who 
died  almost  immediately  from  his  injuries.  There  is  no  ques- 
tion of  contributory  negligence  in  the  case,  and  not  the  least 
doubt  that  the  defendants  did  their  full  duty  so  far  as  it  con- 
sisted in  the  selection  and  supply  of  the  rope  used. 

The  controversy  is  thus  narrowed  by  the  facts  to  the  single 
inquiry  whose  duty  it  was  to  observe  and  examine  the  condi- 
tion of  the  rope,  and  change  it  when  so  worn  that  it  became 
unsafe.  The  lengths  of  rope  used  in  the  derrick  were  called 
^'  falls."  The  ordinary  limit  of  safety  in  their  use  was  proved 
to  have  been  from  fourteen  to  twenty  days,  —  rarely  less  than 
that,  and  sometimes  considerably  more.  Everybody  connected 
with  the  business  knew  the  consequences  of  excessive  use  and 
the  necessity  of  frequent  changes  of  the  falls,  but  at  varying 
and  uncertain  periods  of  time.  The  fall  which  was  sound  and 
safe  in  the  beginning  of  a  morning's  work  might  become 
frayed  and  dangerous  before  night,  and  if  it  did,  would  be- 
come so  before  the  eyes  of  all  the  workmen  dependent  upon 
it  for  its  use.  And  that  is  true,  because  the  proof  given  by  the 
plaintiff  shows  clearly  that  the  rope  which  is  sound  originally 
becomes  pulpy  internally  only  when  use  has  affected  it  ex- 
ternally. 
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Now,  it  is  conceded  that  the  defendants  kept  on  hand  and* 
ready  for  use  at  any  moment  an  adequate  supply  of  these- 
falls,  and  of  the  best  and  most  approved  character.  After 
purchasing  a  coil  of  rope  measuring  about  one  thousand  feet' 
in  length,  it  was  at  once  cut  up  into  falls,  the  ends  were  tied' 
to  keep  them  from  unraveling,  each  fall  was  marked  with  a 
tag  stating  its  length,  and  they  were  then  hung  up  in  a  dry 
storeroom  under  lock  and  key,  and  so  kept  ready  for  imme- 
diate use,  and  meantime  protected  from  the  weather  or  frorn^ 
injury.  If  one  was  wanted,  word  was  sent  to  the  office  and 
the  new  fall  at  once  supplied  for  use  at  the  dock.  Usually,, 
the  engineer  or  bis  assistant  made  the  application,  but  any- 
body engaged  in  the  work  could  give  the  notice  and  get  the 
new  fall.  It  does  not  appear  that  any  such  application  com- 
ing from  any  of  the  workmen  was  ever  unheeded  or  refused^ 
The  workmen,  therefore,  were  left  in  a  position  of  perfect 
safety  as  to  the  suffioiency  of  the  falls  against  everything  save 
their  own  negligence  or  error  of  judgment.  The  rope  wa» 
swinging  before  their  eyes,  and  would  disclose  its  approach- 
ing weakness  on  the  surface  before  it  became  rotten  or  pulpy 
within,  and  they  were  able  to  know  how  long  it  had  heeth 
used,  and  so  whether  prudence  required  it  to  be  changed. 
They  were  at  liberty,  and  knew  they  were  at  liberty,  to  sup- 
plant one  which  exhibited  marks  of  weakness  with  another 
both  new  and  sufficient,  from  the  supply  kept  on  hand.  They 
were  in  the  daily  habit  of  observing  its  condition,  and  it  wa» 
specially  the  custom  of  the  engineer  to  do  so.  He  had  exam* 
ined  it  a  day  or  two  before  the  accident,  and  deemed  it  safe. 

On  this  state  of  facts,  the  court  charged  that  it  was 'the  duty 
of  the  master  to  the  servants  to  watch  the  use  of  the  rope  by 
them  and  its  changes  of  condition;  that  the  engineer  was  his- 
agent  and  deputy  for  such  purpose,  and  that  the  negligence^ 
of  the  engineer,  if  it  existed,  was  that  of  the  master.  The* 
doctrine  at  once  renders  unexplainable  all  the  line  of  cases  iut 
which  some  defect  in  a  machine  has  occurred  from  its  use^ 
and  the  master  has  been  held  freed  from  responsibility  if  the> 
machine  furnished  was  originally  safe  and  he  neither  knew 
nor  ought  to  have  known  of  the  existence  of  the  defect;  for 
it  puts  the  duty  of  daily  watch  and  discovery  on  him,  and  so 
requires  no  notice  or  complaint  or  lapse  of  time  to  put  him  ini 
default 

I  think  the  doctrine  asserted  was  an  extension  of  the  mat- 
ter's duty  beyond  its  natural  and  proper  limits.    Probably  th% 
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existing  role  wm  founded  upon  the  truth  thai  certain  things 
essential  to  the  safety  of  the  servants  must  necessarily,  in 
the  management  of  the  business,  emanate  from  the  master 
and  remain  in  his  absolute  control,  and  so  the  servants  should 
not  be  responsible  to  one  another  for  defects  which  they  could 
not  repair  for  lack  both  of  authority  and  means.  The  servants 
cannot  furnish  the  machines.  That  is  the  master's  right  and 
duty.  But  the  servant  who  uses  them  can  and  should  keep 
them  in  order  for  their  proper  and  safe  daily  use,  when  fur- 
nished with  the  necessary  means  of  so  doing,  and  when  per- 
fectly capable  of  correcting  the  defect 

It  is  undoubtedly  true,  as  we  have  often  said,  that  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  master  to  keep  a  machine  or  appliance  in  order, 
and  that  he  cannot  delegate  the  duty  so  as  to  escape  respon- 
sibility. But  that  is  a  general  rule,  and  has  its  qualifications 
and  limitations*  One  of  those  is,  that  it  is  not  the  master's 
duty  to  repair  defects  arising  in  the  daily  use  of  the  appliance 
for  which  proper  and  suitable  materials  are  supplied,  and 
which  may  easily  be  remedied  by  the  workmen,  and  are  not 
of  a  permanent  character  or  requiring  the  help  of  skilled 
mechanics.  An  apt  illustration  will  be  found  in  the  case  of 
McOee  v.  Boston  Cordage  Co,,  139  Mass.  445.  The  machine  was 
used  for  the  passage  of  hemp  over  hackle-pins.  These  some- 
times became  bent,  so  that  the  fiber  clogged,  and  then  the 
machine  was  stopped,  and  the  workman  drove  out  the  bent 
pin,  and  inserted  a  new  one  from  a  supply  furnished  by  the 
master  for  that  purpose.  The  change  was  held  to  be,  not  the 
duty  of  the  master,  but  that  of  the  servants,  and  an  ordinary 
detail  of  their  daily  duty.  It  would  have  been  almost  absurd 
to  have  held  otherwise.  So  in  Webber  v.  Piper,  109  N.  Y.  496, 
the  master  had  supplied  the  means  of  sharpening  paws  which 
had  become  dull,  and  duplicate  saws  to  take  their  place  when 
removed,  and  had  assigned  the  duty  of  removal  to  one  of  his 
servants,  whose  neglect,  which  resulted  in  an  injury,  was  held 
to  be  that  of  a  fellow-pervant.  The  same  doctrine  was  de- 
clared  in  Johnson  v.  Boston  Tow-boat  Co.,,  136  Mass.  209,  46  Am« 
Rep.  458,  a  case  almost  exactly  like  the  one  before  us,  and  in 
which  the  injury  resulted  from  the  uf*e,  by  the  servants,  of  an 
unsound  rope  instead  of  substituting  a  new  one  which  the 
master  had  supplied.  In  that  case,  it  was  said  that  the  mas- 
ter ^*  having  provided  sufficient  appliances,  a  part  of  which 
required  occasional  renewal  from  the  wear  and  tear  of  the  use 
for  which  it  was  intended,  and  provided  sufficient  means  for 
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such  renewal,  and  employed  Moore  to  have  the  superintend* 
ence  of  the  workmen  and  the  apparatus  and  appliances,  the  use 
of  the  means  provided  for  keeping  the  tackle  in  suitable  con- 
dition was  as  truly  a  part  of  Moore's  duty,  as  servant,  as  was 
the  use  of  the  apparatus  for  the  direct  purpose  of  the  business, 
and  in  performing  that  duty  he  was  a  fellow-servant  with 
the  plaintiff.''  The  doctrine  thus  declared  was  not  at  all  re- 
pudiated, or  even  modified,  by  the  later  case  of  Daley  v.  Bo$ton 
etc.  R.  R,  Co.^  147  Mass.  101,  upon  which  the  general  term  rely. 
In  that  case,  the  operatives  who  managed  the  machine  had 
no  duty  or  responsibility  as  to  a  change  of  the  ropes,  but  were 
dependent  upon  the  judgment  and  consent  of  two  other  em- 
ployees, who  were  not  claimed  to  be  fellow-servants  of  the 
workmen.  And  that  case  draws  dearly  the  distinotiODS  be-, 
tween  an  original  defect  in  the  rope  provided  and  one  occur- 
ring from  its  use,  and  between  the  duty  of  ordinary  repairs 
devolving  upon  the  servants  and  those  of  a  permanent  or 
special  character  which  attach  to  the  master.  What  was  said 
as  to  the  custody  of  the  ropes  had  some  fofce  in  that  OAse,  but 
has  no  application  to  the  one  before  us.  Here  there  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  at  the  dock  any  suitable  place  for  keep* 
ing  the  spare  falls,  and  it  was  neither  negligence  nor  impru- 
dence to  put  them  under  cover  or  protect  them  by  a  lock,  so 
long  as  they  were  at  all  times  subject  to  the  needs  or  require- 
ments of  the  workmen. 

The  cases  cited,  and  their  doctrine,  appear  to  be  founded 
upon  what  is  determined  to  be  the  implied  contract  relation 
between  the  master  and  servant  Their  mutual  duties  grow 
out  of  that  relation,  and  change  and  vary  as  it  is  changed  or 
varied  by  the  facts  which  indicate  and  measure  it.  Where 
those  facts  show  that  in  the  understanding  of  both  parties  a 
class  of  ordinary  repairs  are  to  be  made  by  the  servants  ^ith 
materials  furnished  by  the  master  for  that  express  purpose; 
that  they  and  he  regard  it  as  a  detail  of  their  own  work; 
that  it  is  something  entirely  within  their  capacity,  and  not 
dependent  upon  the  skill  of  a  special  expert;  and  that  the 
necessity  springs  from  their  daily  use  of  the  appliance,  occurs 
at  different  and  unknown  periods  in  their  service,  and  is  open 
to  their  observation  in  the  absence  of  the  master,— tb«  inference 
is  inevitable  that  the  contract  relation  between  the  parties 
makes  it  a  duty  of  the  servants  and  a  detail  of  their  work  to 
correct  the  defect  when  it  arises,  with  the  materials  furnished. 

The  cases  cited  by  the  respondent  do  not  touch  the  question. 
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In  one,  the  defect  was  in  an  engine  which  only  an  expert  could 
repair,  and  for  which  the  servant  was  furnished  with  no  mate- 
rials: Ffdler  v,  Jewett,  80  N.  Y.  50.  In  one,  the  chain  of  an 
elevator  had  grown  thin,  and  no  new  one  was  supplied:  Cor- 
coran V.  Holbrook,  59  N.  Y.  518;  17  Am.  Rep.  369.  In  two, 
the  cars  or  the  platform  were  defective  when  supplied  by  the 
master:  Gottlieb  v.  New  York  etc.  R,  R.  Co.,  100  N.  Y.  462; 
Benzing  t.  Steinway,  101  N.  Y.  547.  And  in  one,  the  master 
permitted  the  use  of  a  rope  which  was  rotten  from  a  year's 
exposure  to  the  weather,  and  without  supplying  a  new  one: 
Baker  v.  Allegheny  Valley  R.  R.  Co,,  95  Pa.  St.  211;  40  Am. 
Rep.  634.  In  Cone  v.  Delaware  etc.  R,  R.  Co,,  81  N.  Y.  208,  37 
Am.  Rep.  491,  the  defect  was  in  the  engine,  which  the  servants 
using  it  could  not  be  required  or  expected  to  repair,  and  in 
Murray  v.  Usher,  117  N.  Y.  643,  the  platform  fell,  from  an 
original  defect  in  construction. 

In  the  present  case,  the  master  exercised  all  the  reasonable 
care  required.  The  rope  had  not  been  in  use  so  long  as  to 
charge  the  master  with  knowledge  that  it  had  become  unsafe, 
and  he  had  a  right  to  assume  that  the  servants  would  take  no 
needless  risks.  So  far  even  as  the  engineer  is  concerned,  there 
seems  to  have  been  on  his  part  an  error  of  judgment,  but  not 
necessarily  any  negligence  in  the  performance  of  his  duty. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  granted, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Mabteb  ahd  Servant  ^  Machinert.  —  The  general  rale  ia^  that  a 
master,  though  not  an  inaarer  of  the  lafety  of  hia  aervanta,  mnat  do  aU  thai 
human  care  and  foresight  can  do  to  furnish  and  keep  in  repair  aafe  machinery 
and  appliances  for  the  use  of  his  servants:  S<mth  WeH  Imp.  Co.  r.  Snuih^  S6 
Va.  306;  17  Am.  St  Rep.  69,  and  note;  Titiu  ▼.  Bradford  elc.  iZ.  J2L  Co.,  138 
Pa.  St  618;  20  Am.  St  Rep.  944,  and  note.  But  the  master  is  not  liable 
for  injuries  to  his  servants  occasioned  through  the  improper  use  of  machinery 
and  appliances  furnished  by  him:  Note  to  Chicago  etc  R,  M.  Co.  t.  8weU,  92 
Am.  ]>ec.  221;  Madden  ▼.  OeddentcUete.  Co.,  86  Cal.  446.  A  aarvant  cannot 
recover  for  injuries  sustained  from  theuse  of  an  appliance  of  his  own  con- 
trivance, which  waa  constructed  at  his  own  suggestion,  in  the  absence  of 
proof  of  a  defect  in  its  construction,  or  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  th«  mas- 
ter in  the  care  of  it:  Sari  ▼.  Friek  Coke  Co,,  131  Pa.  St  126. 

In  BoUom  ▼.  Oeorffia  etc  Ry  Co.,  83  Ok,  660,  where  agood  Udder  was  pfo- 
rided  by  the  master,  but  the  servant  used  a  defective  one,  and  was  injure^ 
the  court  decided  that  the  maater  was  not  liable  to  the  sarvant  for  snch 
Injury. 
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(126  Naw  York,  674.] 

Bnxi  or  Laduto  Covolusits  ab  to  QuAMTirr  ov  Goods  RionysD  wmv. 
—  Where  ft  oarrier  ezeoates  and  delivera  to  a  oonaignor  bilU  ol  ladings 
aoknowledging  the  receipt  on  board  hit  vessel  of  a  oertatn  number  of 
boaheli  of  wheat  to  be  transported  to  a  oertain  place  and  there  delivered 
to  a  oonsignee,  subject  to  a  certain  charge  for  freight^  and  snoh  bills  of 
lading  contain  the  provision,  "All  the  deficiency  in  cargo  to  be  paid 
by  the  carrier  and  dedacted  from  the  freight,  and  any  excess  in  the 
oargo  to  be  paid  for  to  the  carrier  by  the  consignee,  **  the  earner  must 
account  for  the  precise  quantity  of  wheat  acknowledged  in  the  bills 
of  lading,  and  no  other  evidence  on  that  point  can  be  received.  If»  in 
moh  case^  there  be  any  deficiency  in  the  quantity  of  wheat  receipted  for, 
the  value  of  the  deficiency  must  be  d^ucted  from  the  stipulated  freight^ 
and  the  difference  ia  all  that  the  consignee^  who  is  but  tiie  agent  of  tho 
consignor,  ean  be  held  liable  to  pay. 

Action  to  recover  freight.    The  opinion  states  the  oasei 
Beryamin  H.  WiUiamM^  for  the  appellants. 
Oeorg$  J.  Stcard^  for  the  respondent. 

RuGBB,  C.  J.  This  action  was  brought  bj  a  carrier  to  r» 
cover  from  the  consignee  the  freight  on  a  cargo  of  wheat  trans- 
ported from  Duluth  to  Buffalo  and  deliverable  to  the  defendant 
there  on  payment  of  the  freight  and  charges. 

It  is  not  disputed  but  that  the  plaintiffs  executed  and  de- 
livered to  the  consignor  bills  of  lading  acknowledging  the 
receipt  on  board  their  vessel  of  fifty-four  thousand  bushels  of 
wheat  at  Duluth  to  be  transported  to  Buffalo  and  there  deliv- 
ered to  the  defendant,  subject  to  a  charge  of  three  and  three 
fourths  of  a  cent  per  bushel  for  freight,  and  containing  the 
further  provision  that  ^  all  the  deficiency  in  cargo  to  be  paid  by 
the  carrier  and  deducted  from  the  freight,  and  any  excess  in 
the  cargo  to  be  paid  for  to  the  carrier  by  the  consignee.'' 

It  is  conceded  by  the  answer  that  the  carrier  delivered  at 
Buffalo  to  the  oonsignee  but  53,178  bushels  of  wheat,  being 
827  bushels  less  than  the  quantity  specified  in  the  bill  of  lad- 
ing, and  $712.41  less  in  value;  and  the  question  in  controversy 
is,  whether  the  consignee  was  entitled  to  deduct  this  sum  from 
the  gross  amount  of  freight  earned  by  the  vessel. 

The  plaintiffs  gave  evidence  tending  to  show  that  they  de* 
livered  all  of  the  wheat  at  Buffalo  which  they  received  on 
board  at  Duluth.  The  trial  court  deducted  the  value  of  the 
deficiency  from  the  stipulated  freight  on  the  fifty-four  thousand 
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bushels,  and  rendered  judgment  for  the  balance,  and  the  gen< 
eral  term  has  affirmed  its  judgmeut. 

We  think  that  the  cause  was  correctly  disposed  of  in  the 
courts  below.  The  plaintiffs  seek  to  avoid  the  efiTect  of  the 
stipulation  in  the  contract  fixing  the  quantity  of  wheat  received 
by  them  at  Duluth,  by  reference  to  the  cases  holding  that  an 
acknowledgment  in  a  bill  of  lading  specifying  the  quantity 
of  merchandise  received  by  them  operates  as  a  receipt  only, 
and  is  subject  to  correction  by  proof  that  such  merchandise 
was  not  in  fact  received;  citing  Ellii  v.  WUlardy  9  N.  Y.  529; 
Abbe  V.  Eaton,  51  N.  Y.  410;  Meyer  v.  Peck,  28  N.  Y.  590;  and 
other  similar  cases.  The  rule  acted  upon  in  those  cases,  as 
atafced  in  the  head-note  of  Meyer  v.  Pecib,  28  N.  Y.  590.  is,  that 
"  an  ordinary  bill  of  lading  is  not  oonolasive,  as  between  the 
original  parties,  either  as  to  the  shipment  of  goode^  or  the 
quantity;  as  to  those  matters  it  operates  merely  as  a  receipt, 
and  is  open  to  explanation  on  the  trial,  by  parol  evidence.'' 
We  feel  no  disposition  to  question  the  authority  of  these  cases, 
or  to  disregard  the  principle  there  laid  down,  but  think  that 
this  case  is  distinguishable  in  its  facts  from  those  considered 
in  the  cases  referred  to. 

Here  the  parties  have  provided  by  express  language  for  the 
particular  contingency  arising  under  this  contract,  and  we  can 
evade  its  operation  only  by  disregarding  one  of  the  most  im- 
perative rules  in  the  interpretation  of  contracts.  A  primary 
rule  of  construction  requires  a  contract  to  be  so  construed  as 
to  give  some  meaning  and  effect  to  all  of  its  language,  and  if 
the  words  used  can  have  an  operation  which  leads  to  no  absurd 
results,  and  is  not  contrary  to  some  provision  of  law,  that  mean- 
ing must  be  adopted,  rather  than  one  which  would  render  the 
language  meaningless  and  inoperative. 

The  provisions  fixing  the  quantity  of  grain  received,  and 
providing  a  mode  by  which  any  deficiency  or  excess  in  quan- 
tity shall  be  dealt  with)  do  not  seem  susceptible  of  any  other 
effect  than  to  prescribe  a  rule  by  which  the  consignee  can  de- 
termine the  amount  of  freight  and  charges  payable  by  him  to 
the  carrier.  For  this  purpose  the  provision  has  a  legitimate 
and  natural  office  to  perform,  which  also  accords  with  the 
plain  signification  of  the  language  used. 

It  seems  reasonable  that  parties  should  agree  upon  the  quan- 
tity of  grain  shipped  when  it  is  designed  for  transportation  to 
distant  mai^ets,  with  a  view  of  avoiding  controyersies  between 
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carrier  and  consignee  upon  the  subject.  The  cargo  was  here 
weighed  into  the  vessel  under  the  supervision  and  control  of 
the  carriers,  and  they  had  every  opportunity  to  learn  the  quan- 
tity of  grain  actually  received  by  them.  They  thereupon  en- 
tered into  a  ooBtract  with  the  consignor  whereby  it  was  agreed 
that  any  deficiency  in  the  cargo  should  be  paid  for  by  them^ 
and  deducted  from  the  freight,  and  any  excess  in  quantity 
should  be  paid  to  them  by  the  consignee.  The  deficiency  and 
excess  referred  to  could  have  related  only  to  a  variation  from 
the  quantity  specified  in  the  bills  of  lading,  as  there  was  no 
other  standard  furnished  by  which  a  variation  could  be  esti- 
mated. This  was  a  contract  which  the  parties  were  competent 
to  make,  and  a  consideration  for  the  promise  to  pay  for  any 
deficiency  was  secured  by  the  right  to  collect  the  value  of  any 
excess.  These  were  mutual  obligations,  and  were  obviously 
incurred  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  disputes  over  the  quantity 
actually  received  by  the  carrier,  and  to  estop  him  from  dis- 
puting the  correctness  of  his  acknowledgment  The  parties 
plainly  contemplated  the  contingency  of  a  variance  in  the 
course  of  transportation,  between  the  quantity  of  grain  admitted 
to  have  been  received  by  them  and  that  subsequently  deliv- 
ered, and  provided  in  express  terms  the  mode  by  which  their 
respective  rights  should  be  adjusted  in  that  event  The  lan- 
guage of  the  contract  is  plain  and  unambiguous,  and  the  right 
of  the  parties  to  make  it  is  indisputable. 

Judge  Denio  said,  in  Meyer  v.  Peck^  28  N.  Y.  590:  "No  doubt 
it  might  be  made  a  matter  of  express  contract  that  the  carrier 
should  account  for  the  precise  quantity  acknowledged  in  the 
instrument,  and  that  no  other  evidence  on  that  point  should 
be  received."     See  lAahman  v.  Christiey  L.  R.  19  Q.  B.  D.  833. 

This,  we  think,  they  have  done  by  the  contract  in  question* 
The  consignee  in  this  case  is  but  the  agent  of  the  consignor, 
and  is  authorized  to  pay  only  such  freight  as  is  provided  for 
by  the  bill  of  lading.  He  can  hold  the  property  only  for  such 
advances  as  the  bill  of  lading  directs  him  to  make,  and  there 
is  no  principle  upon  which  he  can  be  made  liable  for  any 
greater  amount  than  that  called  for  by  the  letter  of  his  au- 
thority to  pay. 

We  have  not  considered  the  cases  treating  of  the  doctrine 
of  estoppel,  as  it  is  unnecessary,  in  the  view  we  take  of  the 
case,  to  invoke  that  principle. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 


Bhodsb  f •  Newhall.  [New  York. 

BiLU  «v  hMsaa,  OovcLxmiwmwm  or:  See  NaikmalBmk  i/  Commertt  w. 
C%tca^  efe;  A.  A.  Olx,  44  Minn.  fSi;  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  666^  Mid  Dotal  khOL 
of  lading  U  both  a  nooipt  and  a  oontraet  Aa  a  receipt^  it  nay  be  expliiifced 
or  oontradietod  by  end  eridenee;  bat  ae  a  oontraet^  tl  meigei  aH  prior  and 
oontemponuMOtta  agreementa»  and  in  the  abeenee  of  fraad  or  mirtebe,  il  eaa- 
not  be  explained  or  eoolradieted  by  parol  taettaMogri  Lmimtk  €t§»  B.  M,  Ch^ 
w.  rOHMb  119  bd. 
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TuPTS  V.  Griffin. 

[107  NOBTH  Caroliha,  47.] 

OoanmovAJ,  Salb  —  Covsidxration  ^  Loss  of  PsoFisTr  bbtobb  Pat- 
M BUT.  —  An  abflolate  promiso  to  pay  a  certain  tnm,  being  the  balance 
dne  upon  a  conditional  sale  of  personal  property  under  which  the  vendee 
took  possession  and  nsed  it  in  all  respects  as  his  own,  the  vendor  retain- 
ing the  title  until  the  parchase  price  was  paid,  is  based  npon  a  sufficient 
consideration,  and  may  be  enforced  in  the  event  that  the  property  is 
destroyed  by  fire  without  negligence  on*  the  part  of  the  vendee  before 
the  payment  of  the  purchase  price  or  any  default  in  the  payment 
thereol 

AcnoN  on  the  following  note  and  contract  of  Bale:  — 
••1162.50.  Lewiston,  N.  C,  June  18,  1888. 

*'  For  yalue  received,  November  1, 1889,  after  date,  I  promise 
to  pay  to  the  order  of  James  W.  Tufts  one  hundred  and  sixty- 
two  dollars  and  fifty  cents,  with  interest  at  six  per  cent.  The 
consideration  in  this  and  other  notes  is  the  following  described 
soda-water  fountain  [here  follows  description],  which  I  have  re- 
ceived of  said  James  W.  Tufts.  Nevertheless,  it  is  understood 
and  agreed  by  and  between  me  and  the  said  James  W.  Tufts 
that  the  title  to  the  above-mentioned  property  does  not  pass  to 
me,  and  that  until  all  said  notes  are  paid,  the  title  to  afore- 
said property  shall  remain  in  the  said  James  W.  Tufts,  who 
shall  have  the  right,  in  case  of  non-payment  at  maturity  of 
either  of  said  notes,  and  without  process  of  law,  may  enter 
and  retake  immediate  possession  of  said  property  wherever  it 
may  be,  and  remove  the  same.  J.  B.  Griffin. 

"Witness:  D.  C.  Winston." 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  for  the  amount  mentioned  in  the  aboT# 
agreement,  with  interest,  and  defendant  appeals. 


864  Tufts  v.  Gbiffin.  [N.  Carolina, 

W.  L.  WiUiamSj  for  the  appellant 
D.  C,  Winston^  for  the  respondent. 

Shepherd,  J.  This  is  a  case  of  the  first  impression  in  this 
state.  We  have  here  an  absolute  promise  of  the  defendant  to 
pay  the  plaintiff  a  certain  sum,  it  being  the  balance  of  the 
purchasf-money  due  the  plaintiff  upon  the  salf  of  a  soda  ap- 
paratus to  the  defendant.  The  sale  was  a  conditional  one: 
See  Clayton  v.  HesUr,  80  N.  C.  275;  Friek  ▼.  HiUiard,  95 
N.  C.  117,  and  the  cases  cited;  and  under  the  contract,  the 
defendant  took  the  apparatus  into  bis  poseesoion  and  used  it 
in  all  respects  as  his  own.  Without  any  negligence  cm  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  and  before  any  default  in  the  payment 
of  the  purchase-money,  the  property  was  destroyed  by  fire. 

The  question  is,  Who  shall  bear  the  loss?  The  defendant 
insists  that  it  should  fall  upon  the  plaintiff,  because  the  traoa* 
action  amounted  to  nothing  more  than  an  executory  agree- 
ment  to  sell,  and  that,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff  cannot  now 
perform  the  contract,  the  defendant  should  not  be  compelled 
to  pay.  It  is  very  true  that  such  contracts  are  sometimes 
called  executory  (as  in  the  case  of  Ellison  v.  Jone9y  4  Ired.  48), 
and  the  vendee  is  also  termed  a  bailee:  Perry  v.  Young^  105 
N.  C.  466;  but  it  must  be  observed  that  these  expressions  are 
used  in  reference  to  the  strict  legal  title  to  the  property,  and 
they  can  therefore  have  no  influence  in  the  determination  of 
the  present  question^  which  is  purely  one  of  consideration  for 
an  absolute  promise  to  pay. 

The  recent  decision  in  Burnley  v.  TufU,  66  Mise.  49, 14  Am. 
St.  Bep.  540,  is  directly  in  point.  There  it  seems  that  this  same 
plaintiff  sold  a  soda  apparatus  under  a  contract  precisely 
similar  to  this,  and  the  property  was  destroyed,  as  in  this 
case,  after  some  of  the  notes  had  been  paid,  and  before  the 
maturity  of  the  others.  The  court  decided  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  due  upon  the  remaining 
notes.  As  we  entirely  concur  in  the  reasoning  upon  which 
the  decision  is  based,  we  will  reproduce  a  part  of  the  language 
of  the  opinion.  The  court  says:  ''Burnley  unconditionally 
and  absolutely  promised  to  pay  a  certain  sum  for  the  prop- 
erty the  possession  of  which  he  received  from  Tufts.  The 
fact  that  the  property  has  been  destroyed  whUe  in  his  cus- 
tody, and  before  the  time  for  the  payment  of  the  note  last  due. 
on  payment  of  which  only  his  right  to  the  legal  title  of  the 
property  would  have  accrued,  does  not  relieve  him  of  payment 
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of  the  price  agreed  on.  He  got  exactly  what  he  contracted 
for;  vii.,  the  possession  of  the  property,  and  the  right  to  acquire 
An  absolute  title  by  payment  of  the  agreed  price.  The  trans- 
action was  something  more  than  an  executory  conditional 
sale.  The  seller  had  done  all  that  he  was  to  do,  except  to  re- 
ceive  the  purchase  price;  the  purchaser  had  received  all  that 
he  was  to  receive  as  the  consideration  of  his  promises  to  pay. 
The  inquiry  is  not  whether,  if  he  bad  foreseen  the  contin- 
gency which  has  occurred^  he  would  have  provided  against  it, 
nor  whether  he  might  have  made  a  more  prudent  contract, 
but  it  is  whether,  by  the  contract  he  has  made,  his  promise  is 
absolute  or  conditional.  The  contract  made  was  a  lawful  one, 
and,  as  we  have  said,  imposed  upon  the  buyer  an  absolute 
obligation  to  pay.  To  relieve  him  from  this  obligation,  the 
court  must  make  a  new  agreement  for  the  parties,  instead  of 
enforcing  the  one  made,  which  it  cannot  do.'' 

As  is  said  in  the  foregoing  extract,  the  vendor  has  done  all 
that  he  was  required  to  do,  and  the  transaction  amounted  to 
**  a  conditional  sale,  to  be  defeated  upon  the  non-performance 

of  the  conditions The  vendee  had  an  interest  in  the 

property  which  he  could  convey,  and  which  was  attachable  by 
his  creditors,  and  which  could  be  ripened  into  an  absolute  title 
by  the  performance  of  the  conditions":  1  Wharton  on  Con- 
tracts, 617. 

The  vendee  had  the  actual  legal  and  rightful  possession* 
with  a  right  of  property  upon  the  payment  of  the  money:  Vir^ 
cent  V.  Cornell,  18  Pick.  296;  28  Am.  Dec.  688. 

The  vendor  could  not  have  interfered  with  this  possession 
**  until  a  failure  to  perform  the  conditions '':  NewhaJX  v.  Kingt' 
hfury,  181  Mass.  445. 

Having  acquired  these  rights  under  the  contract,  and  the 
property  having  been  subjected  to  the  risks  incident  to  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  exclusive  right  of  possession,  it  would  seem  against 
natural  justice  to  say  that  there  was  no  consideration  for  the 
promise,  and  that  the  loss  should  fall  upon  the  plaintiff. 

The  case  of  Swallow  v.  Emery j  111  Mass.  856  (cited  by  the 
defendant),  may  perhaps  be  distinguished  from  ours,  because 
it  was  agreed  that  upon  the  payment  of  the  price  the  vendor 
was  to  execute  a  bill  of  sale  to  the  vendee.  However  this  may 
be,  we  think  that  the  principles  enunciated  in  Burnley  v.  Tufte^ 
66  Miss.  49,  14  Am.  St.  Rep.  540,  are  better  sustained,  both  by 
reason  and  authority,  and  we  therefore  affinn  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below. 

AX.  ST.  Rkf..  Voi.  XXn.  -66 
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Sales  —  Who  must  Bear  Loss  where  Propb&tt  Sold  is  kot  Paid  worn. 
—  The  rule  seems  to  be  well  settled  that  where  the  terms  of  a  sirojde  sale 
-of  aoy  specific  piece  of  personal  property  are  agreed  upon,  and  the  bargain  is 
-struck,  while  ererything  the  seller  has  to  do  about  it  is  completed,  and  be  has 
<«athorised  the  buyer  to  take  it,  the  contract  of  sale  becomes  absolute,  with- 
out actual  payment  or  delivery,  and  the  property  is  in  the  veudee,  who  has  the 
risk  of  loss  by  accident  or  otherwise  without  the  f anlt  of  the  seller:  Leontard  ▼. 
DamM,  1  Black,  476;  Wing  ▼.  Clark,  24  Me.  366;  PhUlipt  ▼.  Jfoor,  71  Me.  78; 
Barrow  ▼.  Wmdcw,  71  IlL  214;  WUlia  v.  fVUlu,  6  Daua,  48;  Sweeney  ▼.  Owdqf, 
14B.Mon.413.   The  rule  is  thus  stated  in  Aayefen  ▼.  Z>eme<«,  53N.Y.  426-431: 
**  Upon  a  valid  sale  of  specific  chattels,  when  nothing  remains  to  be  done  by 
the  vendor  except  delivery,  whether  oonditioned  upon  payment  or  not^  Uie 
right  of  property  passes  to  the  vendee,  at  who^e  risk  it  is  retained  by  the 
^vendor."    And  in  Joyce  v.  Adams,  8  N.  Y.  291-296,  it  was  said:  "It  is  a 
rgeneral  rule  of  law  that  where  a  contract  is  made  for  the  purchase  of  goods, 
«nd  nothing  is  said  about  payment  or  delivery,  the  property  passes  immedi- 
4ktely,  so  as  to  cast  upon  the  purchaser  all  future  risk,  if  nothing  further  re- 
'inains  to  be  done  to  the  goods,  although  he  cannot  take  them  away  without 
fMiying  the  price.     But  if  anything  remains  to  be  done  on  the  part  of  the 
-seller,  as  between  him  and  the  buyer,  such  as  weighing,  measuring,  or  eoont- 
'iug  out  of  a  common  parcel,  before  the  goods  purchased  are  to  be  delivered, 
nntil  that  is  done  the  right  of  property  has  not  attached  to  the  buyer,  and 
the  future  risk,  of  course,  remains  with  the  seller."    In  BiswU  v.  Baleom,  39 
K.  Y.  275-279,  it  was  said:  '*To  the  binding  legal  effect  of  such  a  sale,  at 
^he  common  law,  delivery  of  the  property  is  not  necessary  to  vest  the  title  in 
-the  purchaser,  or  to  place  the  property  at  his  risk,  nor  is  it  necessary  that 
■Skctual  payment  of  any  part  of  the  price  should  be  made.     On  the  contrary, 
the  sale  may  be  perfect,  the  title  pass,  and  the  property  be  at  the  risk  of  the 
>purohaser,  and  yet  the  vendor  retain  the  possession,  and  have  complete  right 
to  retain  the  possession  until  the  price  is  paid,  and  to  compel  payment  be- 
fore delivery."    Thus  if  part  of  the  price  be  paid  when  the  sale  is  made, 
and  no  express  stipulation  as  to  time  of  payment  of  the  remainder  is  made, 
■it  is  due  upon  delivery;  and  if  the  seller  is  prevented  from  making  delivery 
by  the  act  of  God,  he  may,  however,  recover  the  remainder  of  the  price 
irom  the  buyer:  Svoteney  v.  Owsley ,  14  B.  Mon.  413. 

Or  where  goods  are  sold  and  delivered,  to  be  paid  for  on  the  happening  of 
«ome  event,  the  vendor  may  recover,  though  the  event  on  which  payment  is 
made  to  depend  has  been  made  impossible  by  the  happening  of  an  accident. 
Thus,  where  all  the  wood  standing  upon  a  certain  lot  was  purchased  at  so 
much  per  cord,  to  be  cut  and  hauled  by  the  purchaser,  measured  in  his  yard, 
■and  paid  for  after  measurement,  and  after  a  part  of  the  wood  had  been  ont 
4ind  hauled,  a  large  part  remained  on  the  land,  and  was  there  burned,  the 
«onrt  decided  that  the  sale  was  complete,  and  that  the  seller  could  recover 
the  price  of  the  wood  burned,  upon  proof  of  its  quantity:  Ufson  v.  Holtmes, 
Ji\  Conn.  500.     So  where  a  specific  lot  of  sheep  are  sold,  to  be  delivered  and 
.paid  for  in  the  future,  and  before  delivery,  and  while  in  the  possession  of  the 
seller,  they  are  injured  without  his  fault,  he  may  nevertheless  recover  the 
price  of  the  sheep:  Barrow  y.  Window,  71  IlL  214.    So  where  one  bays  goods 
to  be  delivered  and  paid  for  at  a  certain  time,  and  before  that  time  they  are 
•destroyed  by  flood,  he  must  bear  the  loss:  Black  v.  WM,  20  Ohio,  304;  65 
Am.  Dec.  456.     Where  one  buys  a  quantity  of  barley  in  the  vendor's  store<> 
^hou^e,  at  a  certain  price  per  bushel,  the  quantity  to  be  afterwards  ascer- 
tained, and  the  vendor  agreeing  that  it  may  remain  nntil  a  fatore  day  named,  . 
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when  the  possession  of  the  storehouse  would  pass  to  another  party,  with 
whom  the  rendee  agreed  that  the  grain  might  remain  on  storage  after  the 
day  mentioned,  and  after  such  chang[e  of  possession  the  storehouse  and  grain 
were  burned,  it  was  decided  that  there  had  been  a  sale  and  delivery,  and 
that  tha  loee  occasioned  by  the  fire  must  be  borne  by  the  vendee:  Olyphant  ▼. 
Baker,  5  Denio^  879.  And  where  one  contracts  with  another  to  buy  all  his 
spring  lamba  at  a  certain  price  to  be  paid,  the  seller  to  pasture  them  nntO 
oalled  for,  tba  title  passes  to  the  purchaser,  without  specifically  setting  the 
property  apart,  and  if,  without  the  seller's  fault,  it  suffers  injury,  the  loss 
falls  on  the  purchaser:  Ber^eUon  ▼.  Botoer,  81  Ind.  512.  So  where,  upon  the 
sale  of  a  oolt,  the  parties  agree  that  it  shall  run  with  its  dam,  which  is  in 
the  possession  and  is  the  property  of  the  seller,  until  it  is  weaned,  and  then 
be  delivered  to  the  purchaser  upon  payment  of  the  price,  the  title  to  the  oolt 
passes  at  once  to  the  purchaser,  and  its  subsequent  safe-keeping  is  at  his  risk, 
and  he  remains  liable  for  the  price:  HenUne  v.  ffall,  4  Ind.  189.  So  upon  a 
sale  of  a  certain  quantity  of  wheat  at  ten  cents  per  bushel  less  than  the  Mil- 
waukee price  should  be  on  any  day  thereafter  which  the  seller  should  name, 
and  after  the  delivery  of  the  wheat  it  was  destroyed  by  fire  before  the  day 
with  reference  to  which  the  price  should  be  determined  had  been  named  by 
the  seller,  it  was  decided  that  the  title  to  the  wheat  was  in  the  purchaser, 
and  that  the  seller  was  entitled  to  the  price  upon  naming  the  day  with  refer* 
enoe  to  which  the  price  should  be  fixed:  McConneU  v.  Hughes^  29  Wis.  537. 
And  again,  upon  the  sale  of  an  entire  quantity  of  butter  at  a  certain  price 
per  pound,  the  purchaser  to  take  and  pay  for  part  at  once,  and  to  take  and 
pay  for  the  remainder  in  thirty  days,  and  after  taking  the  first  lot  the  re- 
mainder was  destroyed  by  fire,  without  the  fault  of  the  seller,  it  was  decided 
that  the  purchaser  was  liable  for  the  lot  burned:  8tckd  v.  ScoU,  66  HI.  106* 
So  where  the  seller  raised  tobacco  on  shares  on  the  purchaser's  farm,  where 
it  was  stored,  and  sold  his  share  of  it  to  him  at  a  certain  price  per  pound, 
ftipulating  that  when  the  purchaser  sold  the  tobacco  the  seller  was  to  receive 
sdl  in  excess  for  his  share  that  the  tobacco  should  bring  above  the  price  agreed 
upon,  after  deducting  expenses,  and  before  it  was  sold  by  the  purchaser  the 
whole  crop  was  destroyed  by  flood,  it  was  determined  that  the  purchaser  waa 
liable  to  the  seller  for  the  first  price  agreed  upon:  Rvihrauff  v.  Hagffnimeh,  58 
Pa.  St.  103.  So  where  a  buyer  purchases  or  orders  a  specific  quantity  of 
goo<ls  to  be  shipped  to  him  from  a  distant  place,  and  the  seller  delivers  them 
to  a  vessel  designated  by  the  buyer,  or  in  the  absence  of  such  designation, 
to  a  common  carrier,  the  mere  fact  that  the  goods  are  to  be  paid  for  by  nota 
or  in  oash,  upon  arrival,  does  not  prevent  the  title  from  passing.  The  goods 
are  the  property  of  the  buyer  and  at  his  risk  from  the  time  they  are  placed 
in  the  hands  of  the  carrier:  Farmer*  PhoaphcUe  Co.  v.  OUl,  69  Md.  537;  9  Aul 
8t  Rep.  443;  and  to  the  same  effect,  Mee  v.  MeNider,  109  N.  Y.  500. 

Under  conditional  sales,  where  the  title  to  the  property  is  to  remain  in  the 
seller  until  the  purchase  price  is  fully  paid,  while  the  possession  passes  to 
the  purchaser  at  the  time  of  sale,  there  seems  to  be  an  irreconcilable  conflict 
in  the  authorities  as  to  which  party  should  bear  the  loss  in  case  the  property 
is  lost  or  destroyed,  without  the  fault  of  the  seller,  before  the  last  payment  of 
the  purchase  price  is  made.  It  seems  to  us  that  the  better  reasoning  is  in 
favor  of  the  rule  adopted  in  the  case  of  simple  sales,  and  that  the  loss  should 
be  borne  by  the  purchaser. 

TbU  is  the  doctrine  stated  in  BunUey  v.  T^fU,  66  Miss.  540,  14  Am.  Sk 
Rep.  540,  from  whioh  the  rule  adopted  in  the  principal  case  was  drawn. 

Where  the  purchaser  unconditionally  and  absolutely  promises  to  pay  a 
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tain  ram  for  personal  property,  the  title  to  which  te  to  remain  in  tiie  leDar 
until  the  full  price  ia  paid,  the  fact  that  the  property  la  destroyed  by  fifl« 
before  the  time  for  the  last  payment  to  be  made  arrives,  and  while  in  tlie 
eostody  of  the  bnyer,  will  not  relieve  him  from  the  payment  of  the  fnll  priee 
agreed  npon.  In  Bandit  w.  Stone,  77  Ga.  501,  the  facts  of  which  are  given 
hi  the  note  to  Burnley  ▼.  JS{fU,  14  Am.  St.  Rep.  541,  the  ooui  was  of  an 
entirely  different  opinion,  and  there  decided  that  in  an  exactly  similar  caae 
the  loss  must  be  borne  by  the  seller,  becaose  the  title  remained  in  him.  So 
in  SwaUow  ▼.  £hnery.  111  Mass.  355,  the  rule  adopted  in  BandU  ▼.  fitone,  77 
Oa.  501,  prevailed.  Chapman,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion,  said:  "It 
appears  that  the  plaintiff  delivered  the  horses,  wagon,  and  harnesses  to 
Waby  to  be  used,  and  nnder  a  contract  of  sale  when  the  stipniated  priee 
shonld  be  paid.  The  price  was  to  be  a  gross  sum  for  the  whole  property, 
and  payable  in  labor.  The  articles  were  to  remain  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff  tUl  the  whole  amount  should  be  paid.  After  the  payment^  the 
plaintiff  was  to  give  Waby  a  bill  of  sale.  The  loss  of  one  of  the  horses  by 
its  death,  without  any  fault  on  the  part  of  Waby,  was  the  plaintiff's  loss, 
and  disabled  him  from  performing  the  oontraot  on  his  part;  nor  would  he 
be  entitled  to  receive  the  groas  eun  for  the  rest  of  the  property.  ....  By 
retaining  the  property  that  remained,  Waby  would  be  liable  to  pay  for  that 
property,  and  not  the  gross  sum  agreed  upon  for  the  whole.  ** 

In  Stone  ▼.  Waiie,  88  Ala.  599,  it  was  decided  that  under  an  executory  sale 
of  a  stock  of  goods,  at  a  price  to  be  ascertained  on  taking  an  inventory,  one 
half  to  be  paid  immediately,  a  note  given  for  the  remainder,  and  the  title 
tained  by  the  seller  until  such  conditions  were  performed,  the  accidental  I 
of  the  goods  by  fire,  after  the  completion  of  the  inventory  and  the  delivery 
of  the  key  to  the  store  to  the  purchaser,  but  before  the  first  payment  waa 
made  or  the  note  for  the  balance  given,  falls  on  the  seller,  who  oannot  re- 
cover the  price  nor  the  money  deposited  by  the  buyer  as  a  forfeit;  the  firs, 
however,  excuses  the  seller  ttom  performing  his  oootraoti  and  the  bajer 
oannot  recover  a  forfeit  deposited  by  the  former. 
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KiooTfABLB  Ihstbumemtb— Aooommodation  Papbr^Liabilitt  07  ILUUB 
▲FTBB  Ikdobsbmbht.  ^  A  uoto  made  payable  by  the  maker  to  himself, 
and  signed  by  others  ae  accommodation  paper,  to  enable  such  maker  to 
raise  money  thereon«  and  indorsed  by  him  for  that  purpose,  amy  be  ea* 
forced,  not  only  aa  against  such  maker  and  indoner,  bat  alao  as  tigainst 
the  other  accommodation  makers. 

Action  upon  the  following  note:  — 

*'  Sixty  days  after  date,  we  jointly  and  severally  promise  to 
pay  Qriffin  and  Temple,  negotiable  and  payable  without  offset, 
at  the  Norfolk  National  Bank,  four  hundred  dollars,  for  value 
received.  (Signed)  ** J.  W.  Griffih. 

•*W.  O.  Tbmpli. 

^  J.  R.  Etheridoi. 

«W.  S.  Tkmplk," 
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The  first  two  makers  were  partners,  and  Etheridge  and  W.  S. 
Temple  received  no  benefit  from  the  note,  they  having  signed 
as  accommodation  makers,  to  enable  Griffin  and  Temple  to 
raise  money  on  the  note.  Griffin  and  Temple  indorsed  the 
note  for  value  to  plaintiff,  and  it  remains  unpaid.  Judg- 
ment for  plaintiff  against  all  of  the  makers  of  the  note,  and 
Etheridge  and  W.  8.  Temple  appeal. 

E.  F.  Aydlett,  for  the  appellants. 

Prudsn  atid  VanUj  for  the  respondent* 

Clark,  J.  A  bond  made  payable  to  the  obligor  is  void:  Psar^ 
$an  V.  NeiHt,  1  Dev.  815;  17  Am.  Dec.  668;  Ju8tiee$  v.  Shannon-^ 
howej  2  Dev.  6;  Justices  v.  Armstrong,  3  Dev.  285.  A  bond  is  a 
deed,  and  no  man  can  execute  and  deliver  a  deed  to  himself. 

''According  to  common-law  principles,  a  promissory  note 
made  payable  by  a  person  to  himself  creates,  of  itself,  no  li'a- 
bility  upon  him  to  pay  it.  This  is  so,  not  for  the  reason  that 
it  is  contrary  to  public  policy,  immoral,  or  illegal,  but  because 
a  person  cannot  contract  with  himself":  Jenkins  v.  Bass,  88 
Ky.  397;  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  844.  Indeed,  there  is  no  contract 
till  such  paper  has  been  indorsed  over  to  another,  when  there 
springs  up  by  the  law  merchant  a  valid  contract  between  the 
maker  and  indorsee:  1  Daniel  on  Negotiable  Instruments,  sec. 
130;  Wood  V.  Maytton,  10  Ad.  &  B.  809  (59  Eng.  Com.  L.); 
Smith  V.  Lusfur,  5  Cow.  688;  Plets  v.  Johnson^  8  ffill,  112;  Jen- 
Inns  V.  Bass,  88  Ky.  397;  21  Am.  St  Rep.  344. 

In  this  case,  the  note,  upon  its  face,  was  executed  for  the 
purpose  of  being  negotiated.  It  is  found  as  a  fact  that  the 
defendants  signed  it  as  accommodation  paper,  to  enable  those 
of  the  makers  who  are  named  as  payees  therein  to  raise  money 
on  the  paper.  Doubtless  they  were  so  named  as  payees  be- 
cause it  was  not  yet  known  who  would  lend  money  on  the 
note,  and  it  was  desired  not  to  leave  the  names  of  payees  in 
blank.  Such  practice  is  not  unusual,  and  is  well  recognized 
by  the  law  merchant. 

The  note  was  negotiated,  as  defendants  intended  should  be 
done,  and  value  received  thereon.  To  protect  them,  upon  the 
technical  grounds  set  up,  against  the  consequences  of  theii 
own  act  would  be  against  good  morals,  and  would  enable 
them  to  perpetrate  a  fraud  on  the  plaintiff.  By  the  indorse- 
ment  to  plaintiff,  the  contract,  till  then  imperfect,  becama 
perfect  and  completed. 

No  error. 
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Nbgotiabls  I;«str(ticent8  —  Accommodatiok  Paper  —  Lxabilitt  op 
IIakbb  ArrsR  Indorsement.  —  Where  a  note  u  drawn  and  indoned  for  tiba 
aooommodation  of  the  indorser,  who  gives  a  hond  of  indemnity  to  the  maker, 
the  latter  will  not  be  discharged:  Bcuik  qf  Montgomery  ▼.  Walker,  9  Serg.  Ik 
R.  229;  11  Am.  Deo.  709,  and  note.  The  aooommodation  maker  of  a  note  ia 
liable  to  pay  it  according  to  its  tenor,  and  cannot  allege  that  he  waa  a  mere 
•oretyt  8i^BhM»  t.  Monongahela  etc  Bank,  88  Pa.  St  167;  82  Am.  Bep.  4S8^ 


Hawes  V.  Blaokwbll. 

(107  North  Carouma,  198.1 

BAincii  AVi>  Bankzho  ~  Deposit.  —  When  a  bank,  in  the  ooone  of  bniinw^ 
reoeiTea  deposits  of  money,  in  the  absence  of  any  agreement  to  the  coa- 
trary,  it  at  onoe  becomes  the  money  of  the  bank  as  part  of  iti  general 
funds,  and  can  be  used  by  it  for  any  purpose  for  which  it  may  nse  money 
otherwise  acquired. 

Banks  and  Banking  —  Relation  between  Bank  and  Depositor.  ^  A 
depositor,  when  he  makes  a  deposit,  becomes  a  creditor  of  the  bank,  and 
the  latter  becomes  his  debtor,  for  the  amount  of  money  deposited,  agree- 
ing to  discharge  the  debt  so  created  by  honoring  and  paying  the  checks 
or  orders  drawn  upon  it  by  the  depositor,  when  presented,  not  exceeding 
the  amount  deposited. 

Banks  and  Banking.  — Relation  between  Bank  and  Depositob  is  that 
of  debtor  and  creditor,  and  has  none  of  the  elements  of  a  trust  about  it- 
The  bank  does  not  assume  to  become  a  fiduciary  as  to  the  money  de- 
posited, nor  does  it  agree  to  hold  it  in  trust  for  the  depositor. 

Banks  and  Banking  —  Rights  op  Check-holder  or  Payee.  ^  The  payee 
or  holder  of  a  check  for  part  of  a  deposit  cannot,  in  the  absence  of 
ground  for  equitable  relief,  maintain  his  separate  action  against  the 
bank  for  non-payment  on  presentation,  until  the  bank  has  accepted 
the  check  or  agreed  to  pay  it.  He,  however,  has  his  remedy  against 
the  drawer,  or  they  may  jointly  recover  against  the  bank,  subject  to 
its  rights  of  set-off  against  the  depositor,  and  to  pay  all  his  outstanding 
checks  of  which  it  has  notice  before  such  check  is  presented. 

Banks  and  Banking  —  Rights  op  Check-holder.  —  A  check,  as  to  the 
drawer  thereof,  is  an  assignment  to  the  holder  of  the  deposit  to  the 
amount  specified  in  the  check,  but  it  does  not  create  a  lien  as  against 
the  bank.  The  holder  simply  has  an  interest  in  the  deposit,  subject  to 
the  bank's  right  of  set-off  against  the  depositor,  and  to  pay  his  outstand- 
ing checks  reoeived  and  paid  before  notice. 

Banks  and  Banking  —  Rights  op  Cheok-holdkr.  —  A  check  for  the  whole 
of  a  deposit  is  an  assignment  of  the  depositor's  whole  debt  against  the 
bank,  and  entitles  the  holder  to  maintain  his  separate  action  therefor 
against  the  bank  upon  presentation  of  the  check  and  refusal  of  payment, 
subject  to  the  bank's  right  of  set-off  against  the  depositor,  and  to  pay 
his  outstanding  checks  received  and  paid  before  notioe. 

Banks  and  Banking  —  Remedy  op  Check-holder.  ^The  diawer  of  a  dieok 
agrees  that  it  will  be  paid  by  the  bank  when  duly  presented  for  par- 
ment,  and  upon  refusal  by  the  bank  to  pay,  the  holder  has  his  rsmedy 
against  the  drawer  for  his  breach  of  contract 
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Banks  and  BAtrcnro  —  Deposit  —  Assignment  of,  b^  Bank.  —  The  money 
of  a  general  depositor  in  a  bank  is  the  property  of  the  bank,  and. 
subject  to  auignment  by  it  for  the  benefit  of  creditors. 

Banks  and  Banking  —  Assignment  of  Deposit  —  Right  of  Check-holdeb^ 
—  The  holder  of  a  check  drawn  before,  and  presented  for  payment  after^ 
an  assignment  by  the  bank  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  is  not  entitled  to 
the  amount  thereof  as  against  the  assignee.  He  is  only  entitled,  a* 
against  him,  to  his  pro  rata  share  of  the  fund  remaining  after  the  payment 
of  preferred  creditors,  while  as  against  the  drawer  he  is  entitled  to  hav» 
so  much  of  his  deposit  as  is  named  in  the  check  set  apart  for  its  payment^ 
■abject  to  the  rights  of  the  bank  and  its  assignee. 

Action  upon  a  check  drawn  by  J.  W.  Blackwell  on  the- 
Bank  of  Durham,  in  favor  of  S.  H.  Hawes,  or  order,  for  $508.80. 
At  the  time  that  the  check  was  drawn,  J.  W.  Blackwell  was  a 
depositor  for  more  than  the  amount  named  therein  in  th» 
Bank  of  Durham,  owned  and  conducted  by  W.  T.  BlackwelL 
After  the  check  was  drawn,  but  before  it  was  presented,  re» 
fused  payment,  and  protested,  W.  T.  Blackwell  assigned  ii> 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  making  the  general  deposi* 
tors  of  the  bank  a  class  of  fifth  preferred  creditors.  At  the^ 
time  that  such  check  was  presented  for  payment,  the  amount 
in  the  bank  to  the  credit  of  J.  W.  Blackwell,  as  a  general  de» 
positor,  far  exceeded  the  amount  named  therein.  After  the^ 
check  was  drawn,  and  before  it  was  presented  for  payment^ 
J.  W.  Blackwell  assigned  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  The 
check  was  not  preferred  in  this  assignment,  and  the  estate  of 
•the  assignor  was  not  sufiicient  to  pay  it,  or  any  part  thereof^ 
while  the  estate  of  W.  T.  Blackwell  is  sufiicient  to  pay  the  de* 
positors  of  the  bank  in  full.  W.  T.  Blackwejl's  assignees  took 
possession  of  his  estate  without  notice  of  the  existence  of  th& 
check,  and  before  its  presentment,  although  they  had  notice 
of  J.  W.  Blackwell's  assignment  before  that  time,  and  the 
latter's  assignees  took  possession  of  his  estate,  and  had  notice 
of  W.  T.  Black  well's  assignment,  before  the  presentment  of 
the  check  or  their  knowledge  of  its  existence.  In  this  actioa 
by  Hawes  against  J.  W.  Blackwell  and  his  assignees,  and 
W.  T.  Blackwell  and  his  assignees,  the  court  decreed,  upon  th» 
facts  stated,  that  plaintiff  recover  of  defendants  the  amount,, 
with  interest,  remaining  unpaid  upon  the  check  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  funds  of  the  Bank  of  Durham,  or  W.  T.  Blackwell,  due 
to  the  account  of  J.  W.  Blackwell  as  a  depositor  in  such  bank* 
Defendants  appealed  from  this  judgment. 

W,  W,  FuLUty  for  the  appellants. 

J,  8.  Manning^  for  the  respondent. 
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Mbrrimon,  C.  J.  When  a  bank,  in  the  ooune  of  its  bnsineBSi 
receives  deposits  of  money,  in  the  absence  of  any  agreement  to 
the  contrary,  the  money  deposited  with  it  at  once  becomes  that 
of  the  bank,  part  of  its  general  funds,  and  can  be  used  by  it 
for  any  purpose,  just  as  it  uses,  or  may  use,  its  moneys  other- 
wise  acquired.  The  depositor,  when,  and  as  soon  as,  he  so  makes 
a  deposit,  becomes  a  creditor  of  the  bank,  and  the  latter  be- 
comes his  debtor,  for  the  amount  of  money  deposited,  agreeing 
to  discharge  the  debt  so  created  by  honoring  and  paying  the 
checks  or  orders  the  depositor  may,  from  time  to  time,  draw 
upon  it,  when  presented,  not  exceeding  the  amount  deposited. 
The  relation  of  the  bank  and  depositor  is  simply  that  of  debtor 
and  creditor,  the  debt  to  be  discharged  punctually,  in  the  way 
just  indicated.  The  contract  between  them,  whether  express 
or  implied,  is  legal  in  its  nature,  and  there  is  no  element  or 
quality  in  it  different  from  the  same  in  ordinary  agreements 
or  promises  founded  upon  a  valuable  consideration  to  pay  a 
sum  of  money,  specified  or  implied,  to  another  party.  There 
are  none  of  the  elements  of  a  trust  in  it.  The  bank  does  no^ 
assume  or  become  a  fiduciary  as  to  the  money  deposited  foi 
the  depositor,  nor  does  it  agree  to  hold  a  like  sum  in  trust  foi 
him:  Boy  den  v.  Bank,  65  N.  C.  13;  Bank  v.  MiUard,  10  WalL 
162;  Laclede  Bank  v.  SchuUr,  120  U.  8.  511. 

Hence  if  the  bank  should  fail  to  pay  its  depositor,  when 
called  upon  to  do  so,  the  latter  would  have  his  remedy  by 
proper  action,  just  as  in  the  ordinary  case  where  the  debtor 
refused  to  pay  his  creditor  the  debt  be  owed  him.  If  the  de- 
positor should  draw  his  check  on  the  bank  for  some  part  of 
his  deposit,  —  the  debt  the  bank  owed  him,  —  the  payee,  or 
holder  of  such  check,  could  not  maintain  his  separate  action 
against  the  bank  for  non-payment  of  the  check  on  presenta- 
tion of  the  same  for  payment;  it  could  not,  until  the  banlr 
accepted  the  check  or  agreed  to  pay  it  Then,  and  not  tali 
then,  would  the  bank  become  his  debtor  in  his  sole  right  as 
against  it  The  check,  however,  in  the  hands  of  the  payee 
thereon,  or  the  holder  thereof,  would  have  an  interest  in  the 
deposit,  as  against  the  drawer,  to  the  amount  specified  in  the 
check,  subject  to  the  right  of  the  bank  to  pay  all  oustanding 
checks  of  the  depositor,  and  such  as  he  might  subsequently 
draw,  and  which  might  be  paid  before  it  had  notice  of  the 
check  in  question,  and  subject  to  the  right  of  the  bank  to  set 
off  debts  due  which  the  depositor  might  owe  at  the  time  such 
oheck  should  be  presented.    The  check,  as  to  drawer  thereof 
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IB,  in  effect,  an  assignment  to  the  holder  thereof  to  the  amount 
specified  in  the  check;  and  under  the  method  of  civil  proce- 
dure in  this  state,  the  depositor  and  the  holder  of  the  check 
might  jointly  maintain  an  action  against  the  bank  for  the  de- 
posit, in  case  it  failed  to  pay  the  same  when  called  upon,  and 
they  might  recover,  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  bank,  as  above 
explained.  And  so,  also,  if  the  depositor  had  given  his  check 
for  the  whole  of  his  deposit,  the  holder  might  maintain  his 
separate  action  against  the  bank  if  it  refused  to  pay  the  same, 
subject  to  its  rights  as  to  checks  on  the  deposit  paid  before 
notice  of  such  check,  and  likewise  subject  to  its  rights  of  set- 
off. This  is  so,  because  the  check  for  the  whole  deposit  would 
be,  in  effect,  an  assignmeht  of  the  depositor's  whole  debt  against 
the  bank  to  the  holder  of  such  check.  He,  being  the  real  owner 
of  the  deposit,  —  the  debt,  —  might  sue  for  it  in  his  own  name. 
And  a  holder  of  a  check  for  a  part  of  a  deposit  might,  in  some 
cases,  have  appropriate  equitable  relief,  as  against  the  depositor 
and  the  bank,  if  they  should  seek  to  impair  his  rights  as  the 
equitable  owner,  against  the  drawer  of  part  of  the  deposit. 
Such  check  makes  the  holder  thereof  part  owner  of  the  deposit, 
as  against  the  drawer,  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  bank.  The 
depositor  agrees,  in  effect,  by  implication  of  law,  to  set  apart 
so  much  of  his  deposit  as  is  specified  in  the  check,  for  the  holder 
thereof.  As  against  the  drawer,  that  much  of  the  deposit  be- 
longs to  the  drawee.  If,  however,  it  turns  out  that  the  check 
is  not  paid  by  the  bank,  on  due  presentation  for  payment,  the 
holder  of  the  check  will  have  his  remedy  against  the  drawer. 
The  depositor  —  the  drawer  —  agrees  that  the  check  will  be 
paid  by  the  bank  when  it  shall  be  duly  presented  to  it  for  pay- 
ment, and  if  it  shall  not  be,  then  there  will  be  a  breach  of  the 
drawer's  contract  with  the  holder  of  the  check:  Kahnweiler  v. 
Anderson,  78  N.  C.  133;  Nimoeks  v.  Woody,  97  N.  C.  1;  2  Am. 
St.  Rep.  268;  Brem  v.  Covington,  104  N.  C,  589;  Spain  v. 
HamUton^s  Adm\  1  Wall.  604,  624;  Laclede  Bank  v.  Sehuler^ 
120  U.  S.  611;  Morse  on  Banking,  sec.  496. 

Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  depositor  of  the  Bank  of  Dur- 
ham, James  W.  Blackwell,  was  the  simple  creditor  of  that 
bank  to  the  amount  of  his  deposit;  it  owed  him  a  debt  for  that 
sum,  just  as  it  owed  its  creditors  other  than  its  depositors. 
It  did  not  hold  the  money  he  deposited,  or  any  part  of  its 
moneys,  in  special  trust  for  him,  or  for  any  person  to  whom 
he  gave  checks  on  the  bank.  The  owner  of  the  bank,  the  de- 
fendant William  T.  Blackwell,  might  sell,  assign,  and  trans- 
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fer  all  hiB  property,  including  all  the  assets  of  the  bank,  as  he 
did  do,  to  the  defendant's  trustees  for  his  creditors,  including 
the  deposits  of  general  depositors  in  the  bank,  and  the  latler 
were  on  the  same  footing  as  other  creditors,  except  as  he  classi* 
fied  them  and  preferred  certain  classes  over  others  in  the 
trust  created  for  their  benefit  The  depositor,  James  W.  Black- 
well,  might  have  maintained  his  action  against  the  bank  to 
recover  from  it  the  amount  of  his  deposit  therein,  when  and  as 
soon  as  it  failed  and  refused  to  pay  him  the  same.  The  pres- 
ent plaintiff  might  have  joined  him  in  such  action,  because 
he  had,  in  effect,  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  part  of  the  deposit, 
a  part  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  check.  But  the  plaintiff 
could  not  have  maintained  a  8eparate*action  against  the  bank 
for  the  amount  of  the  check,  because  the  bank  did  not  accept 
and  agree  to  pay  it,  nor  did  the  plaintiff  have  any  equitable 
or  other  lien  upon  the  assets  of  the  bank.  It  was  not  charged 
with  a  particular  trust  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  He  was  on 
no  better  footing  than  any  other  creditor  of  the  bank.  The 
plaintiff  might  have  maintained  his  action  against  the  drawer 
of  the  check,  the  subject  of  the  action,  beoause  the  drawer,  in 
legal  effect,  contracted  with  him  that  the  check  would  be  paid 
on  presentation  to  the  bank,  and  it  was  not  so  paid.  He  can 
maintain  this  action  against  the  defendant  drawer  of  the 
check  because  of  such  breach  of  contract  Moreover,  such 
drawer,  when  he  drew  the  check  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  in 
effect  sold  and  assigned  to  him  a  part  of  his  particular  de- 
posit—  his  debt  against  the  bank  —  equal  to  the  sum  of 
money  specified  in  the  check.  Hence  if  the  plaintiff  shall 
recover  against  the  drawer  of  the  check  in  question,  he  will 
be  entitled,  in  equity,  to  share  in  whatever  sum  shall  be  paid 
to  such  drawer,  or  the  defendant's  trustees  for  his  creditors, 
on  account  of  his  deposit  in  the  Bank  of  Durham  by  the 
trustees  of  William  T.  Blackwell.  This  is  so,  because  the 
drawer,  James  W.  Blackwell,  as  we  have  seen,  in  legal  effect 
specially  set  apart  so  much  of  his  deposit  as  was  equal  to  the 
amount  of  the  check  drawn  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  to  pay  it 
The  ground  of  the  plaintiff's  recovery  from  the  defendant 
James  W.  Blackwell  is,  that  the  latter  drew  the  check  on  the 
bank  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  thereby  agreed  that  the 
bank  would  pay  the  same  when  presented  for  payment  But 
the  bank  did  not  pay  the  check,  and  the  plaintiff's  action  at 
once  accrued  against  the  drawer,  as  we  have  seen,  upon  such 
breach   of  contract.      The   plaintiff  may   recover,   for  such 
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breach,  the  amount  of  the  check,  and  he  has  a  right  to  have 
80  much  of  the  drawer's  deposit  as  was  specially  set  apart  to 
pay  the  check  applied  to  the  payment  of  his  judgment  against 
the  drawer,  because  that  part  of  the  deposit  was  devoted  to 
the  purpose  of  paying  the  check. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover judgment  against  William  T.  Blackwell  and  the  defend- 
ant's  trustees  for  his  creditors  on  account  of  the  plaintiff's 
check,  nor  against  the  defendant's  trustees  for  the  creditors 
of  James  W.  Blackwell.  He  is  entitled  to  recover  judgment 
against  James  W.  Blackwell  for  the  amount  of  his  check,  and 
to  have  it  adjudged  that  so  much  of  the  dividends  in  the 
hands  of  the  defendant's  trustees  for  the  creditors  of  William 
T.  Blackwell  as  shall  be  paid  on  account  of  the  deposit  of 
James  W.  Blackwell  as  will  be  equal  to  the  pro  rata  share 
thereof  in  favor  of  the  check  of  the  plaintiff  be  applied  to  the 
payment  of  the  plaintiff's  judgment,  so  far  as  the  same  may 
be  adequate;  and  to  have  it  further  adjudged  that  the  defend- 
ant trustees  of  the  creditors  of  the  defendant  James  W.  Black- 
well  shall  allow  such  judgment  to  share  in  the  assets  in  their 
hands  in  the  class  of  creditors  to  which  it  shall  belong  by  the 
terms  of  the  deed  of  trust,  whose  provisions  they  are  charged 
to  execute;  and  further,  to  pay  out  of  the  dividends  they  have 
received  from  the  defendant's  trustees  for  the  creditors  of 
William  T.  Blackwell,  on  account  of  such  deposit  of  the  de- 
fendant James  W.  Blackwell,  the  pro  rata  share  of  the  check 
of  the  plaintiff  in  such  dividends  to  the  credit  of  the  plain- 
tiff's judgment,  so  far  as  the  same  may  be  adequate. 

There  is  error.  The  judgment  must  be  corrected  as  di- 
rected in  this  opinion,  and  when  so  corrected,  affirmed.  To 
that  end,  let  this  opinion  be  certified  to  the  superior  court* 
It  is  so  ordered.  

BaVKS  and  BaNKINO. — RSLATION    BBTWSXN  A  BaNK  AND  A  DePOSFTOR 

is  that  of  debtor  and  creditor,  and  the  former  impliedly  contracts  to  pay  oai 
the  money  deposited  only  npon  the  check  or  order  of  the  latter:  Sfupman  v. 
Bank  qf  State  qf  New  York,  126  N.  Y.  318;  arUe,  p.  821,  and  note. 

Banks  and  Banking.  —  Chbcks,  whbthbr  Operatb  as  an  Assiqnmbnt 
OF  THB  Drawer's  Fund,  or  a  part  thereof,  in  the  bank  against  which  they 
are  drawn:  See  note  to  Hemphill  ▼.  Yerke»,  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  609-6]2,  wherein 
is  discussed  the  remedies  of  a  oheok-holdsr  npon  the  refusal  of  the  bank  ta 
pay  his  check. 

Banks  and  Banking  —  Dkposits.  —  ^e  simple  deposit  of  money  in  » 
bank  on  account  is  a  general  deposit,  and  transfers  the  ownership  of  the 
fnnds  to  the  bank:  BoeUeher  y.  Colorado  NaL  Bank,  16  CoL  16;  AUantie  NaL 
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fer  all  his  property,  including  all  the  assets  of  the  bank,  as  he 
did  do,  to  the  defendant's  trustees  for  his  creditors,  including 
the  deposits  of  general  depositors  in  the  bank,  and  the  latter 
were  on  the  same  footing  as  other  creditors,  except  as  he  classi- 
fied them  and  preferred  certain  classes  over  others  in  the 
trust  created  for  their  benefit  The  depositor,  James  W.  Black- 
well,  might  have  maintained  his  action  against  the  bank  to 
recover  from  it  the  amount  of  his  deposit  therein,  when  and  as 
soon  as  it  failed  and  refused  to  pay  him  the  same.  The  pre»> 
ent  plaintiff  might  have  joined  him  in  such  action,  because 
he  had,  in  effect,  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  part  of  the  deposit, 
a  part  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  check.  But  the  plaintifT 
could  not  have  maintained  a  6eparate*action  against  the  bank 
for  the  amount  of  the  check,  because  the  bank  did  not  accept 
and  agree  to  pay  it,  nor  did  the  plaintiff  have  any  equitable 
or  other  Uen  upon  the  assets  of  the  bank.  It  was  not  charged 
with  a  particular  trust  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  He  was  on 
no  better  footing  than  any  other  creditor  of  the  bank.  The 
plaintiff  might  have  maintained  his  action  against  the  drawer 
of  the  check,  the  subject  of  the  action,  beoause  the  drawer,  in 
legal  effect,  contracted  with  him  that  the  check  would  be  paid 
on  presentation  to  the  bank,  and  it  was  not  so  paid.  He  can 
maintain  this  action  against  the  defendant  drawer  of  the 
check  because  of  such  breach  of  contract.  Moreover,  such 
drawer,  when  he  drew  the  check  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  in 
effect  sold  and  assigned  to  him  a  part  of  his  particular  de- 
posit—  his  debt  against  the  bank  —  equal  to  the  sum  of 
money  specified  in  the  check.  Hence  if  the  plaintiff  shall 
recover  against  the  drawer  of  the  check  in  question,  he  will 
be  entitled,  in  equity,  to  share  in  whatever  sum  shall  be  paid 
to  such  drawer,  or  the  defendant's  trustees  for  his  creditors, 
on  account  of  his  deposit  in  the  Bank  of  Durham  by  the 
trustees  of  William  T.  Blackwell.  This  is  so,  because  the 
drawer,  James  W.  Blackwell,  as  we  have  seen,  in  legal  effect 
specially  set  apart  so  much  of  his  deposit  as  was  equal  to  the 
amount  of  the  check  drawn  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  to  pay  it. 
The  ground  of  the  plaintiff's  recovery  from  the  defendant 
James  W.  Blackwell  is,  that  the  latter  drew  the  check  on  the 
bank  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  thereby  agreed  that  the 
bank  would  pay  the  same  when  presented  for  payment.  But 
the  bank  did  not  pay  the  check,  and  the  plaintiff's  action  at 
once  accrued  against  the  drawer,  as  we  have  seen,  upon  such 
breach   of  contract.      The   plaintiff  may   recover,   for  such 
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breach,  the  amount  of  the  check,  and  he  has  a  right  to  have 
so  much  of  the  drawer's  deposit  as  was  specially  set  apart  to 
pay  the  check  applied  to  the  payment  of  his  judgment  against 
the  drawer,  because  that  part  of  the  deposit  was  devoted  to 
the  purpose  of  paying  the  check. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover judgment  against  William  T.  Blackwell  and  the  defend- 
ant's trustees  for  his  creditors  on  account  of  the  plaintiff's 
check,  nor  against  the  defendant's  trustees  for  the  creditors 
of  James  W.  Blackwell.    He  is  entitled  to  recover  judgment 
against  James  W.  Blackwell  for  the  amount  of  his  check,  and 
to  have  it  adjudged  that  so  much  of  the  dividends  in  the 
hands  of  the  defendant's  trustees  for  the  creditors  of  William 
T.  Blackwell  as  shall  be  paid  on  account  of  the  deposit  of 
James  W.  Blackwell  as  will  be  equal  to  the  pro  rata  share 
thereof  in  favor  of  the  check  of  the  plaintiff  be  applied  to  the 
payment  of  the  plaintiff's  judgment,  so  far  as  the  same  may 
be  adequate;  and  to  have  it  further  adjudged  that  the  defend- 
ant trustees  of  the  creditors  of  the  defendant  James  W.  Black- 
well  shall  allow  such  judgment  to  share  in  the  assets  in  their 
hands  in  the  class  of  creditors  to  which  it  shall  belong  by  the 
terms  of  the  deed  of  trust,  whose  provisions  they  are  charged 
to  execute;  and  further,  to  pay  out  of  the  dividends  they  have 
received  from  the  defendant's  trustees   for  the   creditors  of 
William  T.  Blackwell,  on  account  of  such  deposit  of  the  de- 
fendant James  W.  Blackwell,  the  pro  rata  share  of  the  check 
of  the  plaintiff  in  such  dividends  to  the  credit  of  the  plain- 
tiff's judgment,  so  far  as  the  same  may  be  adequate. 

There  is  error.  The  judgment  must  be  corrected  as  di- 
rected in  this  opinion,  and  when  so  corrected,  affirmed.  To 
that  end,  let  this  opinion  be  certified  to  the  superior  court* 
It  is  so  ordered.  

BaVKS  AKD  BANSITfO. — RSLATIOV    BBTWXKN  A  BaNK  AND  A  BbPOSFTOR 

is  that  of  debtor  and  creditor,  and  the  former  impliedly  contracts  to  pay  oni 
the  money  deposited  only  upon  the  check  or  order  of  the  latter:  Shipman  v. 
Sank  qfStaU  qf  New  York,  126  N.  Y.  318;  ante,  p.  821,  and  note. 

Banks  and  Banking.  —  Checks,  whbthbr  Opbrats  as  an  Assiqnmbnt 
OF  THB  Drawkr's  F(7ND,  or  a  part  thereof,  in  the  bank  against  which  they 
are  drawn:  See  note  to  Hemphill  ▼.  Terkai,  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  609-612,  wherein 
is  ditcnised  the  remedies  of  a  oheck-holdsr  npoo  the  refusal  of  the  bank  ta 
pay  his  check. 

Banks  and  Banking  —  Dbposits.  —  The  simple  deposit  of  money  in  » 
bank  on  account  is  a  general  deposit,  and  transfers  the  ownership  of  th* 
fonds  to  the  bank:  BoeUeher  r,  Cohrado  Nat.  Bank,  16  CoL  16;  AUanUe  NoL 


876  Gabdsn  v.  Cabdeh.  [N.  Carolina, 

Samk  w.  Burhe,  81  Ck.  697;  SpOmm  r.  Payne,  84  Va.  435.  But  spaebl  d«- 
potiti  d*  Dot  beooniA  the  proper^  of  tbe  bank;  they  most  be  kept  eelely 
until  drawn  oat  upon  the  order  of  the  depoeitort  OitUer  t.  Am&rietm  IfaL 
Bami,  118  N.  Y.  693;  snoh  as  bonds  deposited  for  safe-keeping:  Botoen  ▼• 
Bocmt,  71  Wis.  183;  Fnmeia  ▼.  Bvam^  69  Wis.  115;  or  collaterals  deposited 
with  a  bank  for  tbe  payment  of  a  oertsin  debt  specified:  Loyd  ¥•  LffmeMmrg 
Nat  Bamk,  86  Va.  690. 

Bjlhkb  avd  Baitkino  —  DEPOSITS,  Charagtkb  07,  Controls  thb  Rights 
ov  HoiiDBBS  ov  Vbuoeb  Dbawv  AOAiNaT  Thsm.  —  A  deposit  is  not  geaaral, 
bat  a  trnst  fond,  when  there  is  an  express  agreement  to  that  effeot,  or  cir- 
eomstanoes  which  gire  to  the  transaction  the  nature  of  a  special  deposit: 
Boetieherr.  Colorado  NaL  Bank,  15  OoL  16. 

Banks  and  Banking  *  Chjsoks—  Bemidt  or  Holdbb.  —  Without  privitj 
of  contract,  acceptance,  or  oircnmstanoes  showing  an  intent  of  the  bank  to 
accept  a  check  drawn  by  a  general  depositor,  the  payee  cannot  recover  agains* 
the  drawee:  BoeUcher  r.  CMorado  NaL  Bank,  15  Ck>L  16.  A  eheok  is  reroea* 
ble  before  its  presentation  for  payment^  unless  the  bank  upon  which  it  is 
drawn  has  accepted  or  oertified  it;  Kakn  r.  WaUon,  46  Ohio  St.  196; 
vaUei€.€fo.w.  Paku,  67  Miss.  678L 
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1107  VOBTK  CaBOUNA,  il4.| 

ATTAOHMBirr  AOAiKST  NoN-BBBiDBNT. -« Where  one  ¥olnntarily  remoTes 
from  one  state  to  another  for  the  pnrpose  of  discharging  the  duties  of 
an  office  of  indefinite  doration,  which  requires  his  continued  preoenoe 
there  for  an  unlimited  time,  he  becomes  a  non-resident  of  the  former 
state  for  the  purposes  of  attachment,  although  he  may  occasionally  visit 
that  state,  and  entertain  an  intent  to  return  and  reside  there  at  some 
uncertain  time. 

Attachhbnt  aoainr  Non-bbbxdbmt.  —  a  non-rsBtdent's  property  is  at- 
tachable when  his  residence  is  not  such  9m  to  subjeet  him  persooaUy 
to  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  thus  place  him  upon  equality  with 
the  other  residents  of  the  state. 

Attachment,  The  defendant,  a  Methodist  miniBter,  prior 
to  1884  owned  and  resided  upon  land  in  North  Carolina.  In 
March,  1884,  he  was  transferred  to  Maryland  for  pastoral 
work  therein,  and  there  remained  until  1889.  He  always  re- 
garded the  former  state  as  his  home,  intended  to  return  and 
reside  there,  and  did  visit  there  at  least  once  each  year,  from 
1884  to  1889,  when  he  returned  to  continuously  reside  therein. 
Some  time  during  defendant's  absence  in  Maryland,  plaintiff 
caused  his  land  in  North  Carolina  to  be  attached,  and  at  the 
trial  recovered  a  verdict  Defendant,  after  such  verdict,  and 
before  judgment,  moved  the  court  to  vacate  the  attachment, 
claiming  to  be  a  resident  of  the  latter  state,  and  entitled  to 
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a  homestead  in  the  land.  Upon  the  trial  of  the  iBSue,  the 
court  granted  the  motion  on  the  ground  stated.  PlaintifP 
appealed. 

22.  W.  Winttony  for  the  appellant. 
/.  S,  Manning^  for  the  respondent. 

Shepherd,  J.  The  single  question  presented  by  this  appeal 
iS|  whether,  upon  the  facts  found,  the  attachment  should  have 
been  dissolved. 

We  are  unable  to  distinguish  this  case  from  that  of  WheeUr 
V.  Cobb,  75  N.  G.  21.  It  is  there  said  that,  *'  without  deciding 
who,  in  law,  is  a  non-resident  in  other  respects,  but  confining 
the  decision  to  the  construction  of  this  statute,  the  conclusion 
is,  that  where  one  voluntarily  removes  from  this  to  another 
state  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  the  duties  of  an  office  of 
indefinite  duration,  which  required  his  continued  presence 
there  for  an  unlimited  time,  such  a  one  is  a  non-resident  of 
this  state  for  the  purposes  of  an  attachment,  and  that  not- 
withstanding he  may  occasionally  visit  this  state,  and  may 
have  the  intent  to  return  at  some  uncertain,  future  time." 

The  prominent  idea  is,  '^that  the  debtor  must  be  a  non- 
resident of  this  state,  where  the  attachment  is  sued  out,  not 

that  he  must  be  a  resident  elsewhere The  essential 

charge  is,  that  he  is  not  residing  or  living  in  the  state;  that 
is,  he  has  no  abode  or  home  within  it  where  process  may  be 
served  so  as  effectually  to  reach  him.  In  other  words,  his 
property  is  attachable,  if  his  residence  is  not  such  as  to  sub* 
ject  him  personally  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  place 
him  upon  equality  with  other  residents  in  this  respect'': 
Waples  on  Attachment,  35.  We  cannot  understand  how  these 
latter  conditions  could  have  existed  when  the  defendant  was 
living  in  Maryland,  visiting  this  state  only  once  or  twice  a 
year,  and  with  only  a  general  intention  of  returning  at  some 
indefinite  time  and  making  his  home  here.  Non-residence, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  attachment  law,  means  the  ^*  actual 
cessation  to  dwell  within  a  state  for  an  uncertain  period,  with* 
out  definite  intention  as  to  a  time  for  returning,  although  a 
general  intention  to  return  may  exist":  Weitkamp  v.  Loehr^  6& 
N.  Y.  Sup.  Gt.  88. 

Reversed.  __^^^ 

ATTACHMSIfT,  OROtTNnfl  fOB  —  NON-BBBIDBNGI  07  DkTBNDAIIT.  — A  debtor 

may  remain  out  of  the  state  such  a  length  of  time  and  under  suoh  ciroum* 
stances  as  to  be  a  non-resident,  such  as  is  meant  by  the  term  *'non-resi* 
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dent**  in  itatatea  relating  to  attachments,  eren  thoagh,  hj  reason  of  bit 
intention  to  retum,  his  domicile  is  still  in  the  state;  yet  a  mere  temporary 
absenoe  of  a  debtor,  on  business  or  for  pleasure,  will  not  oonstitnte  him  a 
non-rssident,  althongh  he  may  not  haTo  a  house  of  usual  abode  in  the  state 
where  a  writ  of  summons  may  be  senred  upon  him  during  snofa  absence: 
KtUmr  T.  Carr^  40  Minn.  42&  Compare  ffaggarl  r.  Morffon,  6  N.  Y.  422;  55 
Am.  Dee.  S5Q,  and  aota  805^  S66;  Dcm^  t.  Kpk,  80  Md.  61S|  96  Am.  Dee. 
6lt  aiida«lib 
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lyn  NOBTR  CaBOLINA.  MOl] 
InUBAHOB  — SumOBSTOH  OV  MaTKKIAL  Facts  »  WaITKB  BTOOKPAirT^ 

Etidknck.  —  In  an  action  to  recorer  on  an  accident  insnranoe  policy, 
which  is  resisted  on  the  ground  that  the  insured  suppressed  the  fact  of 
hia  deafness  by  stating  that  he  was  free  from  any  bodily  infirmity  at  the 
time  he  was  insured,  the  actual  knowledge  of  such  deafness  by  the  in- 
surer's agent  at  the  time  is  oonstmetiTe  notice  of  it  to  his  principal,  and 
constitutes  a  wairer  of  objection  that  the  deafness  wai  a  bodily  infirm- 
ity, although  the  policy  prorided  that  such  agent  should  hare  no  power 
to  waive  its  conditions.  Henoe  eridence  that  such  agent  knew  or  ought 
to  hare  known  of  suoh  deafness  when  he  solicited  and  secured  the  policy 
is  admissible. 

IvtURANOB-^WAITKB   OV    RsPBBraNTATIOini   AS   TO  BODILT    iNFIRlflTT^ 

E^iDBNOB.  —  An  application  for  insurance  constitutes  part  of  the  con- 
tract between  the  insurer  and  the  insured,  and  the  representations  con- 
tained in  it  are,  presumptively,  inducements  to  the  former  to  enter  into 
it.  But  when  it  appears  that  an  agent,  through  whom  the  company 
acts,  himself  examined  or  frequently  conversed  with  the  applioanti  who 
was  partially  deaf,  had  opportunity  to  test  the  extent  of  his  infirmity, 
and  afterwards  solicited,  or  forwarded  with  favorable  reoommendatioD, 
his  application  for  insurance  sgainst  accident,  the  insured  ii  not  pre- 
cluded from  showing  the  fact  as  evidence  that  the  insurer  knew  of  and 
assented  to  the  defective  hearing,  and  waivod  objection  to  the  risk  on 
account  of  it.  ^ 

Action  upon  an  accident  policy.  At  the  trial,  plaintiff 
proved  the  injury,  and  testified  that  he  had  been  partially 
deaf  for  thirty  years;  that  he  was  otherwise  in  good  health, 
and  that  his  deafness  did  not  interfere  with  his  business,  al- 
though a  person  conversing  with  him  had  to  elevate  his  voice 
above  an  ordinary  tone  to  enable  him  to  hear;  that  he 
well  acquainted  with  the  agent  of  the  insurer  who  took 
application  and  solicited  his  insurance,  and  had  often  ood- 
versed  with  him;  that  such  agent  had  had  opportunity  to 
know  the  extent  of  his  deafness  when  applying  for  the  policy; 
that  no  question  was  asked  about  deafness  at  that  time,  and 
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that  he  did  not  consider  his  deafness  a  bodily  infirmity,  nor 
intend  to  suppress  the  fact  thereof  when  he  said  in  his  appli- 
<}ation,  ^  I  have  never  had  nor  am  I  subject  to  fits,  disorders 
of  the  brain,  rheumatism,  or  any  bodily  or  mental  infirmity, 
except  as  herein  stated;  had  an  attack  of  rheumatism  six 
years  ago."  The  insurer's  local  agent,  heretofore  mentioned, 
testified  that  he  took  plaintiff's  application  for  insurance,  and 
delivered  the  policy  to  him.  He  was  then  asked  if  at  that 
time  he  knew  the  extent  of  plaintiff's  deafness,  if  he  had  fre- 
quently conversed  with  him  prior  to  that  time,  and  if  any 
questions  were  asked  plaintiff  by  him  at  that  time  about 
his  deafness,  or  his  attention  called  to  it  in  any  way.  The 
question  was  excluded,  and  plaintiff  excepted.  The  policy 
in  question  contained  a  condition  that  fraud  or  conceal- 
ment in  procuring  it  would  render  it  void,  and  that  agents 
should  not  waive  any  of  the  conditions  of  the  policy  without 
the  written  consent  of  the  insurer  in  writing.  The  court  in- 
structed the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  defendant  on  the 
ground  that  plaintiff's  deafness  constituted  a  bodily  in- 
firmity which  he  had  suppressed  in  his  application,  though 
without  intent  to  defraud,  and  though  such  deafness  did  not 
contribute  to  the  injury.  After  verdict  in  accordance  with 
fluch  instruction,  and  judgment  thereon,  plaintiff  appealed. 

W.  W.  FuUer  and  R.  B,  Boone,  for  the  appellant 

J.  S,  Manning  and  J.  W.  Hinsdale,  for  the  respondent 

Avery,  J.  It  was  competent  to  prove  by  the  agent  of  the 
defendant,  on  his  examination  as  a  witness,  that  he  knew,  or 
had  had  abundant  opportunity  and  good  reason  to  know,  the 
extent  of  plaintiff's  deafness  when  he  solicited  him  to  take 
out  a  policy,  or  subsequently,  and  before  the  application  was 
signed. 

Actual  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff's  defective  hearing  on 
the  part  of  the  agent  was  constructive  notice  of  it  to  his  prin- 
cipal, and  hence  the  latter  is  deemed  to  have  waived  the  ob- 
jection that  the  deafness  of  the  former  was  a  bodily  infirmity, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it  was  provided  in  the  policy 
that  the  agents  of  the  company  should  have  no  power  to  waive 
its  conditions:  Homthal  v.  Western  Ins.  Co,,  88  N.  C.  78;  Di*- 
pree  v.  Virginia  Home  Ins.  Co.,  93  N.  C.  240;  92  N.  C.  422; 
Collins  V.  FarmviUe  Ins.  etc.  Co.,  79  N.  C.  284;  28  Am.  Rep. 
822;  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  WUHnson,  18  Wall.  222;  Horns 
MuL  F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Garfield,  60  IlL  124;  14  Am.  Rep.  37; 
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Witherell  v.  Maine  Ina.  Co.^  49  Me.  200;  American  Central  In$. 
Co.  y.  McCreOf  8  Lea,  513;  41  Am.  Rep.  647;  Wood  on  Insur- 
ance, 8eo«  496;  Morrison  ▼.  Wisconsin  etc.  Ins.  Co,y  59  Wis.  162; 
Shafer  ▼.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.^  53  Wis.  361 ;  WestehesUr  F.  Im.  Co. 
▼.  Earle,  33  Mich.  143. 

An  application  for  insurance  constitutes  a  part  of  the  e<»i» 
tract  between  the  insurer  and  the  insured,  and  the  represea* 
tations  contained  in  it  are,  presumptively,  inducementa  to  the 
former  to  enter  into  it.  But  when  it  appears  that  an  agent, 
through  whom  a  corporation  acts,  himself  examined  and  val* 
ued,  or  had  opportunity  to  estimate  by  examination  actuallj 
made  by  him,  the  value  of  property  insured  against  fire,  or 
frequently  conversed  with  a  man  partially  deaf^  had  oppor- 
tunity to  test  the  extent  of  his  infirmity,  and  afterwarda 
solicited,  or  forwarded  with  favorable  recommendation,  hia 
application  for  insurance  against  accident,  the  insured  will 
not  be  absolutely  precluded  from  showing  the  facts  as  evi- 
dence that  the  corporation  assented  to  what  subsequently 
appeared  to  be  an  overvaluation  in  the  one  case,  or  had 
knowledge  of  the  defective  hearing,  and  waived  objection  to 
the  risk  on  account  of  it,  in  the  other. 

It  was  material  that  the  jury,  in  passing  upon  and  find- 
ing the  facts  upon  which  the  liability  of  the  defendant  de- 
pended, should  hear  any  testimony  that  would  aid  them  io 
determining  whether  the  defendant  company  was  induced,  or 
might  reasonably  have  been  induced,  by  the  false  representa* 
tion  contained  in  the  application,  to  enter  into  the  contract, 
when  it  would  not  have  done  so  had  its  agents  had  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  facts.  The  representation  in  the  application  mast 
be,  in  contemplation  of  law,  falsely  and  fraudulently  made,  in 
order  to  prevent  a  recovery  in  case  of  loss;  but,  in  Uie  absenoe 
of  any  proof  of  knowledge  of  the  misrepresentation  com- 
plained of,  or  waiver  of  objection  on  account  of  it  by  the 
agents  of  the  insurer,  a  false  statement  constituting  an  appar- 
ent inducement  to  the  contract  will  be  deemed  to  have  been 
made  with  fraudulent  intent:  Mace  v.  Providence  Ufe  Asis^i^ 
101  N.  C.  188. 

The  courts  of  this  oouniry  have  diflered  widely  aa  to  the 
admissibility  of  testimony  in  cases  like  that  before  as.  Some 
have  held  tiiat  parol  testimony  was  not  competent  in  a  case 
to  show  a  waiver  of  the  requirements  in  the  conditions  of  a 
policy,  or  of  the  warranty  arising  out  of  the  application, 
while  others  have  limited  the  power  of  agents  to  waive  its 
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reqmrementSi  in  the  face  of  a  prohibitory  provision  in  the 
policy,  to  matters  not  constituting  essential  and  material  por<» 
tions  of  the  contract,  such  as  the  stipulations  as  to  proof  of 
loss.  There  is  a  very  general  concarrence,  of  course,  in  the 
view  that  where  the  execution  of  a  contract  has  been  pro* 
cured  by  the  fraud  of  an  agent  of  the  insurer,  it  may  be  de- 
clared void  Qpon  showing  the  acts  of  the  agent  inducing  ita 
execution. 

This  case  is  distinguishable  from  that  of  Bobbiit  v.  Liver^ 
pool  He.  Im.  Co.,  66  N.  C.  70,  8  Am.  Rep.  494,  in  that  in  the 
latter  the  plaintiff  not  only  made  a  false  statement,  which 
was  an  apparent  inducement  to  the  defendant  to  issue  the 
policy,  but  failed  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  fraudulent  pur- 
pose by  showing  any  actual  knowledge  of  the  true  value  of  the 
property  on  the  part  of  the  corporation  acting  through  its 
agent. 

In  Dnpree  v.  Virginia  Home  ItiB.  Co.,  93  N.  C.  240,  Chief 
Justice  Smith,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  *'It 
was  certainly  competent  to  show  this  source  of  information, 
possessed  by  the  agency  firm,  in  regard  to  the  property  in- 
cluded in  both  policies  when  they  issued  the  last,  as  tending. 
to  rebut  the  charge  that  it  was  solely  brought  about  by  the 
fraudulent  statements  contained  in  the  plaintiff's  application.'' 
The  evidence  referred  to  tended  to  show  that  a  subagent  of  a 
general  insurance  agent  had,  the  year  before,  inspected  the 
same  property  for  another  company  for  which  the  general 
agent  was  acting,  and  had  issued  a  policy  upon  the  valuation 
then  declared  just  by  the  subagent,  and  the  general  agent 
had,  the  next  year,  sent  the  insured  the  policy  sued  on, 
which  was  issued  in  the  name  of  another  company  upon  the 
property  destroyed  by  fire,  but  based  upon  the  same  valuation. 

Under  the  principle  laid  down,  it  was  equally  competent 
and  material  to  show  that  Mackey,  the  agent  of  the  defendant 
company,  knew  and  could  have  informed  his  principal  that 
the  plaintiff  was  partially  deaf,  and  from  the  very  nature  of 
the  case  could  have  communicated  the  extent  of  the  infirm- 
ity. Being  presumably  in  possession  of  the  information  ac- 
quired by  its  agent,  the  company  is  not  deemed  to  have  been 
induced  to  take  the  risk  by  the  representation  in  the  application 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  subject  to  any  **  bodily  infirmity." 

The  principles  announced  by  this  court  in  the  cases  already 
cited  are  supported  by  reason  and  sustained  by  authority:  May 
on  Insurance,  sees.  131,  132;  1  Phillips  on  Insurance,  sec.  904* 
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Id  HorrUhal  y.  WesUm  I'M.  Co.,  88  N.  C.  73,  the  court  say 
that  the  policy  ^'  was  issued  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff^  with 
actual  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  agent  and  constructiye 
knowledge  of  his  principal,  and  raust  be  deemed  to  have  been 
done  with  the  full  assent  to  the  proposed  increase.**  See  also 
Collim  y.  FarmvUle  Tm.  etc.  Co.,  79  N.  C.  279;  28  Am.  Bep. 
822;  ArgaU  v.  In$.  Co.,  84  N.  C.  355;  Dupree  v.  Virginia  Home 
In$.  Co.,  92  N.  C.  417.  '*  The  powers  of  the  agent  are  prima 
facie  co-eztensive  with  the  business  intrusted  to  his  care,  and 
will  not  be  narrowed  by  the  limitations  not  commuuicated  to 
the  persoD  with  whom  he  deals ":  Union  MuL  L.  Ine,  C«.  y. 
WUkineon,  13  Wall.  222. 

So  in  the  case  of  CtUhberUon  v.  North  Carolina  H.  Ine.  Co.^ 
96  N.  C.  480  (cited  by  the  defendant),  the  insured  made  a 
false  representation  as  to  the  title  of  the  property  destroyed  by 
fire,  and  oflfered  no  testimony  to  trace  any  actual  knowledge 
of  the  facts  to  the  defendant,  or  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  a 
fraudulent  intent  by  a  waiver. 

Justice  Davis,  in  Mace  v.  Providence  Life  Aee^n,  101  N.  C 
133,  says:  ^'  A  false  statement  made  in  the  application,  when 
the  application  constitutes  a  part  of  the  contract,  will  render 
the  policy  void,  and  so  will  any  representation  of  a  material 
fact  by  which  the  company  is  misled,  if  falsely  and  fraud- 
•ulently  made.'*  But  where  there  is  a  waiver,  as  in  the  cases 
of  Hornihal  v.  Weetem  Ine.  Co.,  88  N.  C.  73,  and  Dupree  v.  Ftr- 
ginia  H.  Ine.  Co.^  92  N.  C.  417,  though  the  false  statement  be 
made  in  the  application  itself,  it  does  not  mislead,  and  it  can- 
not be  considered  an  inducement  to  the  contract 

There  was  error,  for  which  a  new  trial  must  be  granted. 


Lm  Ihsukamci  —  Applioatioh,  Reprbsbmtatioiis  ob  Sitpprbssiovs  or 
Faotb  nr.  —  In  entering  into  a  oon tract  of  insurance,  the  inanrer  and  insured 
mnet  deal  fairly  with  each  other.    Any  concealment  or  miarepresentation  of 

iacts  material  to  the  risk,  by  either,  will  ritiate  the  oontraot:  Neto  Mra  L. 

jisa'n  ▼.  WeiglB,  12S  Pa.  8t.  677.     Compare  Rawlt  r.  American  M.  L.  Im. 

<Jo.,  27  N.  Y.  282;  84  Am.  Dec.  280,  and  note;  Malhry  ▼.  Traoelen  ftu.  Co^ 
47  N.  Y.  52;  7  Am.  Rep.  410,  and  note;  note  to  Continental  L.  Ine.  Oo.  t. 
Rogers,  59  Am.  Rep.  S16-822;  note  to  Day  v.  Mutual  B.  L.  Ine,  Oo.t  29  Am. 
Rep.  575-^78;  Maine  B.  Ats'n  t.  Parka,  81  Me.  79;  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  240,  and 

-note  as  to  when  a  warranty  of  "good  health**  ia  not  broken  by  a  person's 

.undisclosed  disorder  or  ailment.  Mere  temporary  ailments  not  tending  to 
undermine  one's  general  health,  at  the  time  of  application  for  a  policy  of  life 
insuranoe,  do  not  yitiate  the  policy:  Pu'lriteky  r.  Supreme  Lodge  K.  t^B.% 
76  Mich.  428;  Brwon  r,  Ineurance  Co.,  65  Mich.  306.     Where  a  policy  do. 

>  elares  that  representations  made  in  an  application  are  warranted  to  be  true. 

utnd  that  the  policy  is  void  if  they  are  false,  their  falsity  will  vitiate  the  policy: 
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OlutUng  V.  MetropolUan  L,  Ins,  Co.,  50  N.  J.  L.  287.  A  misrepresentation, 
in  an  application,  of  a  fact  nofe  material  to  the  risk  does  not  avoid  a  polioy 
irnned  thereon:  MtOual  B.  L.  Ifu.  Co.  t.  Davieu,  87  Ky.  042. 

IirsuRANOB — Agknt — Waiybb  or  Estoppel.  —  Where  an  agent,  with 
fall  knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  induces  an  applicant  for  a  policy  of  life  insur- 
ance to  make  untrue  answers  in  his  application,  the  company  is  estopped  to 
seek  an  avoidanoe  of  the  oontraot,  where  there  is  no  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
insured:  Mvtual  B,  L.  ln$.  Oo.  r.  Daviess,  87  Ky.  642;  Keystmu  M,  B.  Au*n 
T.  Jones,  72  Md.  363.  And  the  same  rule  applies  where  an  agent  makes  false 
answers  in  the  application  himself,  after  having'  been  correctly  informed  of 
the  real  facta  by  the  applicant:  Temmink  ▼.  Metropolitan  L,  Ins,  OOk^  79 
Mioh.  888;  MiehiganM.  L.  In$.  OiK  w.  Seed,  84  Mioh.  62S. 
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TKiMRAFR  OOMFAXT  —  NlGLIOBNCl  —  LlABILTTT  TO  RlCBITXR  OV  MI88AOB. 

—  A  telegraph  company  is  responsible  for  its  negligence  to  a  person  to 
whom  a  message  is  addressed,  as  well  as  to  the  sender. 

TuJKiRAPR  Company  —  Nioliobnox  —  Liabilitt  fob  Mxntal  Suffkbino. 

—  In  addition  to  nominal  damages,  a  recovery  may  be  had  against  a 
telegraph  company  for  mental  suffering  resulting  from  its  negligenoe  in 
failing  to  deliver  with  diligence  a  message  aonouncing  the  dangerous 
•iokness  of  a  relative,  when  the  language  employed  in  the  message  is 
reasonably  sufficient  to  put  the  company  on  inquiry  as  to  the  relation- 
ship between  such  relative  and  the  person  addressed,  and  to  apprise  the 
eompany  that  the  object  of  the  message  was  to  afford  the  receiver  an 
opportunity  to  attend  the  relative  in  his  last  sickness,  or  to  be  present 
at  the  funeral  in  case  of  death. 

Tblbqrafh  Company  —  Nbgliobnob  —  Liability  fob  Mbntal  Soffbbino. 

—  The  failure  of  a  telegraph  company  to  deliver  a  message  worded 
"Come  in  haste;  your  wife  is  at  the  point  of  death,"  by  which  the  per- 
son addressed  was  prevented  from  being  present  at  his  wife's  death  or 
attending  her  funeral,  although  hie  residence  and  place  of  business  was 
in  the  same  town,  within  a  short  distance  of  the  office  of  the  company 
where  the  message  was  received,  and  well  known  to  it,  is  gross  negli* 
gence,  for  which  the  receiver  is  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  of  tort; 
and  in  addition  to  nominal  damages,  to  recover  actual  damages,  includ- 
ing damages  for  mental  suffering  and  anguish  inflicted  on  him  by  such 
i^egligence. 

Action  against  the  telegraph  company  to  recover  for  its 
negligence  in  failing  to  promptly  deliver  the  following  mea- 
aage  delivered  to  the  company,  together  with  the  sum  charged 
for  transmission,  at  Greenville,  where  plaintiff's  wife  was  at 
the  time  visiting:  — 

"  Greenville,  S.  C,  February  26,  1889. 
•*  To  J.  T.  YouNO,  New  Berne,  N.  C. 

^  Come  in  haste;  your  wife  is  at  the  point  of  death. 

"  (Signed)  J.  W.  Ric«.'» 
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The  complaint,  in  addition  to  these  facts,  alleged  that  the 
message  was  received  hy  the  company  at  New  Berne  on  the 
next  day,  and,  with  ordinary  diligence,  could  have  been  de- 
livered to  plaintiff  in  a  few  minutes  after  it  was  received,  as 
his  place  of  residence  and  business  was,  and  for  a  long  time 
prior  thereto  had  been,  well  known  to  the  company,  being 
within  four  hundred  yards  of  its  office;  that  through  the  gross 
negligence  of  the  company,  the  plaintiff  had  no  notice  of  the 
message  until  seven  days  after  its  transmission,  when,  being 
notified  by  letter,  he  went  to  the  company's  office  and  received 
the  message  on  demand;  that  during  all  this  time,  plain- 
tiff was  at  his  place  of  business;  and  that  if  the  message  had 
been  delivered  with  reasonable  promptness,  he  ooald    have 
had  the  consolation  of  being  with  his  wife  in  the  moments  of 
her  last  sickness,  and  of  attending  her  funeral,  all  of  which 
be  was  deprived  of  by  the  negligence  of  the  company  in 
failing  to  deliver  the  message,  in  consequence  of  which  he 
has  suffered  great  pain,  mental  anguish,  and  distress,  and 
demands  damages.     A  demurrer,  interposed  on  the  ground 
that  the  complaint  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action,  was  overruled,  and  defendant  excepted  and 
appealed. 

W.  W,  Clarkj  for  the  appellant 

0.  Manly,  F.  M.  Simmons^  and  0.  H.  G^tiion,  for  the  respond- 
ent. 

Clark,  J.  In  addition  to  the  ground  of  demurrer  set  out 
in  the  record,  the  defendant  demurred  ore  tenus^  in  this  court, 
that  the  complaint  did  not  state  a  sufficient  cause  of  action, 
in  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  party  to  the  contract,  and,  there- 
fore, could  not  maintain  an  action  for  its  breach. 

Upon  the  question  whether  the  receiver  can  maintain  the 
action,  Shearman  and  Redfield  on  Negligence,  section  560, 
says:  ^'  We  think,  therefore,  upon  the  principle  of  these  decis- 
ions, a  telegraph  company  is  responsible  for  its  negligence  to 
a  person  to  whom  a  message  is  addressed,  as  well  as  to  the 
sender.  If  it  were  not  so,  it  is  obvious  that  the  receivers  of  tel- 
egrams would  often  receive  great  damage,  without  any  means 
of  redress."  There  is  ample  authority  to  the  same  effect: 
Wadsworth  v.  Western  Union  Tel  Co.y  86  Tenn.  695;  6  Am.  St 
Rep.  864;  Elwood  v.  Western  Union  Tel  Co.,  45  N.  Y.  649;  6  Am. 
Rep.  140;  Ellis  v.  Telegraph  Co.,  13  Allen,  227;  New  York  etc 
Tel  Co.  V.  Dryhurg,  35  Pa.  St  298;  78  Am.  Dec.  838;  Marhd 
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▼.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co,^  19  Mo.  App.  80,  and  many  others. 
This,  while  not  the  English  rule,  is  stated,  by  Gray  on  Tele- 
graphs, sec.  65,  2  Thompson  on  Negligence,  847,  5  Lawson's 
Rights  and  Remedies,  sec.  1972,  and  Wharton  on  Negligence, 
sec.  758,  to  be  the  invariable  rule  in  this  country.  The  fol- 
lowing may  be  summed  up  as  the  reasons  assigned  therefor: 
1.  That  a  telegraph  company  is  a  public  agency,  and  respon- 
sible, as  such,  to  any  one  injured  by  its  negligence,  or,  atleast? 
it  is  the  common  agent  of  sender  and  receiver,  and  respon- 
sible to  each  for  any  injury  sustained  by  them,  respectively, 
by  its  negligence;  2.  That  in  a  case  like  this,  the  receiver  is 
the  beneficiary  of  the  contract,  and  the  injury,  if  any,  caused 
by  the  company's  negligence  must  be  to  him;  3.  The  message 
is  the  property  of  the  party  addressed,  in  analogy  to  a  con- 
signee of  goods;  4.  That  upon  the  face  of  the  message,  such 
as  this,  the  sender  is  the  agent  of  the  receiver,  and  the  latter, 
as  the  principal,  can  maintain  an  action  for  breach  of  the  con- 
tract, or  for  a  tort,  if  injury  is  done  him  by  negligence  in 
performance  of  the  duty  contracted  for.  "The  company's 
employment  is  of  a  public  character,  and  it  owes  the  duty  of 
care  and  good  faith  to  both  sender  and  receiver":  3  Suther- 
land on  Damages,  314.  This  author  goes  on  to  state  that  where 
there  is  gross  or  willful  negligence,  the  action  can  be  brought 
either  for  tort  or  on  contract,  and  in  case  of  misfeasance,  the 
company  is  liable  also  to  third  parties  as  wrong-doers. 

Upon  authority  and  reason,  we  think  it  clear  that  the  plain* 
tiff  could  maintain  the  action,  and  whether  it  is  an  action  ex 
contractu  for  breach  of  the  contract  of  speedy  and  safe  trans- 
mission, or  ex  delicto  for  negligence  and  violation  of  the  duty 
which  the  defendant  owed  as  a  public  corporation,  or  as  com- 
mon agent  of  sender  and  receiver,  at  least  nominal  damages 
could  be  recovered. 

'^  The  principle  that  for  the  violation  of  every  legal  right* 
nominal  damages,  at  least,  will  be  allowed  applies  to  all  ac- 
tions, whether  for  tort  or  breach  of  contract,  and  whether  the 
right  is  personal  or  relates  to  property '^  1  Sutherland  on 
Damages,  11.  Where  **  there  is  a.  neglect  of  duty  by  a  tele- 
graph company,  and  an  infraction  of  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
have  care  and  diligence  used  in  the  sending  and  delivery  of 
his  message,  he  is  entitled  to  nominal  damages  at  least":  1 
Sutherland  on  Damages,  11. 

The  other  question,  and  the  one  most  earnestly  pressed 
oi)on  our  consideration,  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  can  recover 
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for  mental  pain  and  anguish  when  there  haa  been  do  physi- 
cal injury. 

In  Shearman  and  Redfield  on  Negligence,  section  005,  it  is 
said:  '^  In  case  of  delay  or  total  failure  of  delivery  of  messages 
relating  to  matters  not  connected  with  business,  such  as  per- 
sonal or  domestic  matters,  we  do  not  think  that  the  company 
in  fault  ought  to  escape  with  mere  nominal  damages  on  ac- 
count of  the  want  of  strict  commercial  value  in  such  messages. 
Delay  in  the  announcement  of  a  death,  an  arrival,  the  stray- 
ing or  recovery  of  a  child,  and  the  like,  may  often  be  pro- 
ductive of  an  injury  to  the  feelings  which  cannot  easily  be 
estimated  in  money,  but  for  which  a  jury  should  be  at  liberty 
to  award  fair  damages.  Yet,  in  such  cases,  the  damages 
ought  not  to  be  enhanced  by  evidence  of  any  circumstances 
which  could  not  reasonably  have  been  anticipated  as  probable 
from  the  language  of  the  written  message.'' 

This  paragraph  was  cited  and  approved  by  the  court  of  ap- 
peals of  Kentucky  in  an  opinion  filed  on  June  14,  1890  {Chap^ 
man  v.  WeBiem  Union  Tel  Co.,  13  S.  W.  Rep.  880),  in  which 
the  court  says:  "  This  seems  to  be  the  true  rule,  —  one  which 
is  in  accord  with  reason,  and  necessary  to  a  proper  protection 
of  individual  right  and  the  interests  of  the  public." 

In  this  case,  the  court  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  recover 
damages  for  delay  in  the  delivery  of  a  message  announcing 
the  illness  and  death  of  the  plaintiff's  father,  and  says: 
'*  Many  of  the  text-writers  say  that  a  person  cannot  recover 
damages  for  mental  anguish  alone,  and  that  he  can  recover 
such  damages  only  where  he  is  entitled  to  recover  some  dam- 
ages upon  some  other  ground.  It  will  generally  be  found, 
however,  that  they  are  speaking  of  cases  of  personal  injury. 
If  a  telegraph  company  undertakes  to  send  a  message,  and  it 
fails  to  use  ordinary  diligence  in  doing  so,  it  is  certainly  liable 
for  some  damage.  It  has  violated  its  contract;  and  whenever 
a  party  does  so,  he  is  liable,  at  least  to  some  extent  Every 
infraction  of  a  legal  right  causes  injury  in  contemplation  of 
law.  The  party  being  entitled,  in  such  a  case,  to  recover 
something,  why  should  not  an  injury  to  the  feelings,  which  is 
often  more  injurious  than  a  physical  one,  enter  into  the  esti- 
mate? Why,  being  entitled  to  some  damage  by  reason  of  the 
other  party's  wrongful  act,  should  not  the  complaining  party 
recover  all  the  damage  arising  from  it?  It  seems  to  us  that 
no  sound  reason  can  be  given  to  the  contrary.  The  business 
of  telegraphing,  while  yet  in  its  infancy,  is  already  of  wonder- 
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ful  extent  and  importance  to  the  public.  It  is  growing,  and 
the  end  cannot  yet  be  seen.  A  telegraph  company  is  a  qtbasi 
public-agent,  and,  as  such,  it  should  exercise  the  extraordinary^ 
privileges  accorded  to  it  with  diligence  to  the  public.  If  in 
matters  of  mere  trade  it  negligently  fails  to  do  its  duty  it  it 
responsible  for  all  the  natural  and  proximate  damage,  is  it  to 
be  said  or  held  that,  as  to  matters  of  far  greater  interest  to  a 
person,  it  shall  not  be,  because  feelings  or  affections  only  ar& 
involved?  If  it  negligently  fails  to  deliver  a  message  which 
closes  a  trade  for  one  hundred  dollars,  or  even  less,  it  is  re* 
sponsible  for  the  damage.  It  is  said,  however,  that  if  it  is 
guilty  of  like  fault  as  to  a  message  to  the  husband  that  the 
wife  is  dying,  or  the  father  that  his  son  is  dead  and  will  be 
buried  at  a  certain  time,  there  is  no  responsibility  save  thai 
which  is  nominal.  Such  rule,  at  first  blush,  merits  disap- 
provaL  It  would  sanction  the  company  in  wrong-doing.  It 
would  hold  it  responsible  in  matters  of  the  least  importance, 
and  suffer  it  to  violate  its  contracts  with  impunity  as  to  the 
greater.  It  seems  to  us  that  both  reason  and  public  policy 
require  that  it  should  answer  for  all  injury  resulting  from  its 
negligence,  whether  it  be  to  the  feelings  or  the  purse,  subject 
only  to  the  rule  that  it  must  be  the  direct  and  proximate  con* 
sequence  of  the  act  The  injury  to  the  feelings  should  be  re- 
garded as  a  part  of  the  actual  damage,  and  the  jury  be  allowed 
to  consider  it  If  it  be  said  that  it  does  not  admit  of  accurate 
pecuniary  measurement,  equally  so  may  it  be  said  of  any 
case  where  mental  anguish  enters  into  the  estimate  of  injury 
for  a  wrong,  and  it  furnishes  no  sufficient  reason  why  an  in* 
jured  party  should  not  be  allowed  to  look  to  the  wrong-doer 
for  reparation.  If  injury  to  the  feelings  be  an  element  to  the 
actual  damages  in  slander,  libel,  and  breach  of  promise  cases, 
it  seems  to  us^it  should  equally  be  so  considered  in  cases  of 
this  character.  If  not,  then  most  grievous  wrongs  may  ofteo 
be  inflicted  with  impunity;  legal  insult  added  to  outrage  by 
the  party,  by  offering  one  cent,  or  the  cost  of  the  telegram,  as 
compensation  to  the  injured  party.  Whether  the  injury  be  to 
the  feelings,  or  pecuniary,  the  act  of  the  violator  of  a  right 
secured  by  contract  has  caused  it.  The  source  is  the  same, 
and  the  violator  sliould  answer  for  all  the  proximate  dam- 
ages.'' 

In  Indiana  and  Texas,  opinions  to  the  same  effect  have  also 
been  filed  during  the  present  year.  In  the  Indiana  case  {Ree$e 
V.  WcBUm  Union  Tel.  Co.^  123  Ind.  294),  Berkshire,  J.,  says: 
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**  Although  the  telegram  had  do  relation  to  any  businesB  trans- 
action which  would  have  involved  dollars  and  cents  merelyv 
this  did  not  justify  the  appellee  in  neglecting  its  duty.  It 
had  undertaken,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  to  deliver  the 
message  promptly,  and  its  failure  so  to  do,  or  to  make  reason- 
able effort  in  that  direction,  was  negligence  and  a  violation  of 
its  undertaking.  The  diligence  which  a  telegraph  company 
is  required  to  use  in  the  delivery  of  a  message  will  be  deter- 
mined, to  some  extent,  from  the  character  and  importance  of 
the  message.  Upon  humane  grounds,  messages  like  the  cne 
here  involved  should  be  promptly  delivered,  and  should  be  re- 
garded as  of  more  importance  to  the  parties  conoeroed  than 
mere  business  messages,  and,  in  procnptness  of  delivery,  abould 
have  preference  over  messages  of  the  latter  class.  .  •  .  . 
From  the  information  it  had  before  it  whea  it  entered  into 
the  undertaking,  the  appellee  was  boujod  to  know  that  men- 
tal anguish  might,  and  most  probably  would,  come  to  some 
person  in  case  it  failed  to  act  promptly  in  trajosmitting  and 
delivering  the  dispatch,  and  therefore  such  a  result  was  oon- 
templated  when  the  message  was  delivered  by  the  appellant 
to  the  appellee's  agent  at  Jamestown,  and  is  within  the  under- 
taking  The  appellant  having  suffered  great  mental 

anguish,  because,  as  he  alleges,  of  the  failure  to  promptly  de- 
liver the  message,  it  would  be  a  harsh  rule  which  would  deny 
to  him  all  redress  except  the  mere  pittance  which  he  paid  to 
have  the  telegram  transmitted  and  delivered.  Some  of  the 
authorities  seek  to  draw  a  distinction,  as  to  the  right  to  recover 
damages  for  mental  suffering,  between  cases  where  there  may 
be  a  recovery  for  pecuniary  loss,  and  cases  where  there  is,  or 
can  be,  no  pecuniary  loss,  to  which  class  the  present  action 
belongs.  With  this  distinction  we  have  no  sympathy,  and 
confess  we  can  see  no  good  reason  for  it  to  rest  upon.  If 
a  telegraph  company  undertakes  to  transmit  and  deliver 
promptly  a  message  wherein  dollars  and  cents  are  alone  in- 
volved, and  its  negligence  occasions  loss,  it  is  conceded  by  all 
the  authorities  that  it  may  be  compelled  to  respond  in  darn* 
ages.  Why?  Because  it  has  negligently  broken  its  agree- 
ment, or  as  is  sometimes  said,  failed  to  perform  a  duty  which 
it  owed  to  the  sender  of  the  message  or  the  person  to  whom 
it  is  addressed,  as  the  case  may  be.  For  the  same  pecuniary 
consideration  it  undertakes  to  transmit  and  deliver  a  message 
informing  a  husband  of  the  dangerous  illness  of  his  wife,  the 
wife  of  her  husband,  the  parent  of  the  child,  the  child  of  the 
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parent,  and  it  negligently  fails  to  deliver  the  telegram,  and,  as 
a  result,  the  sick  relation  dies  without  having  the  comforting 
presence  of  a  husband,  wife,  father,  mother,  son,  or  daughter, 
with  all  the  benefit,  physical  and  mental,  which  would  follow. 
Is  it  to  be  said  that,  under  such  circumstance,  the  most  that 
the  telegraph  company  is  liable  for  is  nominal  damages  be- 
cause  of  greater  mental  anguish  sufTered  by  the  sender  of  the 
telegram,  who  may  be  the  father,  mother,  husband,  wife,  or 
child?  In  our  judgment,  no  such  rule  can  or  should  prevail. 
In  failing  to  promptly  deliver  the  telegram,  the  telegraph 
company  negligently  fails  to  perform  a  duty  which  it  owes  to 
the  sender  of  a  telegram,  and  should  be  held  liable  for  what- 
ever injury  follows  as  the  proximate  result  of  its  negligent 
conduct.  It  is  not  a  mere  breach  of  contract,  but  a  failure  to 
perform  a  duty  which  rests  upon  it  as  a  servant  of  the  public. 
In  our  opinion,  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  recover  damages 
for  the  mental  suffering  which  he  has  endured,  and  his  meas. 
ore  of  damages  is  the  amount  paid  for  the  transmission  of  the 
message,  and,  in  addition,  what  would  seem  to  be  just  as  a 
compensation  for  his  mental  anguish." 

In  the  other  case  ( Western  Union  TeL  Co.  v.  Moore^  76  Tex. 
66;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  25),  the  court  held  that  a  message  de- 
livered for  transmission  to  a  telegraph  company,  containing 
the  words,  *'  Billy  is  very  low;  come  at  once,"  is  sufficient  to 
apprise  the  company  that  the  message  refers  to  a  near  rela- 
tive of  the  person  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  and  of  the  fact 
that  mental  suffering  is  likely  to  result  from  a  failure  to 
transmit  the  message  with  diligence  and  dispatch ;  and 
says:  "In  the  case  of  Western  Union  TeL  Co,  v.  Adams^  75 
Tex.  531,  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  920,  it  was  held,  in  effect,  that  a 
recovery  could  be  had  for  mental  suffering  resulting  from  a 
failure  to  deliver  with  diligence  a  telegraphic  message  an- 
nouncing the  sickness  or  death  of  a  relative,  provided  the 
language  employed  in  the  message  was  reasonably  sufficient 
to  put  the  company  upon  inquiry  as  to  the  relationship  be- 
tween snch  person  and  the  party  addressed,  and  to  apprise 
them  that  its  object  was  to  afford  the  party  an  opportunity 
to  attend  upon  his  relative  in  his  last  sickness,  or  to  be  present 
at  the  faneral  in  the  case  of  death.  The  same  principle  was 
affirmed  in  the  case  of  Western  Union  TeL  Co.  v.  Feegles,  75 
Tex.  587,"  decided  at  the  same  term,  and  Western  Union  TeL 
Co.  V.  Broesche,  72  Tex.  654;  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  843. 

In  WeeUm  Union  TeL  Co.  v.  Cooper,  71  Tex.  507,  10  Am. 
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St.  Rep.  772  (1888),  CoUard,  J.,  says:  "Appellant  claims  that 
its  demurrers  to  plaintiff's  petition  should  have  been  sua- 
tained,  because  injury  to  feelings,  disconnected  from  all 
actual  personal  injury,  are  exemplary  damages,  and  the  facts 
alleged  are  not  sufficient  to  recover  exemplary  damages.  The 
very  question  raised  here  was  before  the  supreme  court  in  the 
case  of  Stuart  v.  Western  Union  Tel  Co.,  66  Tex.  580;  59  Am.  Rep. 
628;  and  the  court,  after  discussing  the  So  Relle  case  {So  RdU 
▼.  WesUm  Union  Tel  Co.,  55  Tex.  310;  40  Am.  Rep.  805),  and 
the  two  Levy  cases  (Oalveston  etc,  Ry  Co.  ▼.  Levy,  59  Tex.  543; 
46  Am.  Rep.  278;  OalveBton  etc.  Ry  Co.  v. Levy,  59  Tex.  563), the 
case  of  Hay9  v.  Howton  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  46  Tex.  272,  and  other 
authorities,  uses  the  following  language:  '  But  it  is  claimed 
that  the  mental  is  an  incident  to  the  bodily  pain,  and  that 
without  the  latter  the  former  cannot  be  considered  as  actual 
damages.  In  cases  of  bodily  injury,  the  mental  suffering  is 
not  more  directly  and  naturally  the  result  of  the  wrongful 
act  than  in  this  case,  —  not  more  obviously  the  consequences 
of  the  wrong  done  than  in  this  case.  What  difference  exists 
to  make  the  claimed  distinction?  That  it  is  caused  by  and 
contemplated  in  doing  the  wrongful  act  is  the  principle  of 
liability.  The  wrong-doer  knows  that  he  is  doing  this  dam- 
age  when  he  afflicts  the  mind  by  withholding  the  message  of 
mortal  illness  as  well  as  by  a  wound  to  the  person.'  The 
conclusion  derived  from  the  opinion  in  the  case  from  which 
the  foregoing  extract  is  taken  is,  that  injury  to  feelings, 
caused  by  a  failure  to  deliver  a  message  relating  to  domes- 
tic affairs,  where  the  failure  is  the  result  of  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  company  or  its  servants,  is  an  element  of  actual 
damage.  The  same  principle  was  decided  by  the  commis- 
sion of  appeals  in  the  case  of  Miller  v.  Qvlf  etc.  R^y  Co*,  erro- 
neously styled  in  the  reports  Wilson  v.  GhUf  etc.  Ry  Co.,  69 
Tex.  789,  and  it  was  held  that  the  right  to  recover  would  not 
depend  upon  the  degree  of  negligence  causing  the  injury.  If 
the  inexcusable  negligence  of  the  defendant's  servants  is  found 
to  be  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury,  damages  may  be  re- 
covered, commensurate  with  the  injury." 

In  WesUm  Union  Tel  Co.  v.  Simpson,  73  Tex.  422  (decided 
1889),  the  court  reaffirmed  the  same  doctrine  as  does  Loper 
V.  Western  Union  Tel  Co.,  70  Tex.  689,  which  is  exactly  like 
our  case,  except  that  the  relationship  was  that  of  a  mother 
who  was  prevented  from  being  at  her  son's  death-bed  and 
burial  by  negligent  delay  in  the  delivery  of  the  telegram. 
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In  a  recent  case  (1888),  decided  in  the  supreme  court  of 
Tennessee  {Wadtworth  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.^  86  Tenn. 
695;  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  864),  that  court  affirms  the  same  doctrine; 
and  Caldwell,  J.,  after  quoting  the  authorities  to  the  effect 
that  damages  for  mental  anguish  cannot  usually  be  given  in 
an  action  for  breach  of  contract,  says:  '*  These  are  but  illus- 
trations and  applications  of  the  general  rule,  which  we  have 
already  stated,  for  the  estimation  of  damages  in  actions  for 
breach  of  contract  They  serve  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
in  the  ordinary  contract  only  pecuniary  benefits  are  contem- 
plated by  the  contracting  parties,  and  that  therefore  the 
damages  resulting  from  the  breach  of  such  a  contract  must  be 
measured  by  pecuniary  standards;  and  that  where  other  than 
pecuniary  benefits  are  contracted  for,  other  than  pecuniary 
standards  will  be  applied  in  the  ascertainment  of  the  dam- 
ages flowing  from  the  breach.  The  case  before  us  (so  far  as 
it  is  an  action  for  breach  of  contract)  is  subject  to  the 
same  general  rule,  and  the  defendant  is  answerable  in  dam- 
ages for  the  breach,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  contracti 
and  the  character  and  extent  of  the  injury  suffered  by  reason 
of  its  non-performance.  The  messages  were  sent  for  a  par- 
ticular purpose,  which  was  disclosed  upon  their  face,  and  of 
which  the  defendant  had  full  notice.  That  purpose  was  not 
of  a  pecuniary  nature.  There  was  no  offer  or  instruction  to 
bny  or  sell  anything, — no  proposition  or  promise  with  respect 
to  any  business  transaction.  The  messages  were  of  far  greater 
importance  to  the  receiver  than  any  of  these.  Her  brother 
was  lying  at  the  point  of  death,  in  easy  reach  of  her.  It  was 
information  of  this  fact  that  the  defendant  first  undertook  to 
convey  to  her  for  a  stipulated  sum,  and  which,  if  conveyed 
promptly,  would  have  enabled  her  to  be  with  him  in  his  last 
moments,  and  would  have  saved  her  the  injury  of  which  she 
complains.  Then  her  brother  died  away  from  her;  his  body 
needed  her  attention,  and  would  have  received  it,  as  averred,  if 
the  defendant  had  done  its  duty.  It  was  intelligence  of  the 
death  which  the  defendant  agreed,  in  the  second  place,  to 
communicate  to  her.  The  messages  were  proper  in  language, 
and  lawful  in  purpose.  She  was  entitled  to  the  information 
they  contained,  and  to  whatever  benefits  that  information 
would  have  conferred  upon  her,  even  though  such  benefits 
be  mainly  or  altogether  to  the  feelings  and  affections.  The 
defendant  contracted  that  she  should  have  those  benefits,  and 
that  she  should  be  spared  whatever  pain  and  anguish  such  in* 
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formation^  promptlj  conveyed,  would  prevent  By  all  the 
authorities,  including  our  code,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defend- 
ant to  transmit  and  deliver  these  messages '  correctly  and  with- 
out unreasonable  delay,'  and  in  failing  to  do  so  it  became 
responsible  for  all  loss  or  injury  occasioned  thereby:  Code 
(Mill.  A  V,),secs.  1541,  1542;  Marr  v.  Weatem  Union  Td.  Co^ 
85  Tenn.  529;  Gray  on  Telegraphs,  sees.  81, 82,  et  seq.;  Cooley 
on  Torts,  646«  647;  Wharton  on  Negligence,  sec.  767;  3  Suther- 
land on  Damages,  298-300;  Shearman  and  Redfield  on  Neg- 
ligence, see.  605.  This  rule  of  damages  is  enforced  by  the 
supreme  courts  of  Georgia,  Virginia,  and  other  states,  even 
where  the  message  is  in  cipher:  Western  Union  Tel.  Co,  v.  Fat" 
man,  73  Ga.  285;  54  Am.  Bep.877;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Reynolds,  77  Va.  173;  46  Am.  Rep.  715,  and  reporter's  note 
at  end  of  case.  It  is  true  that  most  of  the  adjudged  cases  in 
which  telegraph  companies  have  been  required  to  respond 
in  damages  for  their  negligence  have  involved  queations  of 
pecuniary  loss,  but  we  cannot  agree  that  for  that  reason  the 
liability  should  attach  and  be  enforced  in  such  cases  only. 
Telegraphy  is  of  comparatively  recent  origin,  and  the  law  con- 
cerning the  duties  and  liabilities  of  telegraph  companies  has 
hardly  passed  its  infancy,  and  cannot  be  expected,  at  so  early 
a  day  in  its  history,  to  be  settled,  even  in  its  important  parts, 
by  a  long  line  of  concurrent  decisions. 

"  In  addition  to  this,  it  is  but  reasonable  to  presume  that 
such  a  flagrant  breach  of  plain  obligation,  with  respect  to 
matters  so  near  the  heart  and  so  accustomed  to  the  respect  of 
all  mankind  as  is  here  averred,  has  but  seldom  occurred,  and 
therefore  has  but  seldom  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
courts  of  the  country.  To  hold  that  the  defendant  is  not 
liable  in  this  case  for  the  wrong  and  injury  done  to  the  feel- 
ings and  affections  of  Mrs.  Wads  worth  by  its  de&ult  would 
be  to  disregard  the  purpose  of  the  telegrams  altogether,  and 
to  violate  that  rule  of  law  which  authorizes  a  recovery  of  dam- 
ages appropriate  to  the  objects  of  the  contract  broken;  and 
furthermore,  such  a  holding  would  justify  the  conclusion 
that  the  defendant  might  with  impunity  have  refiised  to 
receive  and  transmit  such  messages  at  all;  and  that  it  has 
the  right  in  the  future  to  do  as  it  has  done  in  this  case, 
or  at  least,  that  it  cannot  be  required  to  respond  in  damages 
for  doing  so.  To  such  a  result  we  think  no  court  should  sub- 
mit. The  telegraph  company  is  the  servant  rather  than  the 
master  of  its  patrons That  the  amount  of  damages 
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allowable  in  such  a  case  as  this  is  not  capable  of  easy  and 
accurate  mathematical  computation  is  freely  conceded;  but 
that  should  noVbe  a  sufficient  reason  for  refusing  or  defeating 
the  right  of  action  altogether;  for  the  same  objection  may  be 
urged  with  the  same  force  in  all  cases  where  mental  and 
bodily  suffering  are  treated  as  proper  elements  of  damage. 
It  is  very  appropriately  said^  however,  in  the  conclusion  of  the 
opinion  in  Bo  Relle's  case,  that '  great  caution  should  be  ob» 
served  in  the  trial  of  cases  like  this,  as  it  will  be  so  easy  and 
natural  to  confound  the  corroding  grief  occasioned  by  the  loss 
of  the  parent  or  other  relative  with  the  disappointment  and 
regret  occasioned  by  the  fault  or  neglect  of  the  company;  for  it 
is  only  the  latter  for  which  a  recovery  may  be  had,  and  the 
attention  of  juries  might  well  be  called  to  that  fact.'  Nor 
do  we  think  the  suggestion  that  the  decision  we  are  making 
may  encourage  the  bringing  of  other  suits  of  a  similar  nature 
is'of  very  great  moment  as  a  matter  for  the  consideration  of 
the  court  in  its  endeavor  to  reach  a  just  and  sound  conclusion. 
It  is  rather  to  be  hoped  that  instances  of  such  dereliction  of 
plain,  easy,  and  important  duty  have  not  been  very  numerous 
in  the  past,'  and  that  they  will  seldom  transpire  in  the  future." 

In  the  United  States  circuit  court,  in  the  case  of  Beasley  v. 
Western  Union  Tel  Co.,  89  Fed.  Rep.  181  (decided  1889),  the 
court  held  that  if  by  cause  of  the  unreasonable  delay  of  a 
telegram  the  husband  was  prevented  from  reaching  his  wife's 
bed  before  her  death,  he  could  recover  a  proper  compensation 
for  his  disappointment  and  mental  anguish.  The  judge 
(Maxey)  very  properly  adds  that  caution  should  be  observed 
by  the  jury  to  distinguish  between  the  pain  caused  the  plain- 
tiff by  the  wife's  death,  for  which  the  defendant  was  not 
responsible,  and  that  caused  by  being  deprived,  by  defend- 
ant's negligence,  of  the  consolation  of  seeing  his  wife  before 
her  death. 

This  subject  is  one  of  the  first  impression  in  this  state. 

It  is  a  matter  of  importance  to  the  public  that  it  should  be 
settled  what  legal  obligation,  if  any,  rests  upon  the  telegraph 
companies  to  deliver  promptly  messages  of  a  social  nature, 
not  concernino:  pecuniary  transactions.  To  many,  and  in 
many  instances,  they  are  far  more  important  If  no  pecuni- 
ary damages  can  be  recovered  for  a  breach  of  the  duty  to 
deliver  such  messages,  beyond  the  recovery  of  the  petty  sum 
paid  for  transmission,  the  usefulness  and  value  to  the  public 
of  such  corporations  will  be  materially  diminished.    We  have 
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therefore  cited  quite  fully  from  the  most  recent  caseB  on  the 
subject.    There  are  older  cases  sustaining  the  same  doctrine. 

In  So  Relle  ▼.  We$Urn  Union  Tel.  Co.,  55  Tex.  308,  40  Am. 
Rep.  805,  it  was  held  that  a  telegraph  company  is  liable  for 
injury  to  the  feelings  of  a  son  from  delay  in  delivering  to  him 
a  message  announcing  the  death  of  his  mother,  whereby  he 
was  prevented  from  attending  her  funeral. 

In  Stuari  ▼.  We9tem  Union  Tel  Co.,  66  Tex.  580,  69  Am. 
Rep.  623,  it  is  held  that  where,  by  gross  negligence  in  deliver- 
ing a  telegram,  plaintiff  was  prevented  from  seeing  his  brother 
in  his  last  illness  and  attending  his  funeral,  compensation  for 
injury  to  feelings  may  be  recovered.  The  same  principle  is 
intimated  in  Logan  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Cc,  84  HI.  468,  and 
there  are  other  authorities.  There  are  some  authorities  to  be 
found  of  a  contrary  tenor:  West  v.  Western  Union  TeL  Co.,  39 
Kan.  98;  7  Am.  St  Rep.  580;  Russell  v.  Western  Union  TA. 
Co.y  8  Dak.  815;  and  some  others;  but  they  fail  to  satisfy 
us  that  they  are  consonant  to  justice  and  the  *'  reason  of  the 
thing." 

Damages  for  injury  to  the  feelings,  such  as  mental  anguish 
or  humiliation,  are  given,  though  there  may  be  no  physical 
injury,  in  many  cases.  They  are  allowed  where  a  party 
is  wrongfully  put  off  a  train:  8  Sutherland  on  Damages, 
259;  in  actions  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage;  in  ac- 
tions for  slander  and  libel:  TerwUliger  v.  Wends^  17  N.  Y. 
54;  72  Am.  Dec.  420;  in  actions  for  malicious  arrest  and 
prosecution;  Fisher  v.  Hamilton,  49  Ind.  341;  in  actions  for 
false  imprisonment:  Stewart  v.  Maddox,  63  Ind.  51;  for  ille- 
gally suing  out  an  attachment:  Byrne  v.  Gardner,  33  La.  Ann. 
6;  for  crim,  con.  and  for  seduction;  and  in  other  cases.  Dam- 
ages for  injured  feelings  were  also  allowed  where  a  conductor 
kissed  a  female  passenger  against  her  will:  Craker  v.  Chicago 
etc.  JB'y  Co.,  36  Wis.  657;  17  Am.  Rep.  504.  In  actions  by 
a  father  for  seduction  of  a  daughter,  by  a  fiction  of  law 
the  damage  is  laid  per  quod  servitium  amisit,  but  the  recovery 
is  generally  out  of  all  proportion  to  any  possible  valuation  of 
the  services;  and  it  is  well  understood  that  in  fact  compensa- 
tion is  not  given  for  them,  but  for  the  wounded  and  outraged 
feelings  of  the  parent.  We  see,  therefore,  no  reason  why  the 
doctrine  of  compensation  for  injury  to  feelings  should  not 
embrace  a  case  like  the  one  before  us. 

When  a  passenger,  while  traveling  on  the  cars,  is  injured 
by  a  collision  or  other  negligence,  though  there  is  a  bre^ich  of 
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the  contract  of  safe  carriage,  yet  the  plaintiff  can  elect  to  hold 
the  carrier  liable  in  tort  for  the  negligence  which  caused  the 
injury:  Wood  ▼.  Milwaukee  etc,  Ry  Co.^  32  Wis.  398;  Craker 
V.  Chicago  etc.  Ry  Co.,  36  Wis.  657-675;  17  Am.  Rep.  504, 
and  cases  cited. 

By  analogy,  when  there  is  an  injury  caused  by  negligence 
and  delay  in  the  delivery  of  a  telegram,  the  party  injured  is 
entitled  to  sue  in  tort  for  the  wrong  done  him.  In  Stuart  v. 
We9tem  Union  Tel  Co.,  66  Tex.  580,  59  Am.  Rep.  628,  it  is 
said:  *' We  have  no  forms  of  action  or  technical  rules  which 
can  prevent  a  plaintiff,  upon  a  statement  of  the  facts  of  his 
case,  from  recovering  all  the  damages  shown  to  be  sustained. 
If  the  facts  stated  show  a  breach  of  contract,  and  also  that  the 
breach  is  of  such  a  character  as  to  authorize  an  action  of  tort, 
all  the  damages  for  the  thing  done  or  omitted,  either  ex  conr 
iractu  or  e»  delicto,  may  be  recovered  in  the  one  action."  To 
the  same  effect,  Oalveeton  etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  Levy,  69  Tex.  547; 
46  Am.  Rep.  269;  and  Wadeworih  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co., 
86  Tenn.  695;  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  864. 

It  seems  to  us  that  this  action  is  in  reality  in  the  nature  of 
tort  for  the  negligence,  and  that,  as  is  usually  the  case  in  such 
actions,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  in  addition  to  nom- 
inal damages,  compensation  for  the  actual  damages  done  him, 
and  that  mental  anguish  is  actual  damage. 

It  is  very  truthfully  and  appropriately  remarked  by  a  learned 
author  that  *'  the  mind  is  no  less  a  part  of  the  person  than  the 
body,  and  the  sufferings  of  the  former  are  sometimes  more 
acute  and  lasting  than  those  of  the  latter.  Indeed,  the  suffer, 
ings  of  each  frequently,  if  not  usually,  act  reciprocally  on  the 
other":  3  Sutherland  on  Damages,  260.  And  Cicero  (who 
certainly  may  be  quoted  as  an  authority  among  lawyers)  says, 
in  his  Eleventh  Philippic  against  Anthony,  ^*  Nam  quo  major 
vis  est  animi  quam  corporis,  hoc  sunt  graviora  ea  qu®  con- 
cipiuntur  animo  quam  ilia  qu®  corpore.''  ^*  For  as  the  power 
of  the  mind  is  greater  than  that  of  the  body,  in  the  same  way 
the  sufferings  of  the  mind  are  more  severe  than  the  pains  of 
the  body." 

'  The  difficulty  of  measuring  damages  to  the  feelings  is  very 
great,  but  the  admeasurement  is  submitted  to  the  jury  in  many 
other  instances,  as  above  stated;  and  it  is  better  it  should  ba 
left  to  them,  under  the  wise  supervision  of  the  presiding  judge, 
with  his  power  to  set  aside  excessive  verdicts,  than,  on  account 
of  such  difficulty,  to  require  parties  injured  in  their  feelings 
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by  the  negligence,  the  malice,  or  wantonness  of  others,  to  go 
without  remedy. 

Scott  and  Jarnagin  on  Telegraphs,  section  418,  says  thai 
damages  for  gross  negligence  in  the  delay  of  a  telegram, 
whereby  the  feelings  of  the  parties  are  outraged,  are  vindictive 
or  exemplary,  and  largely  in  the  discretion  of  the  jury;  that 
they  are  given  rather  to  punish  the  offender  than  to  recom- 
pense the  party  injured,  and  some  of  the  authorities  above 
referred  to  support  that  view.  Our  own  opinion,  however  (cer- 
tainly when  no  malice  is  alleged),  is,  that  they  are  awarded 
as  compensation  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  wrong  he  has  sustained 
in  the  mental  anguish  needlessly  inflicted  on  him  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  defendant:  Sedgwick  on  Damages,  35w 

The  demurrer  was  properly  overruled* 


Thb  oass  Of  Thompiom  ▼.  ffcffem  Union  Tel  Co.,  107  N.  OL  4A^  wm  aa 
action  against  the  defendant  company  to  reooTor  damages  canaad  by  its  n^;ii- 
gence  in  failing  to  deliver  promptly  a  telegraphic  message.  The  faoti  of  tiie 
case  were,  that  plaintiff 's  wife  was  about  to  be  confined,  inDaiiTille,  Virginia 
and  her  son,  by  her  direction,  delivered  a  telegram  to  an  agent  of  the  defend- 
ant company  at  that  place,  directed  to  the  plaintiff  at  Milton,  North  Caro- 
lina, paid  for,  and  worded:  "Father,  come  at  once;  mother  ia  sick."  The 
message  was  not  delivered  until  the  next  day,  and  nntil  after  a  delay  of 
twenty- four  hours  after  it  was  received.  The  plaintiff  complained  that  by 
reason  of  such  delay  the  child  had  been  bom  dead,  before  his  arriral;  that  his 
wife  had  suffered  greater  pain,  physically  and  mentally,  than  the  would 
have  done  had  be  reached  her  in  time,  which  he  would  have  done  but  for  the 
delay  in  the  delivery  of  the  telegram;  and  that  in  addition  to  sooh  pain,  and 
for  lack  of  his  presence  and  services,  and  by  reason  thereof,  caused  by  the 
delay  in  the  delivery  of  the  message,  she  suffered  a  premature  deUvery  and 
incurred  a  permanent  and  incurable  physical  injury  therefrom,  for  aU  off 
which  the  plaintiff  prayed  damages.  The  court  held,  upon  this  state  of 
facto,  that  the  delay  in  delivering  the  telegram,  unexplained,  made  a  case  of 
gross  negligenoe  against  the  company;  thai  the  grounds  upon  which  tiie 
prayer  for  damages  was  based  were  none  of  them  so  remote  as  to  bar  a  re- 
covery of  damages;  that  the  stipulation  in  the  telegraphic  blank  against  lia- 
bility for  unrepeated  messages  did  not  protect  the  company  in  ease  of  aoch 
delay,  and  only  applied  in  oases  of  mistakes  in  transmission;  and  approving 
Young  T.  Western  Union  TeL  Co,,  above  reported,  that  mental  suffering 
caused  by  such  negligence  and  delay  in  the  delivery  of  the  telegram  was  a 
ground  for  the  recovery  of  damages,  though  no  physical  pain  or  pecuniary 
\o6s  was  suffered. 

Tblxobaph  Compaht— NsoLXOKiaa—  Liabujit  to  RaoBiTnt  ov  Mis- 
BAOR.  —  Where  a  telegimph  company  negligently  failed  to  deliT«r  a  telegram 
seat  for  the  benefit  of  the  receiver,  the  latter  may  maintain  Bm  action  for 
damages:  Wadsworth  v.  Weaiem  Unkm  TeL  Oo.,  86  Tenn.  695;  •  Am.  St. 
Hep.  864,  and  note.  An  action  may  be  maintained  by  the  sendee,  as  well  ss 
the  sender,  for  damages  for  failure  to  deliver  message:  Wtiiem  Unkm  TeL  Oo^ 
V.  A  lien,  M  Miss.  64a 
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Telboraph  Comf-amt  — Nbolioencv  — Ltabilitt  tor  Mental  Anguish. 
—  Mental  angouh  is  an  element  for  which  damages  may  he  reoovered  for 
delay  or  failure  to  deliTer  a  meeaage,  when  the  face  of  the  dispatch  sngji;e8t» 
the  neoessity  for  prompt  delivery:  Westetm  Union  Tel  Co,  t.  Henderson,  8i^ 
Ala.  510;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  148,  and  note;  Western,  Union  TeL  Co,  t.  Broeadu^ 
72  Tez.  854;  18  Am.  8t.  Rep.  848,  and  note;  Loper  v.  fFeatem  Untm  T4I  Co.^ 
70  Tex.  880|  Siem  t.  W^tkrm  Unkm  TeL  Co,,  128  Ind.  294, 


Woodward  v.  Blub. 

[107  NoBTH  Carolina,  407.] 

Ain>  OmLD — LsoiTiMAor,  how  Established. — The  qveeUoa  of 
the  legitimacy  or  illegitimacy  of  the  oliild  of  a  married  woman  is  one 
of  faot,  resting  on  decided  proof  aa  to  the  non-access  oC  the  hosband,  and 
the  facts  mast  generally  be  left  to  the  jury  to  determine.    Opportunity 
of  aoDess  by  the  busbuid,  however,  is  not  conclnsive  evideaoe  of  l^iti» 
maey. 
Pabxmt  and  Child  —  Leqitimaot — Evidence.  —  Where,  on  the  issue  a•^ 
to  the  legitimacy  of  a  child,  the  evidence  tends  to  prove  non-access 
by  the  negro  husband,  and  that  the  wife,  a  mulatto  woman,  for  three - 
years  before  the  birth  of  such  child  continuously  lived  in  adultery  with- 
a  white  man;  that  the  child,  by  its  color,  mnst  have  been  the  child  of  a. 
white  man;  and  that  the  mother  bad  declared  that  it  was  not  the  child  of 
her  negro  husband,  who  was  not  allowed  to  come  to  the  house  where  she- 
lived,  —  the  question  of  non-access  by  the  husband  is  for  the  jury  to- 
determine,  and  the  treatment  of  the  child  by  the  wbite  paramour  of  th» 
wife  is  competent  evidence  to  corroborate  the  evidence  of  non-access. 

AcTioK  involving  the  issue  of  the  legitimacy  of  a  child* 
The  evidence,  which  the  court  refused  to  admit,  and  from 
which  ruling  an  appeal  is  taken,  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

J.  T,  Perkins  and  John  Devereux^  Jr,^  for  the  appellants. 

8.  J,  Ervin^  for  the  respondent. 

Clark,  J.  The  maxim.  Pater  est  quern  nuptise  demanttrantp 
wae  formerly  so  strictly  construed  that  from  the  time  of  th» 
Year-Books  down  to  the  last  century  a  child  bom  of  a  mar-^ 
ried  woman  was  conclusively  presumed  legitimate,  unlesa 
the  husband  was  shown  to  be  impotent,  or  not  infra  quatiar 
maria.  The  ancient  rule,  with  the  homely  illustration  given 
by  Judge  Rickhill  in  Fletteham  and  Julian  (Year-Book,  7 
Hen.  IV.|  c.  9,  sec.  18),  is  familiar  to  us  by  the  great  drama* 
tist  having  placed  it  in  the  mouth  of  King  John  (act  1,  scen» 
1 ) :  Van  Aemam  ▼.  Van  Aemam^  1  Barb.  Ch.  876.  But  the  rule 
was  much  modified  in  Pendrell  ▼.  Pendrell,  Strange,  926,  and 
the  Banbury  Peerage  case  in  the  house  of  lords,  1  Sim.  A  S» 
163,  and  succeeding  cases,  until  now  it  is  best  stated  by  Chan* 
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•cellor  Kent  (2  Com.  210),  as  follows:  ''The  question  of  tbe 
legitimacy  or  illegitimacy  of  the  child  of  a  married  woman  is 
one  of  fact,  resting  on  decided  proof  as  to  the  non-access  of 
^he  husband,  and  the  facts  must  generally  be  left  to  tbe  jury 
for  determination":  Schouler  on  Domestic  Relations,  sec.  225; 
Hargrave  v.  Hargrave^  9  Beav.  552,  opinion  by  Lord  Langdale. 
In  Cope  V.  Cope,  6  Car.  &  P.  604,  it  is  said:  ''If  a  husband 
have  access,  and  others  at  the  same  time  are  carrying  on  a 
criminal  intimacy  with  his  wife,  a  child  born  under  such  cir- 
cumstances is  legitimate  in  the  eye  of  the  law.  But  if  the 
husband  and  wife  are  living  separate,  and  the  wife  is  notori- 
•ou^ly  living  in  open  adultery,  although  the  husband  have  an 
opportunity  of  access,  it  would  be  monstrous  to  suppose  that, 
iunder  these  circumstances,  he  would  avail  himself  of  such 
^opportunity.  Tbe  legitimacy  of  a  child  born  under  such  dr- 
^cumstances  could  not  therefore  be  established." 

The  evidence  of  the  mother  in  the  present  case  was,  that 
^'  while  in  Tennessee,  she  and  Underzine  lived  in  one  of  the 
cabins  on  Greenlea's  place;  that  they  were  in  Tennessee  six 
years,  and  the  plaintiff  Emily  was  born  four  years  after  they 
moved  to  Tennessee.'*  It  may  be  noted  that  she  does  not 
testify  that  Emily  was  the  child  of  Underzine.  As  the  de* 
iendants  claim  under  Underzine,  it  may  be  a  question  under 
the  code  (sec.  590),  if  the  mother,  who  is  a  party  plaintiff,  was 
Ji  competent  witness  to  show  the  alleged  marriage  or  the  liv- 
ing together  of  herself  and  Underzine;  but  the  point  is  not 
raised  by  any  exception,  and  we  pass  it  by.  The  testimony 
offered  by  defendants  was,  that  for  two  or  three  years,  con- 
tinuously, before  Emily  was  born,  the  mother  lived  at  the 
residence  of  Greenlea,  the  master,  and  Underzine  and  she  did 
not  live  together  for  three  years  prior  to  Emily's  birth,  during 
which  time  there  was  no  friendly  intercourse  between  them, 
jSLud  Underzine  was  not  allowed  at  the  house  where  the  mother 
jmd  Oreenlea  stayed;  that  the  child  favored  Greenlea,  and,  by 
ats  color,  was  the  child  of  a  white  man;  that  the  mother  told 
Underzine  the  child  was  not  his,  and  he  would  not  have 
it  to  support;  that  Greenlea  was  an  unmarried  man,  without 
iamily.  There  was  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifis  that 
Underzine  had  declared  Emily  to  be  his  child,  and  much 
•evidence  on  the  part  of  defendants  that  he  had  repeatedly 
'declared  that  she  was  not  his  child.  The  defendants  then 
•offered  to  show  by  a  witness,  a  former  slave  of  Greenlea,  who 
Jived  on  the  farm  in  Tennessee  at  the  time  of  Emily's  birth, 
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bow  Green  lea  treated  Emily,  with  a  view  of  showing  that  be 
was  ber  father.  The  court  excluded  the  question,  and  the 
defendant  excepted.  Had  Greenlea  been  a  defendant  in  a 
bastardy  proceeding  or  in  an  indictment  for  fornication  and 
adultery,  this  evidence  would,  in  view  of  the  other  matters  in 
evidence,  have  been  competent  We  can  see  no  reason  why  it 
should  not  also  have  been  valuable  aid  to  the  jury  in  arriving 
at  a  just  conclusion  in  a  proceeding  to  test  the  legitimacy  of 
the  child.  There  being  evidence  tending  to  show  non-access 
by  the  husband,  the  jury  should  not  have  been  cut  ofif  from  a 
knowledge  of  how  Oreenlea  treated  the  child.  It  may  be  that 
it  could  have  been  shown  that  he  betrayed  fondness  and  affeo* 
tion  for  it,  showed  anxiety  in  its  illness,  lavished  money  on 
it,  or  educated  it;  and  surely  these  things  would  be  strongly 
corroborative  of  the  evidence  of  the  defendant,  for  it  would 
be  hardly  expected  that  a  white  man  should  so  act  towards 
the  child  of  Underzine,  his  negro  slave.  Was  not  the  violent 
grief  of  David,  the  king,  upon  the  death  of  the  child,  some 
corroboration  that  he,  and  not  Uriah,  was  its  father?  In  the 
nature  of  the  case,  the  paternity  of  a  child  can  hardly  be 
said  to  be  subject  to  direct  proof.  Therefore,  when  it  is  born 
in  wedlock,  the  law  presumes  its  legitimacy  from  that  cir- 
oun)stance.  This  presumption  can  only  be  rebutted  by  cir« 
cumstances;  and  what  more  potent  could  there  be  than  the 
conduct  of  the  wife  in  living  separate  from  the  husband,  with 
a  paramour,  and  the  latter's  treatment  of  the  offspring? 

For,  though  there  was  opportunity  of  access  by  the  husband, 
it  is  not  conclusive  of  legitimacy:  Cope  v.  Cope^  6  Car.  A  P. 
604. 

In  Morris  v.  Davtes,  6  Clark  A  F.  168,  the  house  of  lords, 
on  an  issue  like  this,  gave  weight  to  the  conduct  of  the  para- 
mour towards  the  child.  This  also  was  done  in  Cannon  v. 
Cannon^  7  Humph.  410;  1  Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce, 
sec.  448.  Such  testimony  is  in  the  nature  of  natural  evidence, 
and  stronger  than  a  mere  declaration  of  paternity  by  the 
paramour. 

It  should  appear  what  the  party  offering  excluded  testimony 
expected  to  prove  by  it:  State  v.  WUlifordy  91  N.  C.  629;  but 
here  the  question  is  sufficiently  explicit,  in  that  it  was  asked 
to  show  the  treatment  of  Emily  by  Greenlea,  and  the  bearing 
of  the  evidence  is  sufficiently  indicated  by  the  question,  and 
the  statement  that  it  was  offered  as  testimony  to  show  that 
Greenlea  was  the  father. 
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When  this  case  was  here  before  ( Woodward  v.  Bluey  lOi 
N.  C.  109),  the  court,  Smith,  C.  J.,  deliTering  the  opinion, 
pointed  out  that  the  so-called  marriage  of  Uadercine  and  the 
mother,  the  former  being  a  slave  and  the  latter  a  free 
person  (the  child  of  a  white  mother  and  a  slave  father),  was 
utt^ly  invalid  till  the  act  of  1879  (Code,  sec.  1281,  canon 
13),  and  that ''  to  repel  the  inference  of  paternity,  drawn  from 
the  mere  fact  of  cohabitation  (by  thatact)^  the  same  stringent 
rules  do  not  prevail  as  in  oases  of  established  legal  marriage," 
for  the  application  of  that  statute  is  made  to  depend  upon 
'^  cohabitation  subsisting  at  the  birth  of  the  child,  and  the 
paternity  of  the  party  from  whom  the  property  claimed  is  de- 
rived. The  cohabiting  alone  does  not  confer  legitimacy, 
though  it  furnishes  presumptive  evidence,"  which  is  open  to 
disproof! 

A  forUori  thert  was  error  in  rejecting  the  teatimony 
offered. 

Error.  

Paruit  awd  Child  ^LiormcAor^  How  Bstaslohsd.  — Brery  ehild 
k  presumed  to  have  been  bom  in  lawful  wedlock,  and  this  presumption  must 
prevail  until  overcome  by  clear  and  convincing  proof:  OrAwem  v.  Tkomat, 
127  lU.  664;  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  169,  and  note.  And  it  is  the  duty  of  the  jwy 
to  weigh  the  evidence  against  this  presumptioo,  and  decide  according  to  the 
preponderance:  WrigJU  v.  Hicks,  16  Ga.  160;  60  Am.  Dea  687,  and  note. 

The  evidence  of  non-access  of  the  husband  must  be  clear  and  positive: 
8eoU  V.  Billenberg,  S6  Va.  246.  In  a  bastardy  snit»  the  bnrd«n  of  proof  is 
upon  the  oomplainaat  to  establiah  the  patmiitjof  tiiethilds  Ow&HoAw. 
Baii,  $1  Me.  Uk 
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(107  NOBTH  Cabouha,  682.1 

Baub  —  Vaimom's  Livn  fob  PcnunASB^oxaT— WArrsa. — A  Teiiderla 
lien  for  the  pnrdhase  price  of  personal  property  is  not  waived,  in  tiio 
absence  of  an  express  agreement  to  that  eflBMt^  by  the  taking  of  a  note 
or  other  personal  security  of  the  vendee  for  the  unpaid  powhaso  money. 
An  intention  to  waive  such  lien  in  this  way  rnnst^  if  it  oiioti^  ho  stated 
in  the  oomplaint. 

8.  /.  EnAn^  for  the  appellant 

/.  B.  Batehelor^  J.  T.  Perkins^  and  John  Denemm^  /r.,  Ibr  the 

respondent. 

Shepherd,  J.    Brem  and  McDowell  sold  a  certain  shaping- 
machine  to  Robertson,  and  under  the  terms  of  the  contract  of 
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aale  (which  was  registered),  the  title  was  to  remain  in  tha 
former  until  the  latter  had  paid  the  purchase-money. 

The  sum  of  $56.38  was  paid  in  cash,  and  afterwards  two 
simple  promissory  notes  were  given  by  the  vendee  for  the  bal- 
ance of  the  purchase-money.  Thereupon  the  vendors  exe- 
cuted the  following  receipt;  — 

"Received  of  J.  W.  Robertson  $175,  in  full  payment  of 
shaping-maehine  and  bits,  payments  made  as  follows:  $58.38 
cash,  and  two  notes  of  $58,33,  payable  August  17,  1889,  and 
the  other  in  ninety  days  from  date. 

**  This  June  17,  1889." 

The  notes  were  absolute  promises  to  pay,  but  recited  that 
they  were  given  in  part  payment  of  the  said  machine.  The 
last  note  has  never  been  paid.  The  question  presented  is, 
whether  the  taking  of  the  notes  and  the  execution  of  the  re* 
ceipt  had  the  effect  of  an  actual  payment,  so  as  to  vest  the 
legal  title  to  the  machine  in  the  vendee,  and  thus  deprive 
the  vendors  of  their  lien.  The  referee  does  not  find  that  such 
was  the  intention  of  the  parties,  but  he  concludes,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  from  the  facts,  which  we  have  substantially  stated, 
that  the  title  passed  and  the  lien  was  discharged. 

"  It  may  now  be  regarded  as  a  well-settled  rule  that 
wherever  the  vendor's  lien  is  recognized  at  all,  it  is  not 
waived,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  agreement  to  that  ef- 
fect, by  the  taking  of  the  note  or  other  personal  security  of 
the  vendee  for  the  purchase-money":  Winter  v.  Anaorij  3  Russ. 
488;  Ex  parte  Peake,  1  Madd.  346;  Selby  v.  Stanley^  4  Minn.  65; 
Oar$(m  v.  Greer^^  1  Johns.  Ch.  308;  Denny  v.  SteaJdy,  2  Heisk. 
166. 

"  The  intention  to  take  a  bill  (that  is,  the  mere  personal 
obligation  of  the  vendee)  in  absolute  payment  for  goods  sold 
must  be  clearly  shown,  and  not  deduced  from  ambiguous  ex- 
pressions, such  as  that  the  bill  was  taken  4n  payment'  for  the 
goods,  or  Ma  discharge  of  the  price'":  2  Benjamin  on  Sales, 
714. 

*^The  presumption  of  law  is  against  such  satisfaction": 
Hyman  v.  Devereux^  63  N.  C.  626. 

In  the  leading  case  of  Teed  v.  Carruthers^  21  Eng.  Oh.  30, 
the  mortgagee,  after  a  cash  payment  of  a  part  of  the  debt, 
gave  a  receipt  to  the  mortgagor  for  two  accepted  bills  of  ex- 
change, ^Mn  full  of  principal  and  interest  due  "  upon  a  mort- 
gage for  ten  thousand  pounds.  It  was  held  that,  "  as  between 
the  mortgagee,  the  mortgagor,  and  the  latter's  assignees,  by 
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deed  and  in  bankruptcy/'  there  was  no  payment,  and  the 
court  made  a  decree  of  foreclosure. 

The  foregoing  authorities,  and  especially  the  case  last  cited 
(which  seems  directly  in  point),  effectually  dispose  of  this 
appeal  in  favor  of  the  vendor.  If  a  purchaser,  for  value  and 
for  a  present  consideration,  had  been  misled  by  the  receipt, 
the  result  would  be  different. 

In  the  absence  of  evidence,  and  a  finding  that  the  trans- 
action was  intended  as  a  discharge  of  the  lien,  we  must  hold, 
in  accordance  with  the  general  weight  of  authority,  that  there 
was  error  in  the  ruling  below. 

It  is  further  to  be  observed  that,  in  cases  like  this,  the  in- 
tention to  discharge,  etc.,  must,  it  seems,  be  alleged  in  the 
pleadings:  2  Jones  on  Liens,  1009;  Hyman  v.  Dwereux^  63 
N.  C.  628. 

Error.  ^___^  . 

Balis  —  Vhtdob's  Libv  lom  PuBOHAss-icoinnr  —  Waivek.  —  UnlMs 
tredit  fai  a  nlo  ii  •zpreasly  giren,  which  u  a  waiver  of  any  right  to  demand 
temediate  paymeat^  the  vendor's  lien  oontinuee  to  eziet:  SouAumiem  ifc.  Ox 
V.  Sianard,  44  Mo.  71|  100  Am.  Deo.  2S6^  and  noto. 
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[107  North  Carouha,  68S.] 

OonTBiBUToaT  NaouoBNOB,  WHSN  DOES  NOT  Bar  Reoovkrt.  — When,  at 
the  time  an  injnry  is  inflicted,  it  might  have  been  avoided  by  reasonable 
eare  and  prudence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant^  an  aotioa  will  lie  lev 
damages,  notwithstanding  the  previoas  negligence  of  the  plaintiif. 

HsouoENOi  —  Pbxsumftion.  —  Railroad  Engineer  who  sees  a  hnman 
being  walking  along  or  across  the  track  in  front  of  his  engine  has  a  right 
to  presume,  without  farther  information,  that  he  is  a  reasonable  penon» 
and  will  get  out  of  the  way  of  harm  before  the  engine  reaches  him;  oonse- 
quently,  it  is  not  negligence  in  the  engineer  to  act  on  such  presumption. 

Railroads  —  Durr  ov  Bnoinebe.  —  It  is  the  duty  of  a  railroad  engineer 
while  running  his  engine  to  keep  a  careful  lookout  along  the  track  in 
order  to  avert  danger,  in  oaee  he  shall  discover  any  obstruction  in  front 
of  him,  whether  at  a  crossing  or  elsewhere. 

Raujioads — DuTT  ov  Bnoikeer.  ^  When  an  engineer  discovers,  or  by  rea. 
sonable  watohfulness  may  disoover,  a  person  lying  upon  the  track  asleep 
or  drunk,  or  sees  a  human  beiog  known  by  him  to  be  insane,  or  other- 
wise insensible  to  danger,  or  unable  to  avoid  it,  upon  the  traok  in  fronti 
it  is  his  duty  to  resolve  all  doubt  in  favor  of  the  preservation  of  life,  and 
immediately  use  every  available  means,  short  of  imperiling  the  lives  of 
passengers  on  his  train,  to  stop  it. 

Kboliobncb,  when  Question  for  Jury.  —  In  an  action  against  a  railroad 
to  recover  far  personal  injury,  when  it  appears  that  a  person,  standing 
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OD  tho  track  At  the  time  that  the  engine  passed  ^oing  at  the  rate  of. 
twenty  miles  an  hour,  conld  see  the  party  injured  three  fourths  of  9^ 
mile  in  fronts  lying  in  an  apparently  helpless  condition  across  the  track,, 
it  is  a  qaettion  for  the  Jury  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  engineer,. 
in  the  ezerdse  of  due  diligence,  might  hare  discovered,  from  his  elevated-: 
position  on  the  engine,  the  fact  that  snch  party  was  lying  helpless  aoros» 
the  rails,  and  hy  prompt  and  strenuous  effort  have  saved  his  life  by 
■topping  the  train,  without  imperiling  the  passengers.     In  such  case,  it 
Is  also  for  the  jury  to  determine,  with  or  without  the  aid  of  expert  tes- 
timony, within  what  distance  the  train  might  have  been  stopped  with-- 
out  putting  the  passengers  in  jeopardy. 
HiaxJOSMOi,  WHBN  QuBsnov  for  Jurt.  —  When  the  facts  are  undisputed,, 
and  two  reasonable  and  fair-minded  persons  might  draw  inferences  from, 
them  so  different  that,  according  to  the  conclusion  of  faet  reached  by 
on«  there  would  be  negligence,  while  that  deduced  by  another  would 
ihow  the  exeroiae  of  ordinary  oare,  the  issue  should  be  snbmitted  to  thet 
Jnry  for  determination. 

Action  to  recover  for  persoDal  injury  caused  by  the  alleged 
negligence  of  the  defendant  company,  and  resulting  in  killing 
plaintiff's  intestate.  Plaintiff  submitted  to  a  judgment  of 
nonsuit,  and  appealed.  The  material  facts  are  stated  in  the 
opinion. 

C.  B,  Aycock^  for  the  appellant. 

W.  R.  AUen  and  Isaac  F.  Dorich^  for  the  respondent. 

AvBBT,  J.  When  this  court,  in  the  case  of  Ounter  y.  Wicletf 
85  N.  G.  812,  adopted  the  rule  laid  down  in  Davies  y.  Mann^ 
jlO  Mees.  &  W.  546,  that  '*  notwithstanding  the  previous  negli- 
gence of  the  plaintiff,  if,  at  the  time  when  the  injury  was 
committed,  it  might  have  been  avoided  by  the  exercise  of  rea- 
sonable care  and  prudence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  an 
action  will  lie  for  damages,"  it  was  thenceforth  aligned  with 
one  of  two  classes  holding  widely  divergent  views  as  to  the 
effect  of  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  a  plaintiff,  an-^ 
der  certain  circumstances,  upon  his  right  of  recovery.  That 
ruling  has  been  expressly  approved  in  a  large  number  of  later 
cases,  and  is  now  firmly  grounded  as  a  part  of  our  system, 
in  so  far  as  it  is  distinct  from  that  of  any  other  courts  where 
the  common  law  of  England  prevails:  Farmer  v.  Wilmington 
etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  88  N.  C.  564;  Turrentine  v.  Richmond  etc.  R.  R 
Co.,  92  N.  C.  688;  Aycock  v.  Raleigh  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  89  N.  C. 
821;  Troy  v.  Cape  Fear  etc,  R,  R.  Co.,  99  N.  C.  298;  6  Am.  St. 
Rep.  621;  McAdoo  v.  Richmond  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  105  N.  C.  140; 
Daily  V.  Richmond  etc.  R.  H.  Co.,  106  N.  C.  301;  Lay  v.  Ricx- 
mond  etc.  R.  R.  Co..  106  N.  C.  404;  Bullock  v.  Wilmington  etc^ 
R.  R.  Co.,  105  N.  C.  180;  Carlton  v.  Wilmington  etc.  R.  R.  Co.^ 
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104  N.  C.  365;  WiUon  v.  Norfolk  etc.  R.  R  Co.,  90  N.  C.  69. 
See  also  Weymire  v.  Wolfe,  52  Iowa,  533;  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co. 
T.  Kettam,  92  111.  245;  34  Am.  Rep.  130;  Meeka  v.  Southern  Pac. 
H'y  Co.,  56  Cal.  513;  38  Am.  Rep.  67;  Kenyon  v.  New  York  etc 
JL  R.  Co.,  5  Hon,  479. 

In  those  states  where  the  very  opposite  view  was  taken,  it 
•was  held  that  where  one  went  upon  the  track  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany at  a  point  other  than  a  crossing  where  the  public  have 
a  right  of  way,  without  special  license,  he  was  a  trespasser,  and 
could  not  recover  for  any  injury  inflicted  upon  him  through 
the  negligence  of  such  company's  agents  or  employees,  un- 
less it  was  wanton:  Mulherrin  v.  Delaware  etc.  R.  R,  Co.,  81 
Pa.  St  866;  Routidi  v.  Delaware  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  64  N.  Y.  129;  21 
Am.  Rep.  697;  Penneyhania  Co.  v.  Sinclair,  62  Ind.  901;  30 
Am.  Rep,  186;  Donaldson  v.  Milwaukee  etc.  RHy  Co.,  21  Minn. 
^3;  Beach  on  Contributory  Negligence;  New  Jersey  Ezprus 
Co.  V.  Nichols,  33  N.  J.  L.  434;  97  Am.  Deo.  722. 

In  delivering  the  opinion  in  Manly  v.  Wilmington  etc.  iZ.  JSL 
Co.,  74  N.  C.  655,  Justice  Bynum  foreshadowed,  by  an  inti* 
mation,  the  subsequent  adoption  by  this  court,  in  Ounter  v. 
Wicker,  85  N.  G.  312,  of  the  principle  stated  in  Davies  v.  Mann, 
10  Mees.  A  W.  545;  and  after  it  had  been  approved  in  so 
many  well-considered  opinions,  it  became  apparent  that  it 
^ould  be  illogical  and  inconsistent  to  adhere  to  the  rule  laid 
<Jown  in  Herring  v.  Wilmington  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  10  Ired.  402, 
ol  Am.  Dec.  395,  or  the  interpretation  generally  given  to 
Judge  Pearson's  language  by  the  leading  text-writers  of  this 
country.  In  that  case,  the  engineer  might  have  seen  two  lit- 
tle negroes  who  were  lying  on  the  track  asleep,  according  to 
•conflicting  testimony,  from  two  hundred  yards  to  a  half-mile, 
before  his  engine  reached  them.  He  did  not  actually  discover 
that  the  children  were  asleep  till  he  was  within  twenty-five 
or  thirty  yards  of  them.  The  testimony  showed,  also,  that 
the  train  oould  have  been  stopped  by  the  engineer  within 
irom  seventy-five  to  one  hundred  yards.  The  judge  below 
charged  the  jury  that  the  railroad  company  was  not  liable 
for  the  neglect  of  the  engineer  to  keep  a  lookout  along  the 
track,  except  when  he  was  approaching  a  crossing  of  a  public 
road  over  the  railway,  and  was  not  responsible  for  his  failure 
to  use  the  appliances  at  his  command  to  stop  the  train  until 
be  actually  saw  the  children  asleep  on  the  track,  at  a  distance 
of  twenty-five  or  thirty  yards.  This  instruction  was  sustained 
by  the  court  in  the  face  of  the  fact  that  the  counsel  for  the 
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plaintiff  cited  and  relied  upon  Davies  v.  Mann,  10  Mees.  &  W. 
645.  The  court  failed  even  to  advert  to  the  doctrine  laid  down 
in  that  case. 

It  must,  therefore,  have  been  the  settled  purpose  of  this 
court,  when  the  doctrine  of  Davies  v.  Mann^  10  Mees.  <fe  W.  312, 
was  approved,  to  modify  this  rule  whenever  the  point  should 
be  plainly  presented,  and  that  contingency  has  never  arisen 
until  the  present  time.  We  have  reiterated  the  principle  that 
where  an  engineer  sees  a  human  being  walking  along  or  across 
the  track  in  front  of  his  engine,  he  has  a  right  to  assume,  with- 
out further  information,  that  he  is  a  reasonable  person,  and 
will  stepoutof  thewayof  harm  before  the  engine  reaches  him: 
McAdoo  V.  Richmond  eie,  R.  R.  Co,j  105  N.  C.  153;  Daily  v. 
Richmond  eU.  R.  R.  Co.,  106  N.  G.  301;  Parker  v.  Wilmington 
etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  86  N.  G.  221.  It  is  not  negligence  in  an  engineer 
to  act,  in  the  absence  of  specific  information,  on  the  presump- 
tion that  a  man  who  is  apparently  awake,  and  is  moving,  is 
in  full  possession  of  all  of  his  senses  and  faculties. 

But  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  by  this  court  that  it  is  the 
duty  of  an  engineer  while  running  an  engine,  to  keep  a  careful 
lookout  along  the  track,  in  order  to  avoid  or  avert  danger,  in 
case  he  shall  discover  any  obstruction  in  his  front,  whether  at 
a  crossing  or  elsewhere:  Bullock  v.  Wilmington  etc.  R.  R.  Co., 
105  N.  G.  180;  Carlton  v.  Wilmington  etc,  R.  R.  Co.,  104  N.  C. 
365;   Wilson  v.  Norfolk  etc.  R.  R  Co.,  90  N.  C.  69. 

If  the  engineer  discover,  or  by  reasonable  watchfulness  may 
discover,  a  person  lying  upon  the  track  asleep  or  drunk,  or  see 
a  human  being  who  is  known  by  him  to  be  insane,  or  other- 
wise insensible  to  danger,  or  unable  to  avoid  it,  upon  the  track 
in  his  front,  it  is  his  duty  to  resolve  all  doubts  in  favor  of  the 
preservation  of  life,  and  immediately  use  every  available  means 
short  of  imperiling  the  lives  of  passengers  on  his  train,  to  stop 
it:  Lake  Shore  eU.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Miller,  25  Mich.  279;  Railroad 
r.  St.  John,  5  Sneed,  604;  Houston  etc.  R  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  52  Tex. 
178;  Isbell  v.  New  York  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  27  Conn.  398;  71  Am. 
Dec.  78;  Meeks  v.  Southern  Pae.  R.  R.  Co.,  56  Gal.  518;  88  Am. 
Rep.  67.  For  similar  reasons  we  have  held  that  the  test  of 
negligence  where  live-stock  is  killed  or  injured  by  a  train  is 
involved  in  the  question  whether  the  engineer,  by  keeping  a 
proper  lookout,  could  have  discovered  the  animal  in  time  to 
have  prevented  the  injury:  CarUon  v.  WilmiTigton  etc.  R  R.Co.^ 
104  N.  C.  366;  Wilson  v.  Norfolk  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  90  N.  C.  69! 
In  Bullock  V.  Wilmington  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  106  N.  C.  180,  the  sami 
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criterion  was  applied  where  it  was  alleged  that  an  engineer 
might  have  discovered  that  a  wagon  was  stalled  at  a  crossing 
in  time  to  prevent  injury  by  stopping  his  train. 

The  pertinent  portions  of  the  testimony  in  the  case  before 
us  may  be  gathered  and  grouped  as  follows,  bearing  in  mind 
always  that  if,  in  the  most  favorable  aspect  for  the  plaintiff, 
there  was  a  question  raised  that  it  was  the  exclusive  province 
of  the  jury  to  determine,  then  there  was  error.  A  witness  on 
the  roadside  could  see  plaintiff's  intestate  lying  on  the  side  of 
the  track  three  fourths  of  a  mile  distant.  He  could  not  tell, 
from  his  position  and  at  that  distance,  whether  he  was  lying 
across  the  rail,  but  thought  his  head  was  on  the  road-bed  be- 
yond the  ends  of  the  cross-ties;  when  the  engineer  was  passing, 
the  witness  waved  his  hand  at  him  as  a  signal  to  be  watchful. 
The  engineer  looked,  but  did  not  seem  to  comprehend  what 
was  meant  The  train  was  running  at  the  rate  of  about  twenty 
miles  an  hour.  The  witness  who  made  the  signal  had  been 
engaged  at  the  water-tank  for  about  eleven  months,  and  had 
been  often  seen  there  by  the  engineer,  but  had  not  made  his 
acquaintance. 

Could  the  engineer,  by  ordinary  care,  have  seen  that  the 
plaintiff's  intestate  was  lying  apparently  helpless  upon  the 
track,  with  his  head  inside  the  rail,  in  time  io  have  stopped 
the  train  before  it  reached  him?  Defendant's  counsel  con- 
tended that  there  was  no  testimony  offered  to  show  within 
what  distance  the  engineer,  by  using  all  available  appliances, 
could  have  stopped  the  train,  and  therefore  the  jury  could 
not  consider  the  question  whether  he  could  have  avoided  in- 
flicting the  injury.  With  the  data  furnished  by  the  evidence, 
it  was  the  province  of  the  jury,  either  with  or  without  addi- 
tional light  from  expert  witnesses,  to  determine  how  many 
feet  or  yards  of  track  the  train  must  have  traversed  after  the 
engineer  reversed  his  engine  and  blew  brakes  before  he  could 
have  put  a  complete  stop  to  its  movements  without  damage  to 
those  on  the  train.  The  jury  were  at  liberty  to  exercise  their 
own  common  sense,  and  to  use  the  knowledge  acquired  by  their 
observation  and  experience  in  every-day  life  in  solving  the 
question  whether  the  engineer,  in  the  exercise  of  due  diligence, 
might  have  discovered,  from  his  elevated  position  on  the  en- 
gine, the  fact  that  plaintiff's  intestate  was  lying  helpless 
across  the  rail,  and  whether,  by  prompt  and  strenuous  effort, 
he  could  have  saved  his  life  without  putting  his  passengers 
in  jeopardy:  Like  Shore  etc.  R.  R  Co.  v.  Miller,  25  Mich.  292; 
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Nehrbaa  v.  Central  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.,  62  Cal.  322.  Courte 
and  juries  acting  within  their  respective  provinces  must  take 
notice  of  matters  of  general  knowledge  and  use  their  common 
sense,  where  the  evidence  makes  the  issue  of  law  or  fact  de- 
pend upon  their  exercise:  Best  on  Evidence,  262,  note  /; 
Wood  on  Railways,  1064,  note. 

If  the  facts  had  been  undisputed,  and  such  that  only  one 
inference  could  have  been  drawn  from  them,  it  would  have 
been  the  duty  of  the  court  to  decide  whether  there  was  neg* 
ligence.  But  upon  the  testimony  before  them  in  this  case, 
the  judge  should  have  left  the  jury  to  say  whether  they  could 
deduce  satisfactorily,  from  the  evidence,  the  inference  that  the 
engineer  discovered,  or  could  by  ordinary  care  have  dis- 
covered, that  plaintiff's  intestate  was  lying  apparently  insen- 
sible upon  the  track,  in  time  to  have  avoided  the  injury,  or 
whether  they  thought  a  preponderance  of  testimony  was  in 
favor  of  the  inference  that  defendant's  employees  could  not 
have  averted  the  accident  by  exercising  the  diligence  re- 
quired by  law:  Smith  y.  Richmond  etc.  R.  R,  Co.^  99  N.  C.  241; 
Troy  V.  Cape  Fear  ele.  R.  R.  Co.,  99  N.  C.  298;  6  Am.  St.  Rep. 
521;  Marietta  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Pickaley,  24  Ohio  St.  654.  Men 
of  fair  and  reasonable  minds  might  have  drawn  different  con- 
clusions from  the  evidence  in  this  case,  although  there  is  no 
material  conflict  between  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  ex- 
amined, and  therefore  the  jury  should  have  been  allowed  to 
determine  whether  the  engineer  might  have  ascertained,  by 
keeping  a  proper  lookout,  the  real  condition  of  the  deceased, 
admitting,  even,  that  he  was  drunk,  and  by  timely  exertion 
have  saved  him  harmless,  without  peril  to  the  passengers  or 
other  persons  on  the  train:  2  Thompson  on  Negligence,  1178, 
1179;  Wood  on  Railways,  sec.  319,  p.  1259. 

Judge  Gooley,  in  his  work  on  torts,  page  670,  says:  "  If  the 
case  is  such  that  reasonable  men,  unaffected  by  bias  or  preju- 
dice, would  be  agreed  concerning  the  presence  or  absence  of 
due  care,  the  judge  would  be  quite  justified  in  saying  that 
the  law  deduced  the  conclusion  accordingly.  If  the  facts  are 
not  ambiguous,  and  there  is  no  room  for  two  honest  and 
apparently  reasonable  conclusions,  then  the  judge  should  not 
be  compelled  to  submit  the  question  to  the  jury  as  one  in 
dispute." 

The  rule  applicable  to  our  case  is,  that  though  the  facta 
may  be  undisputed,  yet  if  two  reasonable  and  fair-minded 
persons  might  draw  inferences  from  them  so  different  that  ao- 
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cording  to  the  conclusion  of  fact  reached  by  one  there  would 
be  negligence,  while  that  deduced  by  another  would  show  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care,  then  the  issue  should  be  submitted 
to  the  jury. 

We  think  that  his  honor  erred  in  declaring  the  testimony 
insufficient,  in  any  aspect  of  it,  to  warrant  the  inference  on 
the  part  of  the  jury  that  the  defendant  might  have  prevented 
the  injury  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care.  There  moat  be  m 
new  triaL  

CoHTBinirroKT  Neougbkob^  wHsii  Don  NOT  Bah  Rboovxrt.  —  Oon- 
tribntory  negligence  cannot  be  invoked  as  a  defense,  nnless  it  is  the  prozi- 
mate  cause  of  the  injury:  Korih  BimUnghcan  St.  R'y  Oa.  r,  Oalderwood,  89  Ala. 
247;  18  Am.  St  Rep.  105;  or  contribntod  to  the  injury:  Smith  ▼.  InciUf  51 
N.  J.  L.  607;  14  Am.  St  Bep.  690,  and  note;  Ohicoffo  He  B.  IL  (h,  ▼. 
Warner,  123  IlL  38.  Groea  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  raibroad  engioeef 
does  not  overcome  the  defense  of  contributory  negligence,  unless  it  is  such  as 
raises  the  presumption  of  a  wanton  recklessness:  Carrtngton  v.  LouUmUe  eCe. 
B,  B.  Oo,,  98  Ala.  472.  The  rule  that  oontribntory  negligence  will  bar  a  re- 
oovery  by  a  plaintiff  does  not  apply  to  one  injured  by  a  fire  set  oat  in  the 
operation  of  a  railroad:  Johnson  ▼.  Chkoffo  etc  E^y  Cb.,  77  Iowa,  666u 

BAniROAD  CoMPAims  —  NiOLiOBNoa  — PRnuMPTiOK.  —  When  aa  en- 
gineer sees  a  person  upon  or  crossing  the  track  in  time  to  stop  the  train,  with- 
out further  knowledge  he  may  pretnme  that  he  will  get  off  the  track  in 
time  to  avert  danger,  and  it  is  not  negligenee  in  him  not  to  cheek  the  tnin: 
Daily  v.  Bkhmnd  etc  B.  B,  Co.,  106  N.  C.  302;  MeAdoo  v.  Baiiroad^  105 
N.  C.  141.  Compare  Dyson  v.  New  Tot^k  etc  B.  B.  Co,,  SI  Conn.  9;  14  Am. 
St.  Bep.  82.  But  if  the  engineer  knows  that  the  signals  are  not  sufficient  to 
warn  a  person  upon  the  track,  if  possible  he  must  stop  the  train,  and  ia 
negligent  in  recklessly  failing  to  do  sa  The  contributory  negligence  of  th« 
person  on  the  track  is  no  defensa  against  such  conanct  of  the  engineer: 
Bouwmeeeter  v.  Orand  Bapids  etc.  B.  B  Co.,  67  l^oh.  87.  Compare  UcMar* 
shall y.  Chicago  etc.  R'y  Co,,  80  Iowa,  757;  20  Am.  St  Bep.  445,  and  nolo 
452,  453;  Meddles  v.  Chicago  etc  Ry  Co.,  77  Wis.  228;  20  Am.  St  Bep.  106^ 
and  note  1 14,  115.  When  the  danger  is  such  as  to  imperil  the  life  of  a  human 
being,  the  care  demanded  of  defendant  is  such  as  may  reasonably  be  regarded 
as  sufficient  to  prevent  the  probability  of  mischief:  Carver  y.  Plank  Road, 
69  Mioh.  616.  Mere  warning  in  time  to  prevent  accidents  is  not  of  itaelf 
proper  eare:  Markham  v.  Houston  etc  Co.,  73  Tex.  247. 

Neoliobnoe  a  Questiok  for  Whom.  —  Negligence  is  a  question  of  fact 
for  the  jury:  Murray  v.  Missouri  F.  B'y  Co.,  101  Ma  286;  20  Am.  8t  Bep. 
601,  and  note;  BloomOurg  S.  Co,  v.  Gardner,  120  Pa.  St  80;  JSremSger  ▼. 
Chicago  etc  B'y  Co.,  73  Wis.  158;  NemaU  v.  Bartktt,  114  N.  Y.  399;  San  Aw^ 
ionio  etc  B*y  Co,  v.  Bobinson,  73  Tex.  277;  McClain  v.  Brooib^a  C.  B.  B.  Co., 
116  N.  Y.  41)0;  UnderhiU  v.  Chicago  etc  B'y  Co.,  81  Mioh.  43;  Quiun  v.  South 
Carolina  l^y  Co.,  29  S.  C.  381;  White  v.  BaUroad  Co.,  30  8.  C.  218;  PeMe  ▼. 
Columbia  etc  B.  B,  Oo.,  29  S.  a  304;  Deisen  v.  Chicago  etc  B'y  Co.,  48  Minn. 
454;  Forier  v.  Sandy  Lake  Borough,  130  Pa.  St  124;  Schufort^  ▼.  Brahm,  130 
Pa.  St  411;  MeAdoo  v.  BaUroad,  105  N.  C.  141.  And  the  same  is  true  aa  to 
the  question  of  contributory  negligence:  Engel  v.  Smith,  82  Mich.  1;  21  Am. 
fit  Bep.  549,  and  note;  Chicago  etc  B'y  Co.  v.  Adler,  129  IlL  336;  Brush  JL 
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£.  Ok  ▼.  JMiy,  126  Ind.  220;  UnderkUl  ▼.  Cfhknr  He.  IVy  Co,,  81  Miob.  48; 
Bahsr  r,  RaUroad  Co.,  68  Mich.  91;  DeiMn  r,  Chicago  etc  R'y  Co.,  43  MiniL 
454;  LmU  ▼.  N.  7.  C.  dt  H.  R,  Ry  Co.,  120  N.  Y.  4()7;  MeClam  ▼.  Brooklyn 
C.  R.  R.  Co.,  116  N.  Y.  460;  McRickard  v.  Flint,  114  N.  Y.  222;  Lay  v. 
Richmond  etc  R.  R.  Co.,  106  N.  C.  404;  Clopp  ▼.  Jiear,  134  Pa.  St.  203; 
Btoonuburg  8.  Co.  ▼.  Gardner,  126  Pa.  St  80;  PetHe  v.  Columbia  ««e.  J?.  R. 
Co.,  29  S.  C.  303.  But  where  there  is  no  conflict  in  the  CTidenoe,  oontriba* 
tory  negligence  ia  a  qneation  of  Uw  for  the  oonrti  Ap$ey  t.  Dtiroit  €to>  M.  R* 
Obl,  88  Mich.  44a 


Bennebs  v.  Rhinehaht. 

[107  North  CASOLniA,  701) 

KncunoHt. «— Salb  Mabs  avtik  Death  of  JuDOBisifT  Dbbiob  wider  aa 
ezecation  iaened  prior  to  hia  death  reata  a  good  title  in  liie  pnrchaaar, 
and  though  he  ia  the  judgment  creditor,  thie  will  not  avoid  the  lale,  and 
if  it  renders  it  Toidable,  it  can  only  be  attacked  directly  or  by  answer 
calling  for  the  eqaitable  interposition  of  the  court. 

Action  to  obtain  poBsession  of  land.  In  1878,  the  plaintiff 
obtained  and  docketed  a  judgment  against  one  Love,  who  had 
acquired  a  homestead  in  land  in  1875,  the  lot  in  question 
being  a  part  of  the  excess  above  the  homestead.  In  1886,  he 
conveyed  his  interest  in  such  lot  to  the  defendant.  Bxecution 
was  issued  on  such  judgment  on  June  6,  1887,  and  the  judg* 
roent  debtor  died  the  following  day.  The  court  held  the  sale 
to  be  void,  and  plaintiffs  appealed. 

0.  S.  Ferguson  and  W,  B.  Ferguson^  for  the  appellante. 

Shepherd,  J.  The  execution  under  which  the  defendant 
purchased  was  issued  before  the  death  of  the  judgment  debtor. 
The  sale  was  made  before  the  return  day  of  the  writ,  and  after 
the  death  of  the  said  debtor. 

Did  the  purchaser  acquire  a  valid  title?  We  were  not 
favored  with  an  argument  in  support  of  the  ruling  of  his 
honor,  nor  have  we  been  able  to  find  anything  in  our  statute 
law  which  conflicts  with  the  decisions  of  this  court  and  other 
authoritieB  sustaining  the  title  of  a  purchaser  under  such  cir^ 
cumstances. 

In  Aycock  v.  Harrison^  65  N.  C.  8,  Reade,  J.,  speaking  for 
the  court,  says:  **  Where  there  is  a  judgment  and  sl  fieri /ncins 
or  venditioni  exponas  issues  during  the  life  of  the  defendant, 
the  sheriff  may  proceed  to  sell,  although  the  defendant  die 
before  the  sale,  and  so  he  may  when  the  fieri  facias  or  vendi* 
tioni  exponas  issue  after  his  death,  but  is  tested  before.  The 
reason  is,  that  when  the  process  issues  or  is  tested  before  the 
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defendant's  death,  the  ministerial  officer  can  take  no  notice 
of  his  death,  but  must  obey  the  process,  which,  being  tested 
before  the  death,  binds  the  land."  In  Halso  y.  Cole^  82  N.  C. 
161,  Dillard,  J.,  says:  "  If  the  execution  had  been  sued  in  the 
lifetime  of  David  Cole,  or  after  his  death,  but  with  a  test 
antedating  his  death,  the  sale  might  have  been  made  ander 
its  mandate,  and  the  title  would  have  passed.^  To  the  aame 
effect  is  Orant  y.  Hughes,  82  N.  C.  216,  and  cases  there  cited. 

These  adjudications  find  abundant  support  in  Tidd's  Prac- 
tice, 1034;  Freeman  on  Executions,  37,  and  the  very  numerous 
cases  cited  by  the  latter  author. 

It  is  true  that  the  purchaser  in  this  case  is  the  executioa 
creditor,  but  conceding  that  he  is  within  the  principle  which 
affects  such  a  purchaser  with  notice  of  all  irregularities  in  the 
execution,  the  sale  would  nevertheless  be  voidable  only,  and 
not  having  been  set  aside  by  any  direct  proceeding,  and  the 
pleadings  containing  no  matter  which  calls  for  the  equitable 
interposition  of  the  court  (there  being  only  a  general  denial), 
we  think  the  purchaser  acquired  the  legal  title. 

Error.  

JoDioiAL  Balis — Bsath  ov  Jihwibrt  Dbbtob.  —  An  ozMfntloii  fanwd  nd 
levied  npoii  Und  after  the  death  of  the  defendant  in  ezecatioii,  upon  a  Jodgmeiit 
rendered  againat  him  during  his  lifetime,  ia  voidable,  not  void:  Calm  ▼.  Wood" 
ufardf  74  Tex.  649.  Under  the  Iowa  oode,  a  sale  nnder  saoh  an  axecntioii  ia 
void:  Bull  r,  Oilbert,  79  Iowa,  547.  And  the  fact  that  the  property  leried 
on  under  saoh  an  ezecation  wae  already  held  by  the  officer  under  an  attach- 
ment writ  levied  prior  to  the  exeention  debtor's  death  will  not  prevent  the 
■application  of  the  rule:  Bmlt  v.  OiBwit  79  Iow%  547.  Yet  a  sale  of  realty 
nnder  an  execution  iesiied  on  a  judgment  after  the  judgment  debtor's  deaU^ 
but  tested  prior  thereto,  made  without  revivor  of  the  judgment  within  twelve 
months  after  ite  rendition,  is  valid:  Montgomery  v.  Bea^t^er,  85  Tenn.  688; 
4  Am.  St  Rep.  78a  In  WktffoiB  v.  Jamei,  121  Ind.  89,  where  an  order  was 
obtained  from  the  court  by  a  guardian  lo  sell  the  estate  of  his  ward  to  pay 
debts,  and  the  ward  died  before  the  sale^  the  sale,  made  under  a  compliance 
with  the  statutory  provisioas^  aad  daly  coaflrmed  by  tbo  eoeiii  vaa  ad- 
judged valid. 
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Jenkins  v.  Wilkinson. 
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NlOOTIABXA  iNflTBUllKXTS— EZTBKSION  OF  TiMB  OF   PaTMSIIT  —  OUABAN- 

TDK.  —  Where  a  promissory  note  is  not  paid  at  maturity,  and  a  third 
person,  in  oonsideratioa  of  an  extension  of  the  time  of  payment,  agrees 
in  writing  to  guarantee  its  payment,  provided  the  payee  would  hold  a 
mortgage  as  oollateral  security,  such  third  person  thereby  becomes  a 
guarantor  for  the  payment  of  the  note  upon  default  by  the  maker. 

NiOOTIABLB  InSTBVMSNTS  —  LlABILITT  OF  GUARANTOR  OF  PaTMBNT.  —  A 

guarantor  for  the  payment  of  a  note  is  liable  as  upon  an  absolute  prom* 
ise  to  pay  upon  default  in  payment  by  the  maker. 

KbOOTIABLB  iNBTBnMENTS  — LlABILITT  OF  GUARANTOR  FOB  COLLBOnOK. — 

A  guarantor  for  the  oollection  of  a  note  is  liable  as  upon  a  promise  to 
pay  upon  condition  that  the  payee  shall  diligently  proseoute  the  maker 
without  success. 

Action  upon  a  note  given  by  T.  A.  H.  Wilkinson  in  favor 
of  T.  T.  Jenkins,  and  not  paid  at  maturity.  One  Nancy  Wil- 
kinson then  agreed  in  writing,  that,  in  consideration  of  an  ex- 
tension of  time  granted  for  the  payment  of  the  note,  she  would 
guarantee  its  payment,  provided  that  the  payee  would  hold  a 
certain  mortgage  as  collateral  security  for  its  payment.  Upon 
compliance  with  the  conditions  of  such  agreement,  and  de- 
fault in  the  payment  of  the  note,  the  payee  brought  this  action, 
and  recovered  judgment,  from  which  defendant  appeals. 

C,  W.  Tillett^  for  the  respondent 

Shbpherd,  J.  There  is  a  plain  distinction  between  a  guar- 
anty of  payment  and  a  guaranty  of  collection.  ^^The  former 
is  an  absolute  promise  to  pay  the  debt  at  maturity,  if  not  paid 
by  the  principal  debtor,  and  the  guarantee  may  begin  an  ac- 
tion against  the  guarantor.  The  latter  is  a  promise  to  pay  the 
debt  upon  the  condition  that  the  guarantee  shall  diligently 
prosecute  the  principal  debtor  without  success  ":  Janes  v.  Ash' 
jfordy  79  N.  C.  173;  Baylies  on  Sureties  and  Gtlarantors,  113. 

This  case  belongs  to  the  former  of  these  classes,  and  the 
plaintiflf,  having  complied  with  the  terms  imposed  upon  him 
by  the  contract,  had  a  right  to  sue  the  defendant  Nancy  Wil- 
kinson upon  the  maturity  of  the  obligation. 

Her  agreement  was,  not  to  pay  after  the  plaintiff  had  ex- 
hausted the  mortgage  security,  but  it  was  absolute  upon  de- 
fault of  the  debtor,  and  the  requirement  that  tht  plaintiff  waa 
not  to  surrender  the  mortgage  was  only  for  her  protection  by 
way  of  subrogation,  in  the  event  of  her  being  oompelled  to  pay 
the  debt 

No  error. 
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Nmotiabli  iNSTSuicMim — Pbohissort  Notv  —  Liabilitt  of  QuABLAM' 
Tom  lOB  Patmsnt.  —  A  sar^ty  oa  a  promtAory  note  ouinot  defeat  hie  lia- 
Irility  by  proof  that  he  delivered  it  to  the  principal  on  condition  that  it  be 
■if  ned  by  another  sarety*  which  condition  was  not  fnlfilled:  Wurd  ▼.  HadbtUt 
90  Minn.  160;  44  Am.  Rep.  187;  Jordan  v.  Jordan,  10  Leii^  124;  43  Am.  B^ 
294;  Dixon  v.  Dkum,  81  Vt.  450;  76  Am.  Dec.  128.  One  who  ezecatee  »  note 
apparently  as  principal,  but  really  as  surety,  cannot  avoid  liabili^  to  payee 
by  reason  of  the  agreement  of  the  surety  with  the  principal  for  ezteneion  of 
the  time  of  payment:  MdOloAey  v.  IndianapolM  €tc.  Union,  67  Ind.  86;  38 
Am.  Rep.  76»  and  note.  The  guarantor  of  a  promissory  note  ie  bound  to  pa^ 
the  same  after  default  by  the  maker:  Jone$  v.  Thayer,  12  Gray,  443;  74  An. 
Dec  602,  and  note;  Pedt  ▼.  Frink,  10  Iow%  193;  74  Am.  Dee.  384^  and  note^ 
Bunger/trd  w.  O'Brim^  37  Minn.  306;  ^rkpairiek  t.  Ontg,  43  Kaa.  43IL 
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OjuMorA&  Law— FfTQmvK  vrom  Justiob,  Right  ov,  to  bi  Hbabb  ov  A^ 
FBAU — In  courts  of  appeal,  where  none  but  questions  of  law  oan  bo 
reviewed,  and  in  the  abeenoe  of  any  statute  specifically  regulating  the 
practice,  if  there  ia  satisfactory  evidence  that  a  defendant^  whose  appeal 
Is  founded  upon  exceptions  entered  on  the  trial  below,  has  been  regularly 
called  for  hearing,  has  escaped,  and  is  not  in  custody,  it  is  clearly  within 
the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,  in  the  absence  of  defendant  and  his 
oounsel,  to  determine  whether  the  exceptions  shall  be  passed  upon,  tiie 
appeal  dismissed,  or  the  hearing  postponed  until  the  recapture  of  the 
defendant.  Any  judgment  {nronounced  by  such  court  in  snch  case  wiU 
not  be  void.  Bven  when  the  court  may  review  the  facts,  a  defendant 
who  escapes  pending  his  appeal  is  deemed  to  have  waived  his  right  to  be 
present  on  the  final  hearing. 

Okimikal  Law— Prbsbkcs  ov  Pbisoksh  on  Apfsal.  —The  constitational 
right  of  a  party  charged  with  crime  to  be  present  at  his  trial,  to  be  in- 
formed of  the  charge  against  him,  to  introduce  evidence,  and  to  be  rep- 
resented by  counsel  extends  only  to  the  trial  court,  and  does  not  apply 
to  the  appellate  court,  having  jurisdiction  to  review  only  erron  of  law. 

Okiminal  Law  —  P&bssmob  or  Aooubbd  on  Afpial.  —  In  a  criminal  oaae  oa 
appeal,  the  appellate  court,  having  only  jurisdietion  to  review  qoestiooa 
of  law,  may  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the  caee,  and  to  enter  jndg- 
ment»  whether  the  aoonaed  it  charged  with  a  misdemeanor  or  a  eapital 
felony,  and  whether  he  is  or  is  not  at  the  time  of  the  hearing  under  bond 
for  his  appearance,  in  prison,  or  has  escaped  and  is  at  large. 

Theodore  F.  Davvdeon^  attomey-generalf  for  the  state. 

B.  O.  Beekwithy  for  the  defendant 

AvEBT,  J.  The  exceptions  taken  by  the  defendant,  Jaoobs, 
were  reviewed  at  the  last  term  of  this  court  in  a  well-oonsid- 
ered  opinion  filed  by  Justice  Clark,  106  N.  C.  695.  It  now 
appears  by  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the  superior  court  of 
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BoboBOQ  County,  and  is  admitted  bj  the  attorney-general  for 
the  etate,  that  at  the  time  when  the  appeal  was  heard  here,, 
the  prisoner  Jacobe  had  escaped  from  custody,  and  was  not- 
vecaptured  till  about  Angnst,  1890.  Counsel  now  insist  that 
this  court  shall  treat  the  decision  made  at  the  February  tero^ 
as  inconclusive  upon  the  prisoner,  and  hear  another  argument 
of  hie  appeal,  because  he  was  neither  actually  nor  construct^ 
ively  in  custody  when  the  exceptions  were  argued. 

In  appellate  courts,  where  questions  of  law  only  ean  be  re- 
viewed, and  in  the  absence  of  any  statute  specifically  regulat- 
ing the  procedure,  if  there  be  satisfactory  evidence  that  m- 
defendant,  whose  appeal  is  founded  upon  exceptions  entered 
on  the  trial  below  and  has  been  regularly  called  for  hearings 
has  eecaped,  and  is  not  in  actual  or  constructive  custody,  it  is 
clearly  within  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court  to  determine 
whether  the  exceptions  shall  be  argued  and  passed  upon,  th<> 
appeal  dismissed,  or  the  hearing  postponed  to  await  the  re- 
capture of  the  alleged  oflfender:  Smith  v.  United  StateSy  94  U.  S. 
97;  Bonahan  v.  Nebraska,  125  U.  S.  692;  Leftwieh'e  Case,  20* 
Gratt  722;  Sherman  v.  Commonwealth,  14  Gratt.  677;  McOawafk-. 
V.  People,  104  111.  100;  44  Am.  Rep.  87;  Wilson  v.  Common^ 
wealth,  10  Bush,  526;  State  v.  Sites,  20  W.  Va.  16.  In  the  ex- 
ercise  of  this  power,  the  courts  of  the  different  states  have  not 
adopted  uniform  rules  of  practice,  even  where  there  are  no  stat* 
utory  or  constitutional  provisions  regulating  the  mode  of  pro* 
cedure.  But  while  the  general,  if  not  universal,  rule  has  been 
to  refuse  a  motion  of  a  defendant  who  had  absconded  and  put 
himself  in  contempt  of  court,  to  dispose  of  his  appeal  or  make- 
any  order  affecting  it  at  his  instance  or  for  his  benefit,  the 
courts  of  the  different  states  have,  as  a  general  rule,  where 
there  was  no  express  statutory  requirement  in  reference  to  it,. 
and  where  the  prosecuting  officer  was  the  moving  party,  con- 
tinued, dismissed,  or  heard  the  appeal,  according  to  the  cir» 
oumstances  of  the  case  or  the  early  precedents  of  the  particular 
court:  Anonymous,  81  Me.  592;  Commonwealth  v.  Andrews,  97 
Mhss.  644;  People  v.  Oenet,  59  N.  Y.  81;  17  Am.  Rep.  315; 
Wanriek  v.  StaU,  78  Ala.  486;  49  Am.  Rep.  69. 

In  Smith  V.  United  States,  94  U.  8.  97,  Waite,  C.  J.,  deliver- 
ing the  opinion,  said:  *'It  is  clearly  within  our  discretion  to 
refuse  to  hear  a  criminal  case  in  error,  unless  the  convicted 
party  suing  out  the  writ  is  where  he  can  be  made  to  respond 
to  any  judgment  we  may  render If  we  affirm  the  judg- 
ment, he  is  not  likely  to  appear  to  submit  to  his  sentence.     If 
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we  reverse  it,  and  order  a  new  trial,  he  will  appear  or  not,  as 
he  may  consider  most  for  his  interest*''  The  reasoniog  of  the 
learned  chief  justice  has  been  adopted  and  bis  language  quoted 
in  many  of  the  more  recent  decisions  as  to  the  right  to  refuse 
a  request  from  the  defendant  that  the  court  pass  upon  his  ex- 
ceptions while  he  is  absconding  and  in  contempt  And  even 
where  the  appellate  courts  review  the  facts,  a  defendant  who 
escapes  pending  his  appeal  is  deemed  to  have  waived  his  right 
to  be  present  on  the  final  hearing  upon  his  assignment  of  er- 
rors: Commonwealth  v.  AndrewSj  97  Mass.  544;  Wihon  v.  Con^ 
monweaUh^  10  Bush,  626;  People  y.  Genet,  59  N.  Y.81;  17  Am. 
Hep.  815. 

The  court  of  appeals  of  Virginia  laid  down  the  rule  in  Sher- 
mian  v.  Commonwealth^  14  Gratt.  677,  that  where  a  prisoner 
'Oonvicted  of  a  felony  has  obtained  a  writ  of  error,  which  was 
'directed  to  operate  as  a  supereedeae,  and  then  escaped  from 
jail,  the  appellate  court  will  discharge  so  much  of  the  order  as 
awards  the  aupersedeaSf  and  direct  that  the  writ  of  error  be  dis- 
missed on  a  day  certain,  unless  the  defendant  shall.have  been, 
meantime,  rearrested  and  placed  in  custody  of  the  proper  offi- 
'Oer.  The  same  rule  was  subsequently  adopted  in  Dlinois, 
'West  Virginia,  and  Alabama:  McOowan  v.  People,  104  DI.  100; 
-44  Am.  Rep.  87;  Stale  ^  Sites,  2C  W  Va.  16:  WarwicJf  v.  Stats, 
78  Ala.  486;  49  Am.  Rep.  59. 

The  courts  of  Georgia,  Indiana,  and  Kentucky  have  con^ 

•curred  in  holding  that  it  is  the  proper  practice  to  dismiss,  on 

motion  of  the  prosecution,  unconditionally,  an  appeal  by  one 

charged  with  a  felony,  where  it  is  made  to  appear  satisfactorily 

that  he  has  escaped  custody  pending  the  appeal,  and  is  still 

at  large:  Madden  v.  State,  70  Ga.  883;  Sargent  v.  State,  96 

Ind.   63;  WiUon  v.  Commonwealth,  10  Bush,  526.    In  Left* 

vnch^i  Case,  20  Gratt.  722,  the  court  of  appeals  of  Virginia, 

Jiaving  held  that  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court,  by  yirtoe 

of  which  the  defendant  had  been  sent  to  the  penitentiary  for 

three  years,  was  erroneous,  ordered  that  he  be  brought  before 

'the  appellate  court  by  habeas  corpus,  when  it  appeared  that  he 

had  escaped,  and  was  not  in  custody  at  the  time  of  the  hear^ 

ing.    The  court  refused  to  set  aside  the  judgment  sostaining 

.the  exceptions  of  the  defendant. 

In  our  case,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  was  affirmed 
>here,  and  the  governor  issued  the  death-warrant  by  virtue  of 
^aection  3,  chapter  192,  Laws  of  1887,  fixing  the  time  of  execu- 
?*ion  on  September  26th,  but  has  respited  the  prisoner  in  order 
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that  the  question  presented  by  the  motion  before  as  might  be 
considered.  So  that  we  are  confronted  with  a  question  not 
directly  raised  in  any  of  the  cases  already  cited,  though  it  was 
discussed,  arguendo^  in  a  few  of  them,  and  covered  by  the 
broad  propositions  stated  in  others. 

In  the  case  of  State  v.  MeMUlan,  94  N.  C.  945,  it  was  de- 
clared to  be  the  settled  practice  of  this  court  to  refuse  the 
motion  of  the  attorney-general  to  dismiss  appeals  where  the 
defendant  charged  with  a  felony  escaped  after  filing  his  ex- 
ceptions below,  and  was  not  in  custody  when  the  case  was 
called  for  argument  in  this  court,  and  this  rule  was  enforced 
in  two  other  cases  subsequently  considered  at  the  same  term: 
StaU  V.  Pickett,  94  N.  C.  971;  State  v.  BrocksvilU,  94  N.  C. 
972.  The  present  chief  justice,  delivering  the  opinion  in  State 
Y.  McMillan,  94  N.  C.  945,  said :  *'  The  court  will  not  do  a  vain 
and  nugatory  thing.  The  appellant  may  never  be  rearrested. 
....  The  decision  would  be  empty  and  fruitless.  The  court 
will  not,  ordinarily,  hear  and  determine  an  appeal  when  it 
sees  that  its  orders  and  judgments  cannot  be  enforced  by  itsdl^ 
or  through  the  superior  court,  as  the  law  directs." 

The  provisions  of  chapters  191  and  192,  Laws  of  1887,  en- 
acied  since  that  opinion  was  filed,  meet  the  argument  that  it 
would  prove  fruitless  to  dismiss  an  appeal  which  a  defendant 
has  voluntarily  waived  his  right  to  prosecute,  by  giving  the 
clerk  or  the  governor,  or  both  conjointly,  the  power  to  order 
the  original  judgment,  which  has  been  stayed,  not  vacated,  to 
be  executed  or  enforced.  Since  the  passage  of  the  acts  con- 
stituting the  chapters  mentioned,  whether  an  appeal  taken  by 
a  defendant  in  a  criminal  action  be  dismissed  or  affirmed  in 
this  court,  the  stay  of  execution  will  be  removed,  and  the  law 
will  require  the  sentence  of  the  court  to  be  carried  into  effect 
in  the  manner  indicated  in  the  statute,  either  by  warrant  of  the 
governor  or  by  virtue  of  execution  issued  directly  to  the  sher- 
iff of  the  county.  This  radical  change  in  the  manner  of  exe- 
cuting the  criminal  law  obviates  the  objection  growing  out  of 
the  fact  that  it  remains  for  the  court  below  not  only,  under 
its  process,  to  recapture,  but  likewise  to  resentence  at  a  regular 
term.  In  State  v.  McMillan^  94  N.  C.  945,  the  court  says: 
*'  Besides,  to  dismiss  the  appeal  might  raise  embarrassing  ques- 
tions in  the  superior  court  if  the  appellant  should  be  rearrested. 
Would  the  dismissal  reinstate  the  judgment  of  death  vacated 
by  the  appeal,  or  operate  to  leave  that  judgment  in  force,  as  if 
no  appeal  had  been  taken?    Could  such  a  result  supervene  in 
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the  absence  of  the  prisoner,  whether  such  absence  be  occasioned 
by  his  escape  or  otherwise?  "  The  question  propounded  by  the 
court  has  been  in  part  met  by  the  express  provision  of  the 
statute,  and  it  remains  for  us  to  construe  the  law  so  as  to  an- 
swer the  interrogatory  left  open  still,  by  deciding  whether  a 
judgment  of  this  court,  rendered  after  the  prisoner's  escape, 
and  before  his  recapture,  would  constitute  a  valid  dispositioa 
of  the  appeal,  so  that  the  stay  of  execution  below  would  be 
removed.  The  discussion  of  this  point  (incidentally  and  en- 
tirely obiter)  by  some  of  the  courts  has  given  rise  to  confusion, 
because  of  the  failure  to  advert  to  the  fact  that  counsel  were 
not  allowed  in  England,  until  1886  (by  6  &  7  Wm.  IV.,  c.  114), 
to  make  a  full  defense  for  persons  charged  with  any  felony 
other  than  treason,  while  in  the  United  States  it  was  a  univer- 
sal  principle  of  constitutional  law  that  a  man  accused  of  a 
crime  (whether  a  misdemeanor  or  a  felony)  was  allowed  a  de- 
fense by  counsel,  both  upon  the  law  and  the  facts:  Cooley's 
Constitutional  Limitations,  130-135,  and  notes;  Viae  v.  Ham-- 
iltony  19  111.  78.  The  right  ^'  to  have  counsel  for  his  defense  ^* 
is  distinctly  guaranteed  to  the  accused  "  in  all  criminal  prose- 
cutions" by  an  amendment  to  the  original  declaration  of  rights, 
incorporated  in  1868:  Const.,  art.  1,  sec.  2.  There  is  no  suffi- 
cient reason  and  no  well-considered  authority  for  restricting 
the  right  and  duty  of  counsel  who  have  been  employed  by  a 
person  indicted  for  a  felouy,  have  entered  bis  exceptions  and 
appealed,  and  aided  in  settling  the  statement  of  case  on  appeal, 
bO  that  they  will  not  be  allowed  or  expected,  in  the  discharge 
of  their  duty  to  their  clients,  to  appear  in  the  appellate  court 
at  every  stage  of  the  procedure  there,  whether  the  client  be  a 
fugitive  or  a  prisoner.  The  relation  of  counsel  and  client  is 
such  that  the  former,  having  once  engaged  to  represent  the 
latter,  cannot  withdraw  without  leave  of  the  court  for  cause 
shown:  Cooley's  Constitutional  Limitations,  336.  But  it  is  not 
essential  in  North  Carolina,  where  the  appellate  court  does  not 
review  the  fiacts,  that  the  client,  though  indicted  for  a  capital 
felony,  should  be  present  in  this  court,  or  should  be  in  actual 
or  constructive  custody,  so  as  to  communicate  with  his  counsel 
after  the  trial  in  the  court  below,  including  judgment,  excep- 
tions,  and  appeal,  is  ended.  In  State  v.  Overton,  77  N.  C.  486, 
Justice  Reade,  for  the  court,  says:  *'The  constitution  provides 
that  a  defendant  in  a  criminal  action  shall  be  informed  of  the 
accusation  against  him,  and  shall  have  the  right  to  confront 
the  accusers  with  other  testimony,  and  shall  not  be  convicted 
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except  by  the  unanimous  verdict  of  a  jury  of  good  and  lawful 
men  in  open  court,  as  heretofore  used.  That  is  his  trial.  This^ 
of  course,  implies  that  he  shall  have  the  right  to  be  present 
If  he  complains  of  any  error  in  his  trial,  the  record  of  the  trial 
is  transmitted  to  this  court.  ....  It  has  never  been  under* 
stood,  nor  has  it  been  the  practice,  that  the  defendant  shall  be 
present  in  this  court,  nor  is  he  ever  '  convicted '  here."  See 
also  State  v.  Leak,  90  N.  C.  656. 

This  court  has  repeatedly  held  that  nothing  should  be  done 
prejudicial  to  the  rights  of  a  person  on  his  trial  for  a  capital 
Mony  unless  he  is  aoAually  present;  while  on  trial  for  mis- 
demeanors it  is  suffioieni  if  the  defendant  assents  through 
counsel  when  any  order  is  made  or  any  step  taken  affeoting 
his  rights:  State  y.  Weavety  18  Ired.  203;  State  y.  JefMn^y  84 
N.  G.  812;  87  Am.  Ri»p.  643;  StaU  v.  Bppe,  76  N.  G.  66;  State 
v.  PcnfhTy  89  N.  G.  689;  StaU  y.  Sheete,  89  N.  G.  648.  But  the 
distinction  is  clearly  drawn  in  State  v.  Overton^  77  N.  C.  486, 
between  the  trial  below,  at  which  the  defendant  baa  the  right 
to  be  present  and  confront  his  accosers,  by  virtue  of  the 
declaration  of  rights,  in  all  criminal  prosecutions  (but  may 
waive  that  right  except  in  trials  for  capital  felonies,  and  con- 
sent that  his  counsel  shall  represent  him),  and  the  hearing 
in  appellate  court,  where  it  is  not  essential  in  any  case  that 
the  accused  should  be  actually  presenti  or  that  counsel  who 
represent  him  should  know  that  he  has  not  absconded.  One 
on  trial  for  a  capital  felony  n^ust  confront  his  accusers  in  person 
at  every  stage  of  his  progress,  and  the  law  does  not  permit 
him  to  waive  his  right  or  delegate  to  another  the  power  to 
represent  him  in  the  examination  of  an  issue  involving  his 
life,  or  certainly  not  by  implication.  But  now  that  it  is  set- 
tled that  even  one  convicted  of  a  capital  felony  may  be  repre- 
sented by  counsel  (and  not  in  person)  when  tiiis  court  hears 
argument  upon  his  exceptions,  and  that  this  court  may  affirm 
the  judgment  of  the  oomrt  below,  and  direct  the  clerk  to  notify 
the  governor  so  that  a  death-warrant  may  issue  in  the  absence 
both  of  client  and  counsel,  it  is  difficult  to  diseover  any  prin- 
ciple of  constitutional,  common,  or  statute  law  that  gives  a  de- 
fendant who  is  in  hiding  and  in  contempt  the  right  to  insist 
upon  setting  aside  and  annulling  a.  judgment  of  tbis  court  be- 
cause he  was  *^  in  the  woods  "  instead  of  in  the  prison,  and 
could  not  therefore  communicate  by  letter  or  telegram  with 
counsel  engaged  to  represent  him  and  protect  his  interests  in 
this  court.     It  would  have  been  absurd  if  the  appeals  of  Jacobs 
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and  Oxendine  in  this  case  had  been  heard  together,  decided  to 
one  opinion,  and  disposed  of  byone  decreeaffirming  judgment  as 
to  both,  to  have  afterwards  held  that  any  principle  of  law  would 
compel  the  court  to  execute  the  judgment  as  to  Oxendine,  who 
remained  in  jail,  and  grant  a  new  hearing  as  to  the  defendant 
Jacobs  because  he  was  in  the  swamps  of  Robeson  County  and 
could  not  advise  his  learned  counsel  by  letter  what  steps  he 
ought  to  take  in  the  management  of  his  appeal  here. 

In  State  v.  Leak,  90  N.  C.  656,  the  court  passed  upon  a 
motion  of  counsel  for  a  defendant  charged  with  a  misdemeanor 
(fornication  and  adultery)  to  withdraw  his  appeal,  and  the 
motion  was  allowed.  The  question  whether  the  appellate 
court  should  grant  a  motion  made  by  counsel,  and  not  sup- 
ported by  affidavit  or  direct  authority  from  one  charged  with 
a  capital  felony,  to  dismiss  the  appeal  of  the  latter,  did  not 
arise  in  that  case,  and  has  never  been  decided  by  this  court. 

It  seems,  as  already  stated,  that  the  court  of  appeals  of 
Virginia  not  only  directed,  when  notified  of  the  escape  of 
an  appellant,  that  his  appeal  should  stand  dismissed  unlesa 
it  should  be  made  to  appear  that  he  was  in  custody  before  a 
certain  day  but  discharged  immediately  the  order  that  the 
writ  of  error  should  act  as  a  eupereedeae:  Shsrman  v.  Com- 
monwealth^ 14  Oratt  677.  We  infer  thtit  supereedeas  is  used  in 
the  sense  of  stay  of  execution,  and  that  the  effect  of  dis- 
charging the  eupereedeae  would  be  the  same  as  a  dismissal 
of  an  appeal  in  this  court  since  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1887. 
Abbott's  Law  Diet.,  tit.  Supersedeas,  523;  WiUiame  v.  Brvffy^ 
102  n.  S.  249;  Smith  v.  Weetem  Union  Tel  Co.,  83  Ey.  271; 
Hovey  v.  McDonald,  109  U.  S.  159.  The  Texas  court  of 
appeals  declared  constitutional  an  act  which  provided  that, 
in  case  a  defendant  should  escape  from  prison  pending  his 
appeal,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  appellate  court  should  no  longer 
attach  and  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed,  and  in  discusdng 
the  subject  declared  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  statutory  pro- 
vision, an  escape  should  be  considered  an  abandonment  of  an 
appeal:  Brown  w.  State^  6  Tex.  App.  129;  Loyd  v.  State,  19  Tex. 
App.  165.  The  case  of  People  v.  Bedinger^  55  Cal.  290,  in- 
volved only  a  construction  of  an  express  provision  of  the 
constitution  and  a  statute  of  the  state  of  California,  and  the 
citation  of  4  Blackstone,  355,  which  is  a  summary  of  the  law 
in  force  in  England  prior  to  1836,  was  not  applicable  in  this 
oountry,  because  the  provisions  of  the  organic  law  in  nearly 
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all  of  the  states  secure  the  right  of  representation  by  counsels 
in  all  cases  and  at  all  stages  of  the  prosecution. 

If  we  concede  that  the  right  of  the  accused  to  be  present^. 
or  in  communication  with  his  counsel,  extends  beyond  th^ 
time  when  the  nisi  priua  court  is  actually  engaged  in  the  tria^ 
of  the  indictment  preferred  against  him,  it  gives  rise  to  many 
embarrassing  questions.     If  the  defendant  has  the  right  to^ 
confront  his  accusers  or  to  be  in  such  a  position  that  he  can* 
direct  or  assist  his  counsel,  after  verdict  and  judgment  below^ 
while  his  appeal  is  pending,  there  is  even  greater  reason  for 
his  presence,  at  least  by  counsel  acting  under  his  advice,  when 
many  preliminary  steps  are  taken  by  witnesses,  prosecuting: 
oflScers,  and  grand  juries.    Yet  this  court  has  denied  the  right 
of  the  accused  to  have  a  dying  declaration  excluded  on  th» 
ground  that  he  oould  not  confront  his  accuser,  and  has  ad- 
mitted testimony  as  to  an  examination  of  a  defendant's  tracks,. 
in  his  absence,  in  the  face  of  a  similar  objection:  State  v.. 
TUghman,  11  Ired.  613;  State  v.  MorriSy  84  N.  C.  759.    This 
court  has  condemned,  in  very  severe  terms,  too,  any  attempt 
to  compel  grand  juries  to  conduct  their  investigations  in  tho 
presence  of  the  public  or  the  accused,  even  though  the  ques-- 
tion  before  them  may  be  whether  the  life  of  a  citizen  shall  bo 
placed  in  jeopardy  by  the  finding  of  an  indictment  charging 
him  with  a  capital  felony:  State  v.  Branchy  68  N.  C.  186;  12 
Am.  Rep.  633.    If  this  court  had  never  considered  any  of 
^these  questions,  it  would  be  much  more  important  to  extend 
the  right  of  the  accused  so  that  he  could  confront  those  who^ 
by  acts  or  declarations,  make  or  prepare  testimony  to  be  used 
on  the  trial  below,  than  to  secure  to  him  the  privilege  of  ad- 
vising counsel,  learned  in  the  law,  as  to  questions  about  which 
the  client  is  usually  profoundly  ignorant.     But  this  court,  ia 
the  case  of  State  v.  Kelly,  97  N.  C.  404,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  299, 
has  held  that  where  a  defendant  charged  with  a  felony  (A 
lower  grade   (less  than  capital)  is  present  when  his  trial 
begins  in  the  court  below,  and,  being  under  bond  for  his  apu. 
pearance,  is  in  constructive  custody,  but  voluntarily  absents 
himself  or  flees  during  the  progress  of  the  trial,  he  thereby 
impliedly  waived  his  right  to  be  present  at  all  subsequent 
stages,  up  to  and  including  the  rendition  of  the  verdict.    Surely^ 
then,  if  an  alleged  criminal  can,  by  implication,  surrender  hi» 
acknowledged  constitutional  right  to  meet  his  accusers  in  the- 
forum  where  the  facts  are  investigated,  and  where  he  is  sup-- 
posed,  on  account  of  his  peculiar  knowledge,  to  be  able  to  ai(k 
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liiB  counsel,  it  will  not  infringe  upon  any  important  principle 
or  subject  him  to  peril  from  which  he  should  be  protected,  to 
concede  that  a  higher  court,  having  only  cognizance  of  ques- 
tions of  law  that  may  be  as  thoroughly  discussed  in  his  ab- 
sence as  in  his  presence,  may  proceed  to  hear  and  determine 
issues  arising  out  of  his  appeal,  and  enter  its  judgment, 
whether  the  defendant  be  charged  with  a  misdemeanor,  a 
capital  felony,  or  one  of  lower  grade,  and  whether  he  be,  at 
the  time  of  the  bearing,  under  bond  or  recognizance  for  his 
4kppearance,  in  prison,  or  in  the  woods. 

The  motion  of  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  is  not  allowed. 
Let  this  opinion  be  certified,  to  the  end  that  the  judgment  ot 
the  court  may  be  executed  as  provided  by  law. 

Motion  refiised«  ^__ 

OanuNAL  Law^Afpbal— 'BmoT  or  Appkllavt's  Sboapb  ibom  Oo»- 
TODT.  —  It  M611M  to  be  the  general  rale  that  where  a  oonvicted  priaoner  takei 
■en  apped,  and  eeeapea  from  onetody  pending  the  appeal,  that  th«  appeal  viB 
•be  diamiaMd:  Warwitk  r.  State,  73  Ala.  466;  40  Am.  Bep.  50;  MeOawim  t. 
PeopU,  104  HL  100;  44  Am.  Rep.  87.  and  note;  WiUon  v.  OommMweakK  1€ 
Bneh,  526;  19  Am.  Rep.  76;  People  v.  Oenei,  59  N.  T.  80;  17  Am.  Rep.  S1& 
But  in  8taU  v.  Pkmeneta,  6  Rob.  (La.)  441,  41  Am.  Dea  271,  it  waa  decided 
that  fleeing  from  justioe  neither  deitroyi  nor  impain  a  party'a  right  to  ap> 
ipeal  ttmtk  a  judgmeiit  againat  hioL 
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[107  NoaTH  Cabouha,  Ml] 

CanmrAL  Law  — Housi  or  iLL-VAici^EviDSNoa.— To  proT*  tha  obarse 
of  keeping  a  bawdy-honae  or  hooee  of  ill-fatme^  it  mast  be  ihown  that  tl 
mw  a  oommon  reeort  of  people  of  both  eezes  for  the  purpoae  of  proatita- 
tion,  and  proof  of  acta  of  illicit  intercourse  on  the  part  of  the  oconpaati^ 
without  proof  that  it  waa  kept  for  the  convenience  of  people  who  Tinted 
it  to  indulge  in  lewdnoM,  will  not  sustain  the  charge. 

linxictPAL  CoBPOSATiovs^OEDnfANcs  — ScppBSssioir  09  HoussBor  III- 
lAMA  —  An  ordSnaaoe  enaeted  by  a  mnnioipal  oorporation  providing  tliat 
the  ptermitting  of  proatitntion  bj  the  owner  or  ooenpant  of  &  honse 
ahall  conititute  him  the  keeper  of  a  house  of  ill-'fame,  and  dodaring 
what  shall  constitute  snch  house,  and  establishing  a  nils  of  evidenoe  te 
determine  the  question,  is  void,  and  not  authorised  under  a  general 
power  to  enact  ordinances  for  the  government  of  the  eorporationv  and  te 
abate  or  prevent  nnisanoea. 

MuMZGiPAL  Corporation.  —  Orixut am oi  Void  im  Past  a  Void  ALToosTHn, 
where  all  its  parts  are  connected  with  and  essential  to  each  other. 

MuKTCiPAL  Corporations  —  Ordinanos  —  Sopprbssion  of  Hoosr  ov  III 
VAMB.  —  Under  express  power  in  a  municipal  corporation  to  suppress 
houses  of  ill-fame,  the  city  has  no  power  to  enact  an  ordinaoea  that  per. 
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■oiM  nol  guilty  of  a  nnisanoe  nndor  established  principles  of  law  shall  bs 
deemed  guilty  of  keepiag  bouses  of  ilUfame,  and  to  prescribe  now  rales 
of  evidence  to  be  adopted  on  the  triaL 

MVHIOIPAL  COBPORATION  —  ObDINANOB  —  SUFPBBSSIOll  09  HOUBSB  OV   IlL- 

FAKB.  — Under  general  power  in  a  municipal  corporation  to  suppress 
houses  of  ill-fame,  an  ordinance  forbidding  owners  from  renting  thois 
hoosee  to  others  for  the  purpose  of  prostitution,  or  with  knowledge  that 
they  were  to  be  so  used,  is  valid;  but  such  general  power  does  not  au- 
thoriis  the  dty  to  declare,  by  ordinance,  that  a  certain  house  is  a  house 
of  ill-fame,  or  to  define  and  declare  what  is  such  a  house. 
OumirAL  Law.  —  VxoLATioir  or  Void  MumcirAL  Obdibavo  is  aot  a 
criminal  oflense. 

Appsal  from  a  oonviction  under  an  indictment  founded 
on  the  following  sections  of  a  city  ordinance:  ''Sec.  667. 
That  the  occupant  or  owner  of  any  house  or  room,  or  part  of 
the  same,  within  the  city  of  Asheviile  who  shall  suffer  or 
allow  prostitution  therein;  or  males  and  females  to  cohabit 
therein,  without  then  and  there  being  lawfully  married,  shall 
be  deemed  the  keeper  of  a  house  of  ill-fame,  and  be  fined, 
on  conviction,  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars.  Sec.  668.  Circum- 
stances from  which  it  may  be  reasonably  inferred  that  any 
house  is  inhabited  or  frequented  by  disorderly  persons  or  per- 
sons of  notorious  bad  character  shall  be  sufficient  to  estab- 
lish that  such  house  is  a  disorderly,  or  house  of  ill-fame.'* 
Section  669  is  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Theodora  F.  Davidson^  atiomey'generai^  for  the  state. 
F.  8.  Lusky  for  the  defendant 

AvBBY,  J.  In  State  ▼.  Calley,  104  N.  C.  858,  17  Am.  St. 
Rep.  704,  it  was  held  that,  in  order  to  prove  the  charge  of 
keeping  a  bawdy-house  or  house  of  ill-fame,  it  must  be 
shown  that  it  was  a  common  resort  of  people  of  both  sexes  for 
the  purpose  of  prostitution,  and  that  it  was  not  sufficient  to 
prove  acts  of  illicit  intercourse  on  the  part  of  the  occupants 
without  showing  also  that  it  was  kept  for  the  convenience  of 
people  who  visited  it  to  indulge  in  lewdness.  The  aldermen 
were  not  authorized,  by  virtue  of  the  power  given  them  by  the 
legislature  to  ^  abate  or  prevent  nuisances  "  or  to  pass  ^  such 
ordinances,  by-laws,  rules,  and  regulations  for  the  better  gov- 
ernment of  the  city  as  they  deemed  necessary,"  to  enact  a 
law  declaring  that  not  only  suffering  or  allowing  prostitution, 
but  permitting  single  acts  of  illicit  sexual  intercourse  in  a 
house  or  room,  should  constitute  the  owner  or  occupant  of  the 
room  or  house  the  keeper  of  a  house  of  ill-fame.  To  lay  the 
foundation  for  suppressing,  they  first  declare  (in  section  657) 
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that  a  bawdy-house  which  the  law  declares  is  not  one.  In  the 
next  section  (658),  they  assume,  without  warrant,  the  right 
to  enact  a  rule  of  evidence,  and  that  section,  whether  in  con- 
sonance with  or  repugnant  to  the  established  rules  of  testi- 
mony, is  void.  Competent  testimony  would  be  admissible,  on 
the  trial  of  a  properly  constituted  case,  under  the  general  law 
of  evidence,  not  by  reason  of  the  passage  of  a  by-law  without 
authority.  But  it  is  scarcely  necessary  to  say  that  circum- 
stances which  justify  the  reasonable  inference  that  a  house  is 
either  "  inhabited  or  frequented  by  disorderly  persons  or  per- 
sons of  notoriously  bad  character  "  are  not,  without  further 
testimony  tending  to  show  actual  disorder  or  prostitution, 
sufficient  to  go  to  the  jury  to  establish  a  charge  of  keeping 
either  a  disorderly  house  or  a  bawdy-house.  It  is  provided  in 
section  659  that  when  any  owner  or  occupant,  after  it  is  **  so 
adjudged  "  (viz.,  under  the  preceding  void  ordinance  affixing 
a  penalty,  and  the  other  void  ordinance  changing  the  rules  of 
evidence)  that  his  home,  building,  or  room  is  a  house  of  ill- 
fame  or  bawdy-house,  shall  continue  for  two  days  longer  to 
allow  *^  disorderly  persons  or  persons  of  notorious  bad  char- 
acter "  to  frequent  such  house  or  room,  he  shall  be  fined  fifty 
dollars,  and  the  chief  of  police  shall  guard  such  house,  and 
keep  the  inmates  within  the  same,  until  a  warrant  can  be 
procured  for  the  arrest  of  such  owner  or  occupant.  This  last 
section  is  void,  because  it  hinges  on  and  is  dependent  upon 
the  two  preceding  sections,  they  being  so  connected  that  the 
liability  to  the  fine  under  the  last  section  depends  upon  a 
previous  conviction  under  section  657,  which  was  enacted 
without  authority,  and  that  conviction  could  be  made  under 
the  evidence  declared  sufficient  without  the  power  to  do  so  in 
section  658.  ^*  If  a  part  of  a  by-law  be  void,  another  essential 
and  connected  part  of  the  same  by-law  is  also  void  ":  1  Dillon 
on  Municipal  Corporations,  sec.  854  (421),  and  note  2  (to  4th 
ed.);  Commonwealth  v.  Ilitchings,  5  Gray,  482. 

In  volume  1,  section  89  (55),  Dillon  says:  "It  is  a  general 
and  undisputed  proposition  of  law  that  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion possesses  and  can  exercise  the  following  powers,  and  no 
others:  1.  Those  granted  in  express  words;  2.  Those  neces- 
sarily or  fairly  implied;  3.  Those  essential  to  the  declared 
objects  and  purposes  of  the  corporation,  —  not  simply  con- 
venient, but  indispensable.  Any  fair,  reasonable  doubt  con- 
cerning the  existence  of  power  is  resolved  by  the  courts  against 
the  corporation,  and  the  power  is  denied."    The   power  to 
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prevent  noisancee  does  not,  directly  or  by  implication,  carry 
with  it  the  authority  to  hold  the  owner  of  a  building,  who 
may  never  himself  visit  it,  responsible  for  the  nuisance  of 
keeping  a  house  of  prostitution,  bawdy-house,  or  house  of  ill- 
fame,  committed  by  his  tenant  without  his  knowledge  or 
consent,  and  subject  him  to  a  fine,  to  say  nothing  of  the 
disjunctive  liability  to  be  deemed  the  keeper  of  a  house  of 
ill-fame  and  to  have  the  inference  drawn  against  him  on  ac- 
count of  the  bad  character  rather  than  the  conduct  of  those 
who  occupy  his  houses  as  lessees  or  frequent  them.  Such  a 
by-law  is  not  only  unauthorized,  but  unreasonable. 

If  the  power  to  suppress  bawdy-houses  had  been  given  in 
express  terms,  as  has  been  done  in  some  instances,  the  city 
could  not  even  then  have  usurped  the  authority  to  enact  that 
persons  not  guilty  of  nuisance  under  the  established  principles 
of  law  should  be  deemed  guilty  of  keeping  bawdy-houses,  and 
to  prescribe  new  rules  of  evidence  to  be  adopted  on  the  trial: 
City  of  Charlton  v.  Barberf  64  Iowa,  860;  Darst  v.  People^  61 
111.  286;  City  of  Mt.  Pleasant  v.  Breeeej  11  Iowa,  899;  Wood 
on  Nuisances,  sees.  740,  741;  1  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions, sees.  809,  810. 

If  the  words  ^  be  deemed  the  keeper  of  a  house  of  ill-fame 
and ''  were  treated  as  surplusage,  the  ordinance,  after  striking 
them  out,  would  not  be  valid,  because  the  city  had  no  express 
authority  to  impose  a  penalty  on  owners  as  well  as  occupants, 
not  only  where  prostitution,  but  also  where  any  illicit  inter. 
course  whatever  is  allowed  in  a  house  or  a  room  separately 
leased  or  sublet,  and  under  a  general  power  to  suppress,  much 
broader  than  that  given  to  the  city  by  the  charter  or  general 
law,  such  a  by-law  would  have  been  decla;*ed  unreasonable. 
Under  a  general  power  to  suppress  houses  of  ill-fame,  it  has 
been  held  that  an  ordinance  was  valid  which  forbade  owners 
from  renting  their  houses  to  others  for  the  purpose  of  using 
them  as  bawdy-houses,  or  with  a  knowledge  that  they  were 
to  be  so  used,  but  such  general  law  does  not  empower  a  city 
to  declare  that  a  given  house  is  kept  as  a  house  of  prostitu- 
tion, or  to  define  and  declare  what  is  a  house  of  ill-fame:  1 
Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations,  sees.  876  (810),  876  (809), 
and  notes. 

The  violation  of  a  valid  ordinance  is,  under  the  provisions 
of  section  3820  of  the  code,  a  misdemeanor,  but  it  is  not  a 
criminal  ofiense  to  disregard  one  enacted  without  authority: 
State  V.  Hunter,  106  N.  C.  796. 
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There  was  error.  The  judge  below,  upon  the  introdoctioii 
of  the  ordioanceB  and  the  deTelopment  of  all  the  evidenoey 
ought  to  have  instructed  the  jury  to  return  a  Terdict  of  "  not 
guilty,"  and  there  must  be  a  new  trial 


OamniAL  Law  ^Houas  or  Ill-vams,  What  Comnrom.  —  An  faiidiol> 
meat  for  keeping  a  hoaae  of  iU-fame  is  sastained  by  proof  that  it  waa  kept 
by  defendant  as  a  house  of  ill-fame,  and  resorted  to  for  parposes  of  proatita- 
tioni  SiaU  ▼.  Lee,  80  Iowa,  75;  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  401,  and  note,  with  a  nnm- 
ber  «f  osMS  oolleoted  to  show  what  •videnoe  is  admissible  to  estnUish  tiie 
ehsraotsr  of  snoh  a  plaoe.  Where  the  evidenoe  showed  that  tha  hooaa  was 
the  resort  of  lewd  men  and  women,  it  was  sofficient  to  support  a  ▼erdiot  of 
gnilty  of  keeping  a  house  of  ill-fame:  Staie  r,  Toombe,  79  Iowa,  741;  People 
▼.  MaOetie,  79  Mich.  600;  fferwh^ger  r.  State,  70  Md.  278|  ChmnmmmmWk  t. 
Shea.  UO  Mass.  Sli. 

MunoDAL  CoaroaAnov — OaDiirAircni — VAUDiTr.  ^  Unantberiaad  pii^ 
▼isums  of  a  mnnloipal  ordinaaoe  do  not  iavalidate  the  whole  ordiaaaae^  if 
they  can  be  separated  from  the  rest  of  the  ordinanoe  withant  so  mntilat^ 
it  as  to  render  it  inoperatiTe:  PeopU  r,  Amuirong,  78  Mioh.  S88;  16  An.  8t 
Bep.  678^  and  note;  Pdyer  t.  ruiage  </  Dee  Plainm.  1S8  lU.  Ill;  g  An.  8i 
Rep.  494;  Asporto  Byrd,  84  Ala.  17. 

MunairAXi  CoBioaAHDN— Ivtaud  QaDnrAirai,  yioLAnMi  ov.  Ke  Op* 
ravsa.— Aptisoaer  detained  aader aa inwJid orfinanca wfll ba disehnifsd 
eaAetafsofiNH.- gbpoNHCrXeafy^tSlOM.  180;  7  Am.  St.  Bap^  Sit. 
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AeoKvnoNB,  land-own«r'i  right  to^  20SL 
ArooNife  dflflgilA»n  of  ImmJ  »nd  tnauMoty,  & 

dittiiiotioo  between  local  and  transitory,  22. 

fraudulent  transfer,  aotiont  to  set  aside,  whether  looal  or  tnuMiioij»  WL 

looal,  aotioDs  for  boznii^  tieei,  fences,  eta,  28. 

local,  actions  to  recover  damages  for  overflowing  a  mill,  tM» 

local,  asseasments  of  lands,  actions  to  enforce,  are,  2L 

looal  and  .ti^nsitory,  distinction  between,  22. 

local  and  transitory,  statutes  obliterating  distinotioos  tulwoi,  til 

local  and  transitory,  whether  may  be  united,  22. 

local,  condemnation  of  lands  for  public  use,  actions  for,  u%  tt. 

local,  oovenantk  actions  o^  founded  on  privity  of  estate,  are,  28. 

local,  deeds  absolute,  actions  to  have,  adjudged  to  be  mortf^^ii^  ai%  1^ 
26. 

local,  land,  actions  for  flooding,  28w 

local,  land,  actions  founded  upon  privity  ol  eetate  In,  ars^  & 

local,  private  way,  aotions  for  obstructing,  are,  28. 

local,  reformatipn  of  contracts  for  sale  of  land,  aotiont  for,  are,  WL 

local,  replevin,  actions  of,  when  are,  24. 

local,  specific  performance,  suits  for,  23. 

local,  transfer,  action  to  be  set  aside  as  frandulent^  28. 

local,  trespass  quart  ciausum/regU,  actions  of,  ai%  2L 

local,  where  must  be  brought,  22. 

officers,  actioDS  against,  where  must  bo  brought,  28. 

persons  and  personal  property,  actions  for  iajuriei  to^  are  transitory,  21^ 
24. 

replevin,  whether  local  or  transitory,  26. 

■nrvivorship  of,  for  personal  injuries,  194. 

tests  by  which  to  determine  which  are  local  and  whieh  traniitay^  flL 

township,  actions  against,  where  must  be  brought^  28. 

transitory,  assaalt  and  battery,  actions  for,  are,  26. 

transitory,  oMmmfmU  for  use  and  occupation  of  real  eetal%  Mb 

tmaaitory,  buildings,  actions  for  injuries  to,  25. 

transitory,  contracts,  actions  founded  upon,  are,  22. 

transitory,  damages  from  aooidents,  actions  for,  are,  M. 

transitory,  injuries  to  persons  or  personal  property,  aetioiiB  te,  ■%  & 
24. 

transitory,  judgments,  actions  upon,  26. 

transitory,  land,  actions  for  chattels  separated  from,  24. 

transitory,  land,  actions  for  entering  upon  and  destroying 
and  committing  other  trespasses,  26. 

transitory,  trover,  actions  of,  are,  24. 
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▲oiiom,  limiiaitory,  troT«r  for  nod  rtmoTtd  from  bad  is  «■•  iMt  mmd 

tramfomd  to  uiother,  M. 
tnuuitoryt  troTtr  in  ono  •teto  for  timbor  osl  In  HWlta^  IL 
tnunitorj.  w»miity  ol  title,  aotioiio  upon  tvwmmmt  o^  Mb 
AwiUHwmATOBa  aitd  Eubodtors,  ooatneti  ol  dooodont^  da^T  d^  ^ 

ploto  porforniADOo  of,  812,  811 
ooBtrooti  of  docedenti,  liability  for  bcooohoo  o^  811,  ML 
AmiALS,  fifliou,  lialnlitf  of  ownor  for  injnrioi  iniliotod  bj,  Tttl 
AffVAOraiAiiKMr  ov  Pmuo  Movri^  aot  nuddog,  nood  m*  bo  tlylid  •■ 

ptoptifctioiif  64& 
oooititatioBal  prorinon  limiting  timo  for  wbieb  ramj  bo  aAdib  80. 
oonttitatioiud  proririon  oiay  oporvto  at  o,  848. 
oontroet  impoiting  obligatioa  ot,  bj  rtpool  ol 

priatioB,  847. 
doflnition  ol,  788. 
lor  ozpooMo  ol  gOTonuiMat  boo  prooido— o  i 

848. 
iorm  ia  whioh  may  bo  iMidib  818^  844. 

fond  out  of  whioh  paymoat  b  to  bo  aodo  atod  aal  bo  aMBi^  8481 
funds  nood  not  bo  in  trooMiy  boloM  Makbig  o(  84%  84L 
nay  bo  impliod,  648. 
Bay  bo  preooriptiTo,  8ML 

payable  oat  of  moooyt  in  tiM  koooory  aol  oHioiiiloo  appiopihtoJ,  84IL 
preoedenoo  between  difhnal  ohoMo  of  ^propriotioa^  846^  847. 
repeal  ol  tbe  otatnte  makingt  wboa  inoperatiTo,  847. 
required  to  be  made  by  the  ooootitation,  is  a  more  oiproaioa  of  tiio  logb 

UtiTO  will.  639. 
required  to  be  only  in  pnnoaaoe  ol  law,  888^  888. 
oalary  of  pablic  offioer,  etatato  flziafr  whoa  oqniTnlMii  to  aa,  848^ 
■peoifie  may  have  preoedenoo  OTor  general,  848. 
■peoifio,  what  ii,  640, 
teohnioal  worda  not  eoMntial  to^  84Ai 
▼eited  righto  in,  648. 
what  is  not,  638,  639. 
what  it  requisite  to,  648. 
AiTACBinNTB,  non-residenoe  witldn  tiM  moaning  ol  tiM  stfasbiBMit  law%  8781 

Bavk%  oheok,  drawee  eannot  reeover  ol  bank  apoi^  878. 

deposit  of  money  in,  effect  of,  876. 
relation  between,  and  their  depositors,  834. 
special  deposits  in,  876. 
BouNDARiBB,  agreements  establishing,  86. 
disputed,  prooeediogs  to  settle,  86. 

Oasrurs,  access  to  depots  and  grounds  of^  spoebd  prirllifa 

702. 
against  what  liabilities  are  insurers,  40S. 
burden  of  proof  respecting  negligenoe  of,  788w 
oonnecting,  which  answerable  for  loss,  58. 
depot,  right  of,  to  exclude  persons  from,  699. 
depot,  right  of,  to  grant  exclusive  privileges  to 
exclusive  privileges,  agreement  to  grant,  whether  against  poblio 

699. 
ozpress  companies,  grants  of  exclnsire  privileges  to^  700^  701. 
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OAmBiEBS,  liability,  statatas  limiting,  08. 

limitations  of  liability  of,  by  contraot,  45ili 
of  paatangen,  oar«  which  mnst  axeniit,  788i 

omnibna,  right  of,  to  exolndo  lino  of,  from  dtpolaa^ 

praferenoea  by,  when  unlawful,  099. 

•peoial  priyilegat,  grants  of,  decisions  snstainiDf,  701,  7tt 

special  privileges,  grants  o^  when  nnlawfol,  700. 
CnrzoxABi  to  reriew  jadgments  punishing  ooatempti  ol  oowl,  4tl- 
CBilJ>Bra,  damages,  machinery,  liability  for  not  guarding  f^NB,  174 

measure  of  damages  in  actions  for  oansing  death  of^  174 
ComrrrruTiOKAL  Law,  appropriations  of  publie  moaoyi  required  to  bo 
only  in  pursuance  of  law,  838. 

appropriations  of  public  moneys,  what  v,  a&d  wheo  Tulid,  888-640. 
OnrmcFT  or  Court,  appeal  does  not  lie  from  J«dgm«it  punishing^  417* 

appeal  from  judgment  punishing,  iHiethor  operates  ■•  a  stoj  ol  ptooeedi 
ings,420. 

appeal,  what  questions  reviewable  upon,  419^  490L 

ttrihi'wi  does  not  annul  Judgment  punishing  if  tiM  oovl  hftd  JorUlo* 
tion,  421. 

OBrtiorarJ,  reriow  by,  420,  421. 

discretion  of  court  in  puuishing,  when  revlowablsb  410. 

error  in  order  disobeyed  is  no  excuse  for,  419. 

kabea$  eorptu  to  obtain  discharge  from  impnsooment  vader,  wOl  aol  W 
ordered  unless  judgment  is  void,  422. 

habeoM  emrjma  to  obtain  relief  from  judgment  punishing,  4SSL 

in  disobeying  injunction,  418,  419. 

injunction  to  prevent  punishment  for,  426. 

Judge  is  not  personally  liable  for  punishing  party  for,  4S8L 

Jurisdiction  of  court  may  always  be  questioned,  418. 

pardon  of  person  guilty  of,  426. 

prohibition  to  prevent  punishment  for,  426. 

question  of  fact  cannot  be  reviewed  upon  H^peal,  420. 

review  of  judgment  punishing,  417. 

review  of  judgments  punishing,  statutes  permitting,  418. 

stay  of  judgments  punishing,  whether  i^peal  operates  as  a,  4M 

witnees  committed  for,  will  not  bo  released  upon  appeal,  418. 
OoirraACTa,  breach  of,  after  contractor's  death,  who  liable  for,  91% 

breach  of,  before  contractor's  death,  who  liable  for,  81S. 

death,  contract  of  guaranty  is  not  terminated  by,  814. 

death,  contract  of  suretyship  is  not  terminated  by,  814. 

death,  contract  to  marry  is  terminated  by,  813. 

death,  joint  obligor,  effect  of,  on  his  liability,  814. 

death  of  contractor  does  not  discharge  obligation  of,  81S.' 

death  of  contractor  does  not  excuse  performance  of,  818. 

death  of  contractor,  duty  of  performing  eontraet^  ea  wlMsn  JtvolfW 
after,  812. 

death  of  contractor,  personal  contracts  which  are  terminaled  hf»  81& 

dissolution  of,  by  death,  813. 

executors  and  administraton,  when  bound  by,  81 L 

Joint  obligors,  death  of  one  of  several,  814. 

of  authors,  when  terminated  by  their  death,  818. 

personal  representatives,  when  boand  by,  811« 

termination  by  death,  instances  of,  812,  81 3b 
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CovTRACTB,  time,  when  of  essence  df,  2M8. 

CoHTXTANCia,  registration  of,  indes,  whether  aa  SHenlill  pMil  o(  t&Bk 

registration  of,  when  oomplets^  MS. 
OoBPQMmM*  <Aiiw1h— ,  fumsonnl  liability  of,  580. 

knowledge  of  prooeediugs^  when  impnted  to  offloan  «Dd  ahare-lioltai^ 
821. 
Obixinal  Law,  Uroeny,  indtotmeat  for,  description  of  ptopertiy  fa.  IML 

Dbath,  dissolation  of  contracts  by,  818. 

gnaranty  is  not  terminaied  fay,  814. 

of  author,  when  terminates  contract  of,  812. 

of  contractor,  duty  of  heirs  and  representatives  ta  perfom  Ui 
after,  811,  812. 
'  of  oontnotor,  when  terminates  contract  off  SIX 

of  oiM  of  several  joint  obligore*  814. 
DDiNmoH  of  appropriation  of  pnblio  iiM>neyi^  088L 

of  continuous  easeoMnt,  670. 

of  menaments  in  'survcgra*  84 

of  navigable  watercourse,  201« 

of  subrogation,  192. 

of  transitory  and  local  aotions,  22. 
Dbbcription  of  lands  in  contiaot  of  sale,  when  ■nffioten^  MIL 


r,  eootinuous,  defined,  670. 

prescriptive  right  to,  when  exists,  570. 
EjBonaNT,  equitable  title,  when  may  be  asserted  as  a  defense  in,  58& 
Bmimsht  Domain,  benefits  to  land,  when  may  be  deducted  from 

compensation,  when  necessary  to  exercise  of  powers  o4  Ml 

damages,  evidence  of,  what  admissible,  61. 

damages,  when  recoverable  in,  60. 

delegation  of  right  to  exercise  powers  of,  40. 

legislature  must  determine  necessity  of  exeroiae  of  powara  of^  4lL 

property  not  taken,  injuries  to,  61. 

purposes  for  which  powers  of,  may  be  exercised,  49. 
Bbtofpil  arising  when  one  has  represented  himself  tobeamembar  ol 

nership,  767,  768. 
Sttdbvos,  personal  property,  value  of,  how  proved,  178. 

to  prove  that  one  baa  been  held  out  aa  a  partner,  767,  768L 
BxioUTiOH,  death  of  defendant,  levy  and  sale  after,  910. 

exemption,  farmer  may  claim,  though  he  has  leased  hia 

exemption  of  horses  used  in  business,  263. 

exemption  of  tools,  when  includes  machinery,  263. 

exemption,  statutes  granting,  are  liberally  eonstroad,  SBIL 
BiXXCUTOBfl,  fee  of  property,  when  vests  in,  203. 


Wateomm,  -ieat  to  determine  what  are,  tTfti 
F&AUD,  how  must  be  pleaded,  Itt 

plea^<  mkmk  eafficteot,  811 
Fraudulent  Contetanox  will  not  be  set  aaUa  If 
the  demands  «l  his  creditor,  862. 

OuARAKTT,  death  does  not  terminate  contraet  of,  814 

HABEAa  CoRFua,  contempt  of  court,  judgment  pnniahinf,  how  fw  iwiewaUi 
upon,  422-425. 
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BA'BaM  fkfKtxm,  Jndgmento  of,  to  what  extent  may  be  revUwstUe  upon,  MQl 

Jnriadiotioii  of  iha  ccnirt  ia  all  that  ofta  be  inquired  into,  4SS. 
HiOHWATB»  preeoripliTie  right  to.  it  oonfinod  to  land  aotvatty  wed,  71L 
HoMiSTBAB^  figbta  la,  of  wile  and  ohildren  of  aeoond  marriage^  tti. 

IKDSMHI10R8,  jndgmentii  whan  prima /ode  evidence  against,  207. 

whan  bound  by  judgmanta  to  whioh  they  are  not  partiaii  204-207* 
iMjUKomiNy  against  proeecuting  action  in  another  state,  184 

to  prevent  collection  of  damages,  357. 
LmuRAifoi,  agents,  deolarations  of,  as  evidanoe^  881. 

ooncealinent,  when  avoids,  882. 

health,  braaeh  of  warranty,  what  ia,  88Si 

knowledge  of  agent,  when  imputed  to  the  insurar,  88IL 

waiver  of  proofs  of  loss,  381. 
Ihtbrkiit,  state,  obligation  of,  to  pay  on  its  indebtedness,  648b 

atatotas  granting,  do  not  apply  to  obligations  of  state  or  naUaa,  MIL 

JoniT  Oblioobs,  death  of  one  of  several,  effect  of,  on  hia  liability,  814 
JvDQUEfm  baaed  upon  aervioe  of  snmmona  by  publination,  4QB. 

oomplaint  ia  necessary  to  support,  403, 

oovenantor  against,  is  bound  by,  204. 

estoppel  agaiiiit  nrgiug  invalidity  of,  387. 

ittdanmitors,  ooaaent  judgments  are  prima /mck  evidenae  againtl^  906u 

fadamnttom,  iMiioa  to  defend  makes  judgments  aoaalosi^a  againil^  206L  . 

faidemnitors,  when  bound  by,  without  notioe,  204. 

notice  to  indemnitors  to  defend  actions,  206,  207. 

official  bonds,  sureties  upon,  when  not  1>ound  by,  against  prino^pa^  206. 

persons  agreeing  to  become  answerable  for,  204. 

sheriff,  judgments  against,  when  conoloaiva  against  his  iadaMii>aw^  201^ 
207. 
JvDiaiAL  Salb,  oonfirmalion  of,  and  its  aSiMt,  187. 

LlOBNflB,  injunction  to  prevent  revocation  of,  801. 

whan  revocable,  238,  301. 
LiBB  of  mechanic  ia  superior  to  landlord's  lien  for  rant^  9t(L 

oi  vendor,  assignment  of,  279* 

af  vendor,  nature  of,  279. 

of  vendor,  waiver  of,  279. 
LawTOiOmp  ahd  Tbbaht,  altaration  of  pranJaaa  laaaad,  whan  mpMkmi  ta 
an  eviction,  298. 

maaanre  af  dMuagaa  for  depriving  tenant  of  land,  297. 

maaanre  of  damagea  for  refnaing  to  make  leaae,  298^ 

Uakhamvu  Bgainat  govamor,  672. 

MABmxAOi,  death  tarminataa  eon  tract  for,  818. 

Mabbixd  Wombk,  reforming  conveyances  of,  182. 

ILkVTBB  ABD  SBBvaiiT,  agent  oontraoting  as  ostensible  prinoipal,  0O8L 

agant  failing  to  bind  prinaipal,  whether  binds  himsali,  511. 

agant  fully  disalosing  his  authority  is  not  personally  liaU%  518L 

agent  ia  not  personally  liabla  when  all  the  faota  ara  knawn  ta  Wlh 
tiaB,il0. 

agant  af  foreign  prinaipal,  personal  liability  af,  ill. 

agant,  naa  of  word  "agant "  will  not  alwaya  raliava  Ma 
Uability,  609. 

agent's  liability  to  third  persons  for  aots  of  misfeasanaa,  81& 

AM.  St.  Rir.,  Vou  XXII.  -  W 
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MAgrwM  AVD  SmTAMT,  oon  tract  of  agent  made  on  behalf'of  hii 

•ontnolor,  when  a  aenrant  of  hia  employer,  461,  46Sb 

•ontnotor,  when  not  a  aenrant  <^  hia  employer,  463. 

•eiitnotor«  when  a  aerrant  of  the  peraon  employing  hiSy  4ML 

forcign  principal,  agent  of,  whether  peraonaUy  liable,  611. 

landlord  ia  not  anawerable  for  seryants  of  hia  tenant^  462. 

liability  of  agent  acting  without  authority,  509. 

liability  of  agent  after  paying  money  over  to  hia  principal,  bl% 

liability  of  agent  contracting  aa  principal,  506. 

liabili^  of  agent  for  ialae  representationa  of  authority,  0OlL 

liability  of  maater  for  act  of  aenrant,  when  exista,  459. 

niafeaaanee  of  agent,  liability  of,  to  third  persona  for,  6112;  il4i 

minicipal  corporation,  principle  of  retipondeat  mperhr  appiiai  li^ 

Mgligenoe  of  agenta,  liability  of,  to  third  persona,  51S. 

aewaboy  ia  not  a  aenrant  of  a  railway  company,  462. 

noQ-feaaance  of  agents  liability  of,  to  third  persona  for,  $1%  014. 

one  assisting  servant  in  his  work,  460. 

personal  liability  of  agent,  how  may  be  avoided,  6O0L 

pilot,  when  a  aenrant  of  the  owner  of  a  veaael,  462. 

porter  of  Pullman  Car  Company,  461. 

postal  dark  ia  not  a  servant  of  a  railway  company,  402. 

public  officer,  principle  of  respondeat  saperjor,  when  applies  H  ^H^  ^^ 

nlatioii  of^  continues  as  long  as  master  retains  asntrol  or  Ihs  ligM  t* 
control  servant,  459. 

relation  of,  express  contract  not  essential  to^  460t 

relation  of,  when  ceases,  460. 

relation  of,  when  exists,  459-465. 

relation  of,  when  one  aervant  employs  another,  460l 

relation  of,  where  compensation  ia  proportionate  to  the  wesk  doas^  4iQL 

rmpondeat  atperior^  rule  of,  when  applicable,  459. 

servant  leaving  his  work  may  still  be  in  the  service  of  hia  maatsr,  4ML 

aervant  of  two  or  more  persons  at  the  same  time,  462. 

aervant  undertaking  to  do  work  for  another  than  his  master,  4ML 

stevedore,  when  a  servant  of  the  owner  of  a  Teasel,  462. 

tort»  both  are  liable  for,  512. 

torts  of  servants,  liability  of  maater  for,  466. 
Mbchanio's  Libv,  oommeacement  of,  279. 
MoBTOAOi,  deed  and  defeasance  constitute,  724. 

equitable,  what  is,  810. 
lloBiTOAOBS  in  possession  canuot  be  dispossessed  without  fUst  psjl^  dibi 

620. 
MnxioiPAL  CoBPOBATiOH,  szclusive  privilege,  grant  of,  by,  797* 

gas,  grant  of  sxclusive  privilege  to  manufacture  and  sell,  711^ 

liability  of,  for  negligence  of  officers,  96. 

KsoLiGBNGi,  contributory,  when  a  sufficient  defenas^  906. 
on  the  part  of  railways  and  their  servanta,  906. 

Pastmbbship,  admissions  aa  svidence  of,  762. 

between  corporation  and  a  private  person,  759. 

burden  of  proof  in  action  to  charge  one  aa  a  partner,  762. 

^creditor,  when  may  claim  that  person  is  estopped  to  ds^y  tiHi  ks  ii  B 

partner,  757. 
commercial  agency'^  reports  are  not  evidence  of,  768. 
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FAanrsmnp,  daelarationi  m  •rldmot  of,  702. 

diMolation,  notiot  of,  wfata  mffleinit  to  niktw  rttiriag 

f arthor  liability,  7tt. 
•atoppol  to  dony  that  penon  ia  a  partner,  lIHt  7U. 
aridanoa  to  prora  that  one  haii  been  held  oat  aa  a  partaar,  76L 
•rideiiea  ta  rabnt  aharga  that  ona  haa  baeo  held  o«l  aa  a 

702. 
fanda  of,  thonld  not  be  mad  to  pay  indiTidnal  dabtiy.748L 
knowledge  of  ana  that  he  is  being  held  ont  aa  a  partner,  701^ 
liability  ol  one  rapretantbg  himialf  to  be  a  partner,  767. 
liability  of  one  who  enffera  himself  to  be  held  ont  aa  a  partner,  Til* 
liability  of  parson  aa  partner  who  it  not  sooh,  what  aaoenafj  la 

tain,  768. 
pareoDs  acting  as  partners,  liability  ot^  707. 
parsons  liable  as,  though  they  are  not  partnasa  bk  faet^  700. 
fopresentatioa  that  one  la  a  partner  cannot  operate  in  favor  ^  araditaf 

who  did  not  act  apon  it,  768. 
fopatation  as  avidenoe  of,  701,  702. 
retiring  partner,  when  remains  liable,  708. 
saerst  agreement  between  partners  cannot  affeot  Hiair  Uabflity  to  third 

persons,  760. 
aifforing  one's  self  to  be  held  ont  as  a  partner,  760. 
when  cziata  between  two  or  mora  personsy  70L 
Faticbntb,  applioation  of,  07. 
PowxB  OF  Attobnst  given  by  husband  and  wifs^  whathsr  asthorlasa  a  aon« 

vayance  by  the  hnsband  only,  727. 
giTon  by  two  persons,  whether  moat  ba  taatrlalad  ta  mittw  In  whioh 

both  are  intarested,  720^  7S7. 
strict  oonstmction  of,  720. 
Fmmoipal  ahd  AoKvr,  acta  of  agent  for  his  ofwn  banaflt^  fiOl 
liability  of  principal  for  agent's  act,  180. 
object  of  creating  agency,  608. 

power  of  attorney  given  by  two  parsons,  oonstnictlon  af^  798,  727. 
power  of  attorney  given  by  two  persons,  whether  moat  ba  reatrictad  la 

matters  in  which  they  are  jointly  intereatad,  720. 
pnblio  agent  disclosing  his  anthority  ia  never  personally  liable,  ilO. 
pablic  agent,  persons  dealing  with*  are  presamad  to  know  limits  of  an- 

thorily  of,  610. 
ratification  of  agent's  mek,  IOOl 
tort»  liability  of  agent  for,  612. 
Fbooifal  AH d  Subbtt,  void  agreement  to  extend  lima  of  paymsnt  daas  not 

release  surety,  667. 
FuBUO  AoBNTB,  authority  ci,  limilationa  apo^  ara  prasaoMd  la  ba  known 

to  all  persons,  610. 
personal  liability  of,  6IO1 

Raxlwatb,  fire  started  by,  presumption  aa  to  negHganoa, 
freight  train,  rigbta  of  passengers  upon,  720. 
moving  train,  condaotor's  negligence  in  advising 

therefrom,  752. 
stock,  liability  for  killing  while  on  its  track,  148. 
tnm-tables,  neceesity  of  guarding  from  children,  174. 

BaoKvn,  parol  evidence  to  explain  or  contradict,  802. 
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Balm,  eondittonal,  loss  or  destmction  of  ^^roperty  ftfter,  iHio  miil  h^v,  Wff» 

delivery  becoming  impoeaible,  title  ii^y  itill  tM  In  p«rdiM«rv  808^  M7. 

delircry  is  not  esBential  to,  866. 

dostniotioii  of,  after  oonditional  sale,  ri^t  tl  TSndor  to  lOeorsr  potolioso 
priee  notwithstatiding,  867,  868. 

Idsi  or  destmotioo  of  property  before  delivery^  vIm  maA  boor,  866- 
868. 

poyment  is  aol  oswntfal  to,  866. 

titie,  when  passes  to  purchaser,  866. 

upon  condition,  vendor  reserring  the  title,  708« 

when  becomes  complete,  866. 
tnLLtr**  Oasb,  rale  of,  when  applicable,  664. 
Bnanm  Pbriobmahoi,  land,  parol  oontraot  for  ids  •( 
777. 

part  performance,  saffieienoy  •(  to  anthoriMb  777* 

when  win  bo  decreed,  288. 
ScATiB,  contracts  of,  and  their  effects,  649. 

interest  on  obligations  of,  is  not  allowed,  648. 
Bumammp,  death  does  not  terminate  oontraot  of,  814 
BuEYBTB,  controlling  oonrses,  which  controls,  34. 

declarations  of  parties  to  establish  bonndariesb  Mb 

lost  corners,  evidence  to  re-establish,  3S. 

monnments  defined,  84. 

parol  evidence  to  locate  comers,  34. 

quantity  of  land  called  for,  when  may  bo  considered  la 

I^uo&AFH  CoRPOBATioMB,  damogee  for  failnve  to  deliver 
suffering  as  an  element  of,  896,  897. 
mental  suffering  as  an  element  of  damages  in  aetioa  ler  fafliaf  to 

meeeago,  896,  897. 
negligence  in  failing  to  deliver  message^  who 

UsuBT,  recovery  of  money  paid  as,  41. 

WATBBOoraei^  conToyanoe  of  land  ae  boondod  by,  VL 
title  of  riparien  ownere  to  iMid  boBnd#d  If^  flJM. 
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ABANDOKMSim 
8«e  HiGHWAn^  8. 

ABATEMENT. 

MAxau  Ooxnutor  is  Presumbd  to  Iitmn^  to  Bim  m  Bxw» 
moBM  AVP  APMUiiSTBATOBa^  imWw  it  ia  of  Midi »  natoM  at  to  m11  few 
ttma  p«raoiial  quality  ol  the  testator,  or  is  ao  worded  at  to  plainly  s«ga- 
tiva  Mieh  a  presainptioii.  Where,  therefore^  a  teotator  covenanta  to 
ffolmild  premises  leased  by  him,  in  case  of  their  destmotion  by  fire^  his 
azeontor  will  have  power  to  perform  such  covenant;  and  in  an  aotion 
•gainst  tho  executor  to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  snob  coTen%pt^ 
*  motion  for  a  nonsait  on  the  ground  that  the  ezeontor  had  no  power  to 
vaboild,  and  no  control  over  the  heirs  at  law  to  make  them  rebuild,  is 
ftoperly  denied.  In  such  a  case,  whether  the  land  ia  devised  or  deaotnds 
ta  the  heir,  the  executor  is  liable  upon  the  covenant,  and  ntnst  pay  the 
dnnagsi^  If  he  have  assets.     Chamberlain  v.  Dunhpt  Wi% 

See  SuBwrramp,  % 

AOCIDSNT. 
See  IirauRAivaB,  lit 

ACCOUNTS  STATED. 
See  BAHKa  ahd  Baiixixo»  H 

ACKNOWLEDGMBMTL 
See  Bqdxtt,  8. 

AcnoNa 

L  LoOAli  AVD  TBAHSiroRT.  — Where  a  cause  of  aotion  may  arise  anywharsb 
an  aotion  thereon  is  transitory,  and  when  it  oould  have  arisen  in  one 
plaoe  only,  the  action  is  local.  Hence  an  action  of  trespass  to  the  per* 
son  or  for  the  conversion  of  goods  is  transitory,  while  an  aotion  for 
flooding  particular  lands  is  local.     Morris  v.  Missouri  Paef/ie  S^pCkk,  17. 

iL  LooAL  Actions  Consist,  Oxnbrallt,  of  those  instituted  for  the  recovery 
of  real  estate  or  for  injuries  thereto,  or  for  easements.    Id. 

t.  Local  and  Tbansitort,  between  NoN-RBsrDKNT8 — JvBisDicnoN. — 
Where  a  cause  of  action  between  non-residents  is  partly  local  and 
partly  transitory,  and  aroan  beyond  the  limits  of  the  state,  the  court 
aaay  refuse  to  entertain  jurisdiction,  as  jurisdiotion  is  entertained  in 


^. 
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OoBNBATion^  14;  MALiaioira  Pbosecotion,  1|  Miut  Ajn  MiLt«>] 

NiouoxHci»  11-13;  Static  flL 

ADVSRSB   POSSESSION. 

L  Aaffwmn  PossnsiON  vhdxr  Misttaki  nr  Bonin>AB¥.  —  As  catry  vpoa 
■ad  mora  than  twenty  yotLn*  tnbseqaeDt  poMOMion  of  Und  beyond  tiie 
line  of  hia  own  lot  by  an  adjoining  owner  under  claim  of  titles  and  onder 
a  mistake  as  to  the  location  of  the  boundary  line,  mnst  be  deemed  adreno 
to  the  tme  owner,  so  as  to  eztingnish  his  title  and  Test  it  ia  the  party 
in  possession.    Banuey  ▼.  OUnny,  73d. 

&  FsiYiTT  RiQinam  sktwbkn  Succbssitb  Boldmmm,  to  oonstitnte  adTene 
possession,  it,  that  the  latter  holder  most  take  nnder  the  earlier,  as  by 
desoent,  by  will,  by  grant,  or  by  voluntary  transfer  of  possession.    Id, 

IL  OoivnFxnTT  or  Possissioii  bt  SnocBssnrs  Holders,  how  Bffictkd.  ^ 
Oontinnity  and  eonneotion  of  adverse  possession  by  snooessiTe  holden, 
■o  that  the  possession  of  the  true  holder  will  not  intervene,  may  be 
effected  by  any  conveyance  or  understanding  which  has  for  its  object  a 
transfer  of  the  rights  of  the  possessor  or  of  his  possession  wben  ao» 
•ompanied  by  an  actual  transfer  of  the  possession.    Id, 

lb   kOTMBSM  BrTET  BT  TbNANT  —  ADVERSE   POSSSSSIOH  BT  LaITDLORD  ABB 

BIB  Hbdks  OB  THBiB  Grabtbbs.  — The  connected,  •accessive,  and  con- 
tinnons  possession  of  a  landlord  by  his  tenant,  his  heirs  and  their  gran- 
lees,  to  the  land  in  dispute  may  be  tacked  together  so  aa  to  form  a 
oontinnons  and  nninterrupted  possession  adverse  to  the  true  owner  for 
the  period  of  time  essential  to  give  title  by  adverse  possession.  Id, 
IL  Aptiro  Bbtrt  bt  Tbkabt — Adtersb  Possbssion  bt  Landlorbl^ 
Where  an  original  adverse  entry  upon  and  poosesoion  of  land  is  mads 
by  an  adjoining  owner's  tenant,  nnder  a  mistake  by  both  as  to  the  loca- 
tioQ  of  the  boundary  line,  and  this  is  followed  by  a  new  lease  of  the 
whole  premises  to  the  same  tenant,  espeoially  mentioning  a  building 
previously  erected  by  the  tenant  on  land  beyond  the  tme  boundary 
line,  the  adverse  possession  of  the  landlord  begins  when  the  tenant  ea* 
tered  nnder  the  second  lease.     Id, 

C  SifBOT    01    BZOBFTIOV  IK  CONVBTANOBS    OK    ADVERSE  ClaDL — WhCM 

a  party  and  his  successors  in  interest,  in  adverse  possession  of  certain 
land  nnder  a  mistake  as  to  the  boundary  line,  make  deeds  and  leases  of 
tneh  land,  excepting  therein  the  easterly  two  feet  thereof,  previously 
conveyed,  the  exception  in  the  deeds  and  leases  cannot  be  treated  ss 
declarations  by  the  parties  making  them  that  they  made  no  bUim  to 
the  land  held  adversely  by  nustake,  or  as  condnsive  evidenoe  that  they 
did  not  hold,  or  claim  to  hold,  advereely  to  the  tme  owner.  Id, 
y»  BFfBOf  Of  Absence  or  Duseibob  vbom  Statb.  —A  party  or  his  ancoss- 
•or  in  intereet  in  adverse  possession  of  land  may  continno  anch  pes* 
session  by  his  tenant,  and  the  abeence  of  the  landlord  from  the  state  will 
■ot  interrapt  the  ranning  of  the  statute  d  limitatioB%  as  Um  trae 
Immi  his  right  el  aotion  against  the  tenant  to  tssotif  possesslstt.    ifL 

t 

AFFIDAVIT. 

See  JuDGMBifT%  7* 


Index.  985 

AGENGT. 

!•  Dimr  ov  Aonrr  to  Vn  Rbasonablb  Cars  in  Exioutinq  Work  Uvder* 
lAKUf  BT  Hm.  —  Where  an  agent  once  actually  undertakes  and  enten- 
vpon  the  •zecntion  of  a  particnlar  work,  it  it  hit  dnty  to  nee  reasonable; 
aare  in  the  manner  of  executing  it,  so  as  not  to  cause  to  third  persoov 
•ay  tnjnry  which  may  be  the  natural  consequence  of  his  acts,  and  he 
cannot  by  abandoning  its  execution  midway,  and  leaving  things  in  a 
dangeroos  condition,  exempt  himself  from  liability  to  any  person  who 
tn£fers  injury  by  reason  of  his  having  so  left  them  without  proper  safe* 
guards.     Bahrdw.  SMpman,  504. 

%  AamxrfB  Pkhsonal  Liability  to  Third  Persons  vor  Nsqlioknob.  —  A» 
tgent  of  the  owner  of  property  who  has  the  complete  control  and  man- 
tgement  of  the  premises,  and  who  is  bound  to  keep  them  in  repair,  is 
liable  to  a  third  person  for  injuries  resulting  to  the  latter  while  nsing 
the  premises  in  an  ordinary  and  appropriate  manner,  thnmgh  the  neglect 
of  sach  agent  to  keep  the  premises  in  proper  repair.  And  the  agent 
sannot  excuse  himself  on  the  plea  that  his  principal  is  liable.  It  is  nok 
his  contract  with  his  principal  that  exposes  him  to  liability  to  third  per* 
sons,  bat  his  oommon*Uw  obligation  to  so  use  that  which  be  controls  as 
not  to  injnrc  another.    Id. 

H  PowBRs  OF  Attornbtt  Rbobitb  a  Strict  iHTSBPRRATioir,  and  the  anthor- 
i^  given  by  them  is  never  extended  by  intendment  or  construction  beyond 
that  which  is  givep  in  terms,  or  absolutely  necessary  to  carry  the  an* 
thority  into  effect     OUbert  v.  How,  724. 

4i  Joint  Powxh  or  Atfornrt  Givbn  bt  Two  Pkiuons,  antfaorising  another 
to  enter  upon,  take  possession  of,  and  convey  all  lands  in  which  they  may 
be  interested,  does  not  authorise  the  donee  of  the  power  to  convey  lands 
in  which  one  only  of  the  donors  is  interested,  and  a  conveyance  made  in 
the  name  of  both  is  void,  unless  both  had  an  interest  in  the  lands  oon« 
Teyed.    Id, 

§k  Appabbnt  Authoritt  ov  Aobnt. —Where  an  agents  with  express  antbority 
to  collect^  and  apparent  antbority  to  manage  the  manner  of  ooUeotion, 
receives  money  in  payment  in  lieu  of  a  royalty  payable  in  polpb  his 
principal  is  bound  by  the  payment     Cuahman  ▼.  Somert,  02. 

il  Ah  Aobnt,  tbouoh  Authorizbd  to  Conybt,  cannot  execute  a  oonTcy* 
aace  to  himself  and  his  wife  for  a  nominal  oonsidsratioa.  His  act  is  m 
fraud  on  his  principal,  and  his  conveyance  is  Toid.  WhUer  r,  MtMWam^ 
MS. 

f  •  PuiroirAL^  Ambnt  Nbobbsart  to  Bind  Hiv  iob  Acts  of  Aobnt  Out* 
mxB  Of  Affarbnt  Soopb  or  his  Authoritt. — The  authori^  of  a» 
agent  to  bind  his  principal  in  matters  outside  of  the  apparent  scope  cl 
Ins  aathori^  is  not  established  by  proof  of  the  hare  fact  that  he  has 
exercised  such  authority,  unless  it  is  also  proved,  or  the  circumstances 
Justify  the  inference,  that  the  person  to  be  charged  as  principal  assented 
to  snch  acts.     8t  Louk  eU.  R*y  Co,  v.  BenneU,  187. 

iL  flooPB  —  DaoLARATioNS  AS  TO  Paot  TRANSACTION.  —  Where  antbority 
is  delegated  to  an  agent  to  transact  business,  and  that  business  ro* 
qnires  continnous  negotiations,  or  is  a  business  not  fully  ended  by  a 
single  act,  and  requires  a  series  of  acts  to  complete  it  according  to  tho 
intention  of  the  parties  and  commercial  usages,  the  authority  of  tho 
agent  does  not  expire  with  the  performance  of  one  act,  although  that  aoi 
nkay  be  of  prime  importance.  The  rule  is  the  same  when  the  agent  has 
authority  to  conduct  a  single  transaction;  for  as  to  that,  he  is  a  general 
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■ftftt,  with  anUiority  to  perform  all  acts  oeooMary  to  faUy 
Ilia  traaaaeiioa.  Thia  role,  however,  doea  not  permit  the  dadaratioM 
if  tm  agent  narrating  a  past  transaction  to  be  given  in  evidenoa.  Obe^ 
ImnI  m,I^9Co.r.  Ch§$er,  593. 

NSSSISi  & 

AMENDMENT. 
See  Process,  0. 

ANIMAL& 

L  YwMom  Doa  —  Rbputatiov  as  EvwExcm  av  Vonom  —  WImps  «m 
keapt  upon  hia  premises  a  dog  which  haa  attaekad  or  bitAss  a  eon- 
Mflrabia  nnmber  el  persona  and  is  notorioasly  ohms  and  wUAemM,  it  may 
ba  preaomed  thafr  the  owner  has  sonio  knowledge  el  thia  laol^  and  in  an 
nation  to  reeorer  for  injuries  infliotsd  by  snoh  dog^  evidance  of  hh  gen- 
•ral  rspnte  for  vicionsness  is  admissible,  not  to  prove  the  partienlar  fact 
if  tbe  dangeroos  propensity  of  the  animal^  bat  tlio  pnblie  notoiiety,  and 
aa  tending  to  sapport  the  inference  of  knowledge  of  sndi  propensity  on 
ttie  part  of  Ua  owner.     Fah$  v,  Addkkt,  71$. 

&  Vicious  Doo^Nohob  of  ViciousNns.  — In  an  action  to  reeorer  for 
an  injury  reoeived  from  a  vicioas  dog,  the  gramxmm  of  the  aetion  is 
the  neglect  of  the  owner  of  the  animal,  known  by  him  to  be  ▼ioums 
and  liable  to  attack  and  injure  people,  to  restrain  him  so  aa  to  prereat 
Hieriak  of  damage,  and  the  notice  of  such  propensity  must  be  anob  aa 
to  pnt  a  prudent  roan  on  his  guard.    Id, 

X  Vioious  Doo  —  Pbotogation  bt  Steffing  upoir  Hdl  -^  Where  a  per- 
son, with  full  knowledge  of  the  evil  propensitiee  and  viekmsneaa  of  a 
dog,  wantonly  excites  him  or  voluntarily  and  unnecessarily  puts  him- 
self in  hia  way,  he  cannot  recover  fbr  an  injury;  but  the  f^  that  the 
party  injured  aooidentally  backed  or  atepped  upon  the  dog  without 
knowing  of  hia  preaence  is  no  defense  for  the  owner  of  the  dog.     Id, 

Bm  flA»ifcT«»«,  m^  46*  JuixiMBKTs  and  Dicrkbs,  19;  Bailboad  CoMPAm^ 

ANTENUPTIAL  CONTRACrT. 
See  WiLL«,  L 

APPEAL  AND  ERROR. 

1.  Av  Appbal  vrom  a  Judgment  and  from  an  order  denying  n  new  trial 
asay  be  taken  by  one  notice  by  two  different  parties,  though  one  of  snob 
parties  appeals  from  the  judgment  only,  and  the  notice  is  suffioisnt  if 
it  statea  who  are  appellants  and  what  they  appeal  from.  Wmttr  t. 
MeMiOan,  243. 

%  The  Finding  or  Facts  not  Allnokd  cannot  sustain  a  judgment  npoa 
appeal.     Brumbaugh  v.  Bichereek,  649. 

X  JuDOMSNTB,  PRKSUMFTION  IN  SUPPORT  OP.  —  Wbou  there  are  no  oonohh 
sions  of  fact  in  the  record,  and  the  evidence,  though  conflicting,  is  sufficient 
to  support  the  judgment  apon  some  hypothesis,  it  will  be  presumad  thai 
the  judgment  was  based  thereon.     Jhhtuom  v.  Archibald,  27. 
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4.  PRODUCTIOK  AKD  TJsK  OT  Ey IDSNGB  —  Prbsumptioii.  —  Where  inatra- 
mente  of  evidence  we  need  in  the  mode  required  by  law,  it  oannot 
be  laid  that  there  was  prejadicial  error,  although  the  motion  for  their 
production  may  have  been  defective,  or  the  order  made  upon  it  too 
broad.  In  euoh  oaia  it  will  be  presumed  on  appeal  that  there  was  no 
irregularity  or  error  in  the  ultimate  action  of  the  trial  court.  Cleveland 
etc  If  y  Co,  Y.  Ciomr,  MS. 

&  Probatb  Court  ^  JuRiSDieriON.  —  When  the  probate  court  hM  no  juris* 
diction  of  the  snbject-matter  of  an  action,  the  higher  courts  can  get 
no  jurisdiction  on  appeal    SUwan'i  t.  ^oAr,  150. 

tt.  RivBRaAL  ov  Void  JuDaiUNT.  —  Oo  motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal  from 
a  judgment^  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  the  supreme  court  may  order 
the  judgment  of  the  lower  edurt  reversed  for  the  purpose  of  elearing 
the  reeerda    Id* 

7*  JuDaMBHT  Satuvibd  oammot  bb  &BVIBWBD  upoB  APFgAU  Hence 
if  persons  to  whom  an  estate  wss  distributed  by  a  decree  of  court  have 
reoeived  and  receipted  for  their  full  share  so  distributed  to  them,  they 
oamiots^peal  freasuch  decree,  and  any  appeal  which  they  mny  attempt 
to  prosecute  may  be  dismissed  upon  motion.    Bktaie  qf  Baby,  239. 

il  Wmbbb  thb  IiOWBb  Court  has  not  abused  its  discretion  in  refusing  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground  of  excessive  damages,  the  judgment  will  not  be  die* 
turbed.     Olson  ▼.  8$.  Paul  etc.  S.  B,  Ca,  749. 

9.  FncDnros. — 17  a  Court  Declinxs  to  Find  upon  certain  issues,  on  the 

ground  that  they  are  not  material,  the  appellate  court  will  presume 
that  evidence  was  o£fered  thereupon,  and  will  reverse  the  judgment  if, 
in  its  opinion,  the  issues  were  material.    Spect  v.  Spect^  814. 

10.  Whbrb  Charob  ab  a  W^olb  is  Corrcct  the  judgment  will  not  be 
reversed,  although  an  extract  from  the  charge,  taken  by  itself,  is  erro- 
neous.    Cuskman  r,  Somere,  92. 

11.  Harmubm  Error.  ->  Where  a  witness  was  asked  what  a  leasehold  was 
worth  to  him,  an  allowance  of  such  question  is  a  harmless  error,  if  the 
answer  of  the  witness  shows  that  the  only  value  to  whioh  he  testifiM  iB 
the  market  value.     Hawthorne  v.  Siegel,  291. 

See  Criminal  Law,  7-9;  Damages,  4;  JuDOBnBNTS,  9;  Tbiai^  IL 

APPROPRIATIONS. 

1.  ArpBOPRiAnoir.  — Promisk  to  Pat  a  Debt  of  a  Statb,  contahied  in  m 
oertifioate  thereof  inued  by  its  authority,  is  not  an  appropriatioii.  Oarr 
T.  State,  684. 

%  Appropriation  bbbd  not  bb  Madb  in  Exprbss  Terms.  It  is  suflcient 
that  an  intention  to  make  it  is  clearly  evinced  by  the  language  of  the 
statute^  or  that  no  effect  can  be  given  to  the  statute  unless  it  is  consid- 
ered as  making  the  necessary  appropriation.    Id, 

&  ApPBonoATiON  tor  Patmbnt  of  Salary.  —  If  the  salary  of  a  pnblio  officer 
is  fixed  and  the  times  of  payment  prescribed  by  law,  no  ^>ecial  appropri* 
Btioa  is  necessary  to  authorize  the  issuing  of  a  warrant  for  its  payment. 
M. 

4.  Appr(»biatiov.  —  If  a  Statutb  Sbtb  Apart  thb  Monbtb  in  thb  Statb 
Dbbt  SiNKiNa  Fund  for  the  payment  of  the  principal  of  certain  in- 
debtedness of  the  state,  this  is  a  valid  appropriation;  and  if  that  statute 
is  afterwards  abrogated  by  another  statute,  declaring  that  the  state  sink- 
ing fond  shall  be  diMontinued,  merged  in,  and  constitute  part  of  the 
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general  fand,  and  all  sums  of  money  payable  out  of  the  state  ssnki^ 
fund  shall  be  payable  out  of  the  general  fnnd  of  the  state  treasmyy  thii 
Utter  statute  it  also  an  appropriation.    Id, 

See  C0NTBAOT8,  2;  Ihteiibt,  & 

ASSAULT. 

BriDBvai  —  PBOTOOATKXir  —  IfmaATioN  of  DAXAon.  —  A  delsndaat  eaa- 
not  give  in  evidenoe,  in  mitigation  of  damages  for  an  assanlt^  tiw  sets 
and  declarations  of  the  plaintiff  at  a  different  time,  or  any  antecedent 
facts  which  are  not  fairly  to  be  considered  as  part  of  one  and  the 
same  transaction.  To  entitle  the  defendant  to  gi^e  evidence  of  proroc^ 
tion  in  mitigation  of  damages,  the  provocation  must  be  so  recent  and 
Immediate  as  to  indnce  a  presumption  that  the  violenoe'doQe 
mitted  nndsr  the  immediate  influence  of  the  feelings  nnd 
eited  bj  il^    MWatd  t.  Trmm,  706. 

ASSIGNMEKT. 

AniONiixaT  ov  Rboogkisaiiob.  —A  party  entitled  to  n  dinre  or  tlie  whole 
of  a  recognisance  cannot  assign  it  so  as  to  defeat  any  legal  or  eqnitafals 
defense  to  which  it  was  subject  in  the  hands  of  the  assignor.    Rmiom  t. 

See  Banss  ahd  Bamkino,  17»  19. 

ASSIGNMENT   FOR   BENEFIT   OF   GRBDITOB& 
See  Baku  akd  Banking,  0,  7. 

ASSUMPTION.. 
SeeGira,  2. 

ATTACHMENT  AND  GARNISHMENT. 

L  AiTACHifXNT  AaAivsT  NoN-BXSiDJ£NT.  ^  A  uon-resident's  proper^  is  at- 
tachable when  his  residence  is  not  -such  as  to  subject  him  personally 
to  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  courts  and  thus  place  him  upon  equality  with 
the  other  residents  of  the  state.    Cardeti  v.  Corden,  876. 

%  Attaohmbmt  against  NoN-RniDENT.  —  Where  one  voluntarily  remofves 
from  one  state  to  another  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  the  duties  of 
an  office  of  indefinite  duration,  which  requires  his  continued  presence 
there  for  an  unlimited  time,  he  becomes  a  non-resident  of  the  formsr 
state  for  the  purposes  of  attachment,  although  he  may  occasionally  visil 
that  state,  and  entertain  an  intent  to  return  and  reside  there  at  eoese 
uncertain  time.      Id. 

I.  MoNKT  Ceases  to  b>  Held  in  Oustodt  of  Law  when  the  court  makes 
an  order  for  its  distribution  to  the  parties  whom  it  finds  entitled  thereto^ 
and  directs  its  officer  to  pay  such  moneys  to  them.  Duimmpor  T.  Fwr^ 
He^feldt,  331. 

4  Garnishment  ov  a  Rioeivkr  ob  Otbeb  Offices  of  a  Coubt  is  ErtBCT- 
IVB  WHEN  the  moneys  in  his  hands  have  been  distributed  by  the  court 
and  directed  to  be  paid  in  specified  sums  to  the  several  parties  entitled 
thereto,  and  the  garnishment  is  of  the  interest  of  one  of  such  parties.  /dL 

&  Debt,  What  is.  —  If  Moneys  in  Custody  of  Law  abb  Ddtbibotbo  by 
an  order  of  court,  and  a  definite  sum  is  directed  to  be  paid  by  the  olerk 
or  other  officer  having  possession  thereof  to  a  person  designated,  snoh 
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oAoer  must  be  regarded  m  owing  a  debt  to  snob  pAreon,  witbfai  tho^ 
■leaning  of  the  law  anthoricing  the  gamiahment  of  any  person  owing 
debti  to  the  defendant  Id, 
C  Attacrmbnt  of  DsBit>B*s  Profbrtt  not  Enjoined  wbbm.  —  When  a. 
debtor  and  hia  creditor  are  domiciled  in  different  states,  and  the  credi- 
tor in  the  courts  of  hia  own  domicile  proceeds  to  attach  the  property  of 
the  debtor  which  is  exempt  by  the  law  of  the  latter*s  domicile,  the 
•oarti  of  the  debtor's  domicile  will  not  enjoin  the  creditor  from  pro- 
•eeding,  even  though  he  is  temporarily  found  within  their  jurisdiction; 
and  if  in  such  a  case  an  injunction  is  improvidently  granted,  and  the 
creditor  Tiolatee  it  by  taking  judgment  in  a  oourt  of  his  domicile^  and 
Appropriating  to  its  payment  the  property  attached*  the  eoiirl  that 
iitaed  the  injnnetion  will  not  render  judgment  against  the  creditor  for 
Iha  Talue  of  the  property  so  appropriated.    OriffUh  ▼.  LanffrnMe,  18SL 

See  Cabbixrs,  41;  Chattbl  MoBTOAOiai  (k 

ATTORNBYS. 
See  CuMnrAii  Law,  fll 

ATTORNEYS'   FEES. 
See  Ca&ribb8»  40l 

BAKES  AND  BANKING. 

Im  Relation  bntwun  Bank  and  Dbpositob  That  of  Dbbtob  and  Obidi- 
TOB.  ^  Deposits  of  money  made  by  a  depositor  with  a  bank  create  be- 
tween them  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor,  and  the  law  implies  a 
oontraet  on  the  part  of  the  bank  to  disburse  the  money  standing  to  tho 
depositor's  eredit  only  upon  his  order  and  in  oonformity  with  his  direo- 
tiont.    Shipman  r.  Bank  qfSiaie,  821. 

%  Rblation  bbtwbbn  Bank  and  DiPoarroB  is  that  of  debtor  and  creditor^ 
•ad  has  none  of  the  elements  of  a  trust  about  it.  The  bank  does  not  as- 
sume to  beoome  a  fiduciary  as  to  the  money  deposited,  nor  does  it 
agree  to  hold  it  in  trust  for  the  depositor.    Hawea  ▼.  Blaehoett,  870. 

H  &BLATION  BBTWBBN  Bank  AND  Dbposhtob.  ^  A  depoeitor,  when  he 
makes  a  deposit,  becomes  a  creditor  of  the  bank,  and  the  latter  becomes 
his  debtor,  for  the  amount  of  money  deposited,  agreeing  to  disoharge  tho 
debt  so  orsated  by  honoring  and  paying  the  ohecks  or  orders  drawn 
Bpon  it  by  the  depositor,  when  presented,  not  exceeding  the  amount  ds- 
posited.    I(L 

4i  Dbposit.  —  When  a  bank,  in  the  course  of  business,  receives  deposits  ci 
money,  in  the  abeence  of  any  agreement  to  the  contrary,  it  at  once  b^ 
comes  the  money  of  the  bank  as  part  of  its  general  funds,  and  can  be 
Qssd  by  it  for  any  purpose  for  which  it  may  use  money  otherwise  acquired. 
Id. 

§,  Bank  oannot  Ohabob  Dbpositob  with  Patmbntb  Madb  without  his 
DiBBonoN.  —A  bank  is  not  entitled  to  charge  against  its  depositor's  ao- 
oount  any  sums  as  payments,  unless  they  have  been  made  to  saoh  persons 
as  he  directed.  Payments  of  the  depositor's  funds  mads  bj  IIm  bank 
withoat  his  order  afford  to  it  no  protection  when  called  upon  bj  him  to 
account  for  the  money  deposited.    Shipman  ▼.  Bank  of  State,  t21. 

C  Dbposit— Absionhbnt  OF,  bit  Bank.  —  The  money  of  a  general  depoei- 
tor in  a  bank  is  the  property  of  the  bank,  aud  subject  to  assignment 
by  it  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.     Howes  ▼.  BUtchoell,  870. 
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7.  AMUOinnQiT  ov  Dspotrr— Riokt  ov  Cbwok-woldmsl  -^Th^  bolder  of 
a  oheek  drawn  before,  and  preeented  for  payment  af jker,  an  aeaigniDent 
by  tbe  bank  for  the  benefit  of  ereditora  is  not  entitled  to  the  anonnt 
thereof  ae  againat  tbe  ■■■ignee.  He  ia  only  entitle<^  aa  igaiaat  bun,  to 
hie  pro  raki  ehare  of  the  fnnd  remaining  after  the  payment  of  pre- 
ferred oreditort,  while  ae  against  tbe  drawer  he  ia  entitled  to  have  lo 
mneh  of  bia  deposit  aa  is  named  in  the  eheok  set  apart  for  its  paymentb 
nbjeot  to  the  rights  of  the  bank  and  ita  assignee.     Jd. 

C  AooomiT  SiaTiD  bt  Baitk  to  m  Dapoarroa  mat  aa  Opbnbd  upmi 
Pboov  or  FiuuD  ob  Mistakk  —  An  aooonnt  stated  by  a  bank  to  its 
depositor,  hy  its  balaneiag  and  retorning  to  him  bia  psae-book«  with  the 
Touchers,  oan  always  be  opened  npon  proof  of  mistoke  or  f rand,  nnleos 
the  depositor  ia  ohsrgeabla  with  n^ligenoob  The  only  effeot  of  the  si- 
lenoeaf  the  depositor  as  to  the  eorreotnees  of  tbe  aoooant  landsved  by 
the  bank  is  to  pat  upon  bim  the  burden  of  showing  that  the  account,  as 
stated,  was  the  result  of  fraud  or  mistake.  Sk^pmam  ▼.  Bank  q^  Siaie, 
ttl. 

IL  IqmrABLB  Dbfbhbb  Uvatahjuka  wbov.  —In  an  aetloo  sgainst  a  bank, 
brought  by  a  depoaitor  to  reoorer  money  deposited  with  It,  part  of  wbieb 
it  had  paid  out  on  ohaoka  npon  whioh  a  elerk  of  the  plaintiff  had  forged 
the  indorsemento  af  the  p^ee^  it  ^peacad  that  said  oleik  bad  made 
good  to  the  payess  the  amounts  of  snob  cheoks,  and  the  defendant  set 
up  this  faet  as  a  partial  equitable  defease^  but  as  it  did  not  appesr 
with  what  fonda  or  in  what  manner  said  clerk  msde  aaeb  payments,  nor 
that  they  ware  aada  at  the  expense  or  to  the  injury  of  the  defendant^  nor 
that  tbe  plaintiff  profited  by  them,  and  as  it  did  appear  that  tbe  pUiu- 
tiff  had  paid,  on  account  of  the  fieuds  of  said  oleik,  more  tbaa  the  amount 
if  these  ebeoka,  it  was  held  that  a  refusal  to  ehatge  that  the  plaintifl^ 
Bot  having  sustained  any  loss  by  reason  of  snob  obeoka,  was  not  entitled 
to  recover  upon  them  was  not  error.    Id, 

to,   PaTMKMTS  UPOH  FoROBD  iNDOBABmNTB  DO  MOT  EXONBBATB  BaNK  WHXBB 

Dbpositob  hov  Ohakoeablb  with  NaouaBNCBi  ^  Psymento  mads  by 
a  bank  upon  forged  indorsements  are  at  ito  peril,  unless  it  eau  ebdm  prc^ 
toction  upon  some  principle  of  estoppel,  or  by  reason  of  some  nsgliganca 
ehargeable  to  tbe  depositor.    Id, 

11.  CaacK  Madb  Payablb  to  Ordbb  ov  FioriTioua  Paaaoir  hot  nr  BfVBor 
Patablb  TO  BaARiB  wuBSi.  — Tbe  rule  that  a  aegotiable  instrument 
made  payable  to  the  order  of  a  fictitious  person  and  negotiated  by  the 
maker  has  the  same  validity,  as  against  the  maker  and  all  persona  having 
knowledge  of  the  facts,  as  if  payi^Ua  to  beaiar,  applies  only  to  papsv 
put  into  circulation  by  tbe  maker  with  knowladga  that  the  name  of  the 
payee  does  not  represent  a  real  person.  Such  papar  cannot  be  treated 
as  payable  to  bearer  unleai  tbe  maker  knowa  tbe  payee  to  be  flotitioa% 
and  actually  intonds  to  make  it  payable  to  a  fictitious  person.     Id, 

UL  Dbawbb  ov  Cbbgk  xb  mot  PBBauxBD  TO  Kbow  8nvaT«BB  or  Patb&<^ 
The  drawer  of  a  bank  cheok  is  not  presumed  to  knaw  the  tignatara  of 
the  payee.  The  bank  nins^  at  ito  peril*  daternnaa  that  qnesftioB. 
When,  therefoiA  *  Imii^  retoms  to  ito  dt^ositor  a  obeok,  as 
of  a  payment  made  by  bis  direction,  he  has  the  right  tp  aasnaM 
bank  has  ascertained  the  indorsement  upon  it  to  ba  genaina.     id, 

ML  Patmbitt  of  Chbck  at  Eisk  of  Bajik.  >- Banks  are  requirsd,  and  for 
their  own  safety  are  compelled,  to  know  at  all  times  the  balance  to  the 
credit  of  bach  individual  customer,  and  they  accept  and  pay  obecka  si 
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their  own  risk  and  periL  If,  from  hegligence  or  inattention  to  their 
«wn  affaira,  banks  impronridently  pay  when  the  aeoonnt  of  the  onstomer 
b  not  in  oondition  to  warrant  it,  und  if  by  mistake  a  oheok  is  paid  when 
the  drawer  has  no  fands  in  bank,  it  mast  look  to  the  customer  for  recti* 
fleation,  and  not  the  party  to  whom  the  check  was  paid,  fini  NaL 
Bank  Vs  Devemak,  894. 

Mk  MiSTAKB  ur  Patmbnt  of  Chbok.  —  A  mistake  by  one,  which  is  the 
direct  result  of  his  own  carelessness  and  inattention  to  his  own  affairs, 
aflbrds  no  gronnd  for  relief  at  law  or  in  equity;  and  a  mistake  as  to  tho 
state  of  a  customer's  bank  account  affords  no  gronnd  of  relief  for  th* 
payment  of  his  oheck  as  against  the  payee,  in  the  absenoe  of  aa  anther* 
iied  agreement  on  his  part  to  retnm  the  draft  received  in  payment.    /dL 

Mk  pATMunp  ov  Ohjms  bt  Mibtaks  — Allsoation  and  Pboot— Vau* 
ANCB.  —  An  allegation  that  a  bank  paid  the  check  of  a  onstomer  under 
mistake  of  fact  as  to  the  state  of  his  account  is  not  supported  by  proof 
that  \%  held  a  cheek  drawn  in  his  favor,  and  falsely  represented  by  him 
to  be  good  at  the  time  of  making  such  payment,  as  against  the  party 
who  received  a  draft  from  the  bank  in  payment  of  the  oheck.    Id, 

IC  RsmDT  Of  CHflCK-HOLDBE.  —The  drawer  of  a  oheok  agrees  that  it  will 
bo  paid  by  the  bank  when  duly  presented  for  pay  month  *i^d  upon  re- 
fusal by  the  bank  to  pay,  the  holder  has  his  remedy  against  the  drawer 
for  his  breach  of  contract     Hawes  v.  Blciekwell,  870. 

17.  Riosrs  OF  Chbok-holdkr.  —  A  check,  as  to  the  drawer  thereof,  is  as 
assignment  to  the  holder  of  the  deposit  to  the  auMNUit  specified  in  tho 
cheek,  but  it  does  not  create  a  lien  as  against  the  bank.  The  holder 
simply  has  an  interest  in  the  depositi  subject  to  the  bank's  right  of  set- 
off against  the  depositor,  and  to  pay  his  outstanding  checks  received  and 
paid  before  notice.    Id, 

18.  RiGRTS  OF  Chbox-holi>sb  or  P^TiB.  —  The  payee  or  holder  of  a  check 
lor  part  of  «  deposit  cannot,  in  the  absence  of  ground  for  equitablo 
relief,  maintain  his  separate  action  against  the  bank  for  non-paymeni 
on  presentation,  until  the  bank  has  accepted  the  check  or  agreed  to  pay 
it.  He,  however,  has  his  remedy  against  the  drawer,  or  they  may  Jointly 
recover  against  the  bank,  subject  to  its  rights  of  set-off  againal  the  do* 
positor,  and  to  pay  all  his  outstanding  ohecks  of  which  it  has  notice  bo* 
fore  such  check  is  presented.     Id, 

liL  RtORTS  ok  OttOK-BOLDfeR. — A  check  for  the  whole  of  a  deposil  is  an  aa* 
signment  of  the  depoeltor^s  whole  debt  against  tho  bank,  and  entitles 
Hie  holder  to  tatfMUtain  his  adparate  action  therefor  against  the  hank 
vpon  presentatkn  of  the  oheok  and  refusal  of  payoMsl,  eul^ioot  to  the 
hank's  right  of  set-off  against  the  depositor,  and  lo  pajr  his 
'  checks  roeeifod  and  paid  before  notice.    /<(. 

Bee  Fraui^  d. 

BAWDY-HOUB& 
See  Cbimival  Law,  11. 

BILLS  OF  LADIKO. 
See  CARRiBRa,  42-44. 

BONA  FIDE  PURCHASERS. 
See  Pkaodulbrt  CoMVSTABORa,  4-C 
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BONDS. 
8m  Imtbrbst;  SvKMmmr,  h 

m 

BOUNDARIES. 

t.  SumTBT,  EriDBirai  to  Vabt  or  Establisb  Calls  nr.  — When  tiM  eiDi 
in  a'grftai,  if  appliad  to  th«  land,  corrwpond  with  each  oth«r,  parol  cvi- 
doDca  ii  not  admiMible  to  vary  them  by  showing  that  they  nra  not  tiie 
«alU  in  the  farrey  aa  aetnally  made.  If,  when  lo  appliod,  they  diedoee 
a  Utent  ambiguity,  and  oooflict  with  one  another,  parol  oridonoe  may 
be  reaorted  to  for  the  pnrpoee  of  determining  the  ooniliet^  and  ahowing 
the  land  aotaally  intended  to  be  embraoed  by  the  oalla  of  the  annrey. 
Johninm  ▼.  ArdubaH  87. 

%,  What  Calls  PmiTAiL.  —  Calls  in  a  survey  for  natnral  objeeta  or  narked 
linea  and  oomen  prevail  over  oalla  for  oonrae  and  diatanoa.     Id» 

&  8vKVK7,  Btidbvob  TO  Skow.  —  The  aorrey  as  aotnally  made  maj  always 
be  shown  by  any  legal  evidenoe,  when  fai  fast  the  lines  wore  ma  upon 
the  groond.    Id, 

4  Call  vor  Covrsr  ahd  DiarAircR  pRRViiiLB  otbr  MnrAKSf  Call  ior 
Objbot.  ^  Whenever  the  evidenoe  is  anffioient  to  indnee  the  belief 
that  the  mistake  in  a  anrvey  ia  in  the  eall  for  a  natural  or  artifiosal  ob- 
Jeot^  and  not  in  the  sail  for  ooorse  and  distanos^  the  latter  will  prevail, 
and  the  former  will  be  disregarded,     fd, 

Ik  Bnomca  ov  Mistaks  in  Call.  —The  declaration  of  the  surveyor  who 
made  the  survey  is  oompetent  evidenoe  to  show  that  tlia  mistaka  therein 
is  in  the  call  for  a  natnral  objeot^  and  not  in  the  sail  far  ooniao  and 
disfesnoe.    Id. 

See  Adtersr  PossBsszoir,  1.  ft, 

BURDEN  OF  PROOF. 
8sa  Bang  av»  Bakkiho,  8;  Casribbs,  .7, 88;  FRAumiLBav  OomimrAKem, 

6|  Vrndob  ahd  PuBOHASn^  0b 

BURGLARY. 
See  Criminal  Law,  IQl 

CARRIER& 

I.  Rtobt  to  Control  Dbfot  Grounds  ^Unjuit  DncRiMiNATimr. — A 

I  ail  road  oompany  oan  make  all  needfnl  roasonable  rules  and  regula- 
tions oonoeming  the  use  of  ita  depot  and  gronnds»  and  may  azeliida  all 
persona  therefrom  who  have  no  buaineas  with  the  railroad  or  the  pas- 
aengera  going  to  or  ooming  from  the  trains  or  dapol^  snd  prohibit  all 
persona  from  soliciting  buaineaa  for  themselveo  upon  its  premiaeas  but 
it  cannot  arbitrarily  admit  one  carrier  of  paaaengera  or  freight  to  ita 
depot  or  grounds,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others,  for  no  other  reason 
than  that  it  is  for  its  own  pleasure  or  profit  so  to  do.  KaUtmamo  H.  ^ 
B.  Co.  V.  SooUma^  693. 
&  Right  to  Disoriminatb  bstwbbn  Hackmsn.  —  A  railroad  oompany 
eannot,  upon  any  pretense,  except  of  wrong  or  misconduot  on  the  part  of 
the  person  excluded,  grant  to  one  hack  man,  or  line  of  haeks  and  omni* 
busea,  the  exeluaive  right  to  occupy  a  place  upon  ita  depot  groand%  nor 
oan  it  aet  aaide  the  most  favorable  part  of  auoh  grounds  to  a  hack 
and  onmibua  company  engaged  in  carrying  paasengera  and  freight,  to  the 
exdnaioQ  of  othera  engaged  in  the  aame  buaineaa.      A  grant  of  each 
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priTilAge  ft  an  unjust  discriminatioii,  tending  to  defeat 'oompetltioii  aad 
to  ereate  a  monopoly.     Id, 

S.  Cars  Rbquibid  bt  Railway  towards  Passrnoibs  ia  the  higheat  prao- 
ticable  care,  oantion,  and  diligence  which  capable  and  faithfol  railroad 
men  would  exercise  under  similar  circumstances^  Furnkk  ▼.  Missouri 
P,  R'y  Co,,  781. 

4s.  LiABiLTTT  VOB  Sliobt  NKOLioBiiCB.  —  A  Carrier  of  passengers  liy  railway 
is  liable  for  injury  resulting  from  slight  negligence  on  its  part.    Id. 

Sw  Cars  Rbquirbd  ov.  —  A  carrier  of  passengers  by  railway  is  bound  to  fur* 
nish  reasonably  safe  and  sufficient  road-bed,  tracks,  cars,  and  engines,  so 
far  as  the  utmost  human  skill,  diligence,  and  foresight  ean  provide,  and 
this  means  anch  skill,  diligence,  and  foresight  as  is  ezeroised  by  a  very 
cautious  person  under  like  circumstances.    Id, 

%m  LiABiLiTT  fOR  Dxncr  IN  Roadway.  —  A  carrier  of  passengers  by  rail* 
way  ia  liable  for  a  failure  to  discover  a  defect  in  its  road-bed  or  road- 
way which  could  have  been  discovered  by  a  proper  discharge  of  its  du^ 
of  inspection  in  time  to  avert  an  accident.     Id. 

7*  Prima  Faoib  Cass  of  Injury  —  Burdbn  of  Proof.  —  A  passenger  by 
railway  makes  a  prima  /aci$  case  of  negligence  against  the  company 
by  showing  the  facts  of  the  derailment  of  the  cars  and  his  injury.  The 
burden  of  proof  then  rests  on  the  company  to  show  that  it  has  not  been 
negligent.     Id 

%,  Liability  on  Contract  of  Agbnt. — Where  the  agent  of  the  receiver 
of  a  railroad  sells  a  ticket  to  an  applicant,  which  is  good  only  on  a 
special  excursion  train  in  charge  of  a  third  person,  whose  name  is  at- 
tached to  the  ticket  purchased,  but  of  whose  contract  with  the  carrier 
the  purchaser  is  ignorant,  a  binding  contract  for  transportation  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  the  ticket  exists  between  the  carrier  and  such  pur- 
chaser.    Bddjf  V.  Harris,  88. 

tl  Duty  as  to  Purchasb  of  Tiokbt.  —  A  person  purchasing  a  railway 
ticket  has  a  right  to  rely  upon  the  agent  of  the  company  to  give  him  a 
proper  ticket^  when  called  and  paid  for;  and  no  peculiar  circumstances 
intervening,  there  is  no  duty  upon  the  purchaser  to  examine  the  ticket^ 
and  any  mistake  which  may  occur  is  chargeable  to  the  railroad  com- 
pany, and  not  to  the  purchaser  or  receiFer  of  the  ticket.  The  company 
may  be  compelled  to  respond  in  damages  for  its  mistaks.  Chorgia 
H.  R.  etc  Co,  V.  Dougherty,  499. 
lOl  Rights  of  Passbnger.  —  A  passenger  who  has  paid  for  and  supplied 
himself  with  a  ticket  in  all  respects  ralid  and  regular,  boarded  the 
proper  train,  conducted  himself  in  a  proper  manner,  and  surrendered 
his  ticket  to  the  company  at  its  request,  cannot  be  required  eitbsr  to 
produce  the  ticket  when  again  called  upon  for  it,  or  to  pay  fare  as  a  con* 
dition  of  remaining  upon  the  train  and  being  carried  to  hia  tarminoa  as 
indicated  upon  his  ticket;  nor  does  he  lose  any  of  his  rights  by  any  mis- 
take made  by  the  conductor  in  reading  the  ticket*  construing  it^  min- 
gling it  with  other  tickets,  or  otherwise  disposing  of  kL  Owrgia  &  A 
els.  Oow  T.  Sskew,  490. 
11.  DAMAon  FOR  Brbach  OF  CONTRACT  OF  Carriaoi.  —  WhOTS  tlie  fsO* 
ore  of  the  carrier  to  transport  a  passenger  according  Is  thiS  terms  of  Hie 
contract*  as  shown  by  the  ticket  pnrohased«  only  resolls  in  ths  loss  cl 
one  day's  time,  the  passenger  can  only  recover  for  such  loss  of  time,  to- 
gether with  the  amount  paid  for  the  ticket^  and  interest  thereoa.  JWdjy 
w.  Harris,  88. 
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UL   POiTAl-OLEBX    EllTrTLBD    TO  RIQBI8    OF   PAflBXVQCR.— A  pOsW-dflik 

on  board  a  rtilway  train  by  virtne  of  a  oootract  nuide  with  the  United 
Stales  government  lor  the  transportation  of  the  mails  and  of  poelal» 
elerke  ie  entitled  to  all  the  rights  ol  a  passenger  in  oaae  of  ininry  to  his 
arising  from  the  negligence  of  the  oompaay.  Privity  of  oontnet  ia  not 
essential  to  the  liability  of  the  carrier  for  such  injury.  Magq/Sm  t.  !£»• 
wuri  P.  R'y  Oo.,  798. 

IS.  Pa&tt  09  Fbbiobv  Train  not  Patdto  Fabs,  whnn  BNtmdD  10 
Riams  ov  Passbmors.  —Where  the  oondnctor  of  a  train  disobeys  the 
mles  of  the  company  for  whioh  he  is  acting,  in  regard  to  the  ooUeetion  of 
fare  from  a  passenger,  and  permits  him  to  be  upon  a  forbiddeo  part  of 
^  the  train,  or  npon  a  train  not  allowed  to  carry  passengers,  the  traveler 
has  all  the  rights  of  a  passenger,  if  without  notice,  express  or  implied, 
of  the  mUe  or  of  the  ocnduotor's  disobedience.  Me  Vmt^  ▼.  6L,  Paiu^ie^ 
Jew  Oo-f  728. 

U.  Party  on  Tradi  not  Patiko  FarRi  whrn  not  Bntttlsd  to  RioHn 
OF  Passbngkr.  —  Where  a  person  solicits  sod  secnrse  free  transportatioo, 
or  ridee  npon  a  part  of  the  train  from  which  psssengen  are  ezoliidedy  or 
takee  passage  upon  a  train  not  allowed  to  carry  passengers^  knowing 
that  his  act  is  against  the  rules  of  the  company,  and  that  in  permitting  it 
the  oondnctor  is  disobedient,  he  is  guilty  of  a  frand,  and  not  en  titled  to 
•a  passenger's  rights  to  recover  for  injury.-    ItL 

I&  Boarding  Moving  Train  with  Sanchon  of  OoNDUoroR.  ^  When  a  pa» 
senger  having  charge  of  live-stock  in  a  oar  attempts  to  enter  it  with  the 
sonsent  of  the  oondnctor,  and  upon  his  assurance  that  it  is  safe  to  do 
so  before  the  train  moves,  aud  is  injured  by  the  sudden  starting  of  tfie 
train  with  a  jerk  while  in  the  act  of  entering  the  car,  the  oompany  is  lia- 
ble.   Otam  V.  8t  Paul  «fe.  R,  R.  Co.,  7i9. 

idi  Expulsion  of  Passrngbr  —  Salb  of  Wrong  Tickbt — Damaorl^ 
Where  a  railroad  ticket-ag<fnt  sells  the  wrong  ticket  to  a  pereon  who  has 
ssked  for  and  beiievee  that  he  has  received  the  right  ticket,  and  whe^ 
having  no  money  to  pay  an  additional  fare,  is  afterwards  ejected  from  the 
train  by  the  conductor,  under  protest,  after  explaining  to  him  the  oir^ 
onmstances  of  the  case  and  of  the  purchase  of  the  ticket  he  ie  entitled 
to  recover  vindictive  aa  well  as  compensatory  damages  of  the  railroad 
oompany.  The  amount  of  such  recovery  must  be  governed  by  tlio  eii^ 
onmstances  of  each  particular  case.     Qtorgkk  R.  R,  tie.  0$k  y,  JioMgherig^ 


17.  BzFUunoN  OF  Passbnobr.  —  A  passenger,  whether  right  or  wrong  in 
any  eonteation  or  misunderstanding  with  a  eondnotor,  is  nndsr  no  doty, 
either  legal  or  monl,  to  remain  on  the  train  until  the  coRdnotor  sppeels 
to  fores  for  the  execution  of  his  commands  in  expelling  him.  If  the 
passenger  obeys  the  command  to  leave  the  train,  and  thereby  does  an 
not  to  whioh  his  own  will  doss  not  ooQSsnt»  he  is  coeroed.  Amryie 
R,  R.  etc.  Ox  V.  JMno,  400. 

n.  fixmruiON  OF  Pasbbnobr.  '-^  While  a  pasaenger  osBROt  av»il  MbsibW  of  a 
formal  ordsr  of  the  oondnotor  to  qvit  the  train,  not  meant  to  be  abeo- 
kite  and  final,  as  a  pretext  for  leaving  the  train  and  gnMuding  an 
sotion  against  the  oompany  for  expulsion,  yet,  where  ilie  oiiOttiiislancse 
fairly  wnrrant  him  in  believing  that  the  eondnetor  means  what  he  says, 
and  he  really  believes  it,  he  need  not  wait  for  the  employment  of  aetasl 
force  against  him,  bnt  may  submit  to  the  moral  ooereion  of  the  con- 
ductor's authority,  and  abandon  the  train  as  an  expelled  passsnger.    M. 
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M.  BzYULBtoir  ov  Piasii^ni >- Evtdenob  of  Jutnan.  —In  an  action  by  a. 
paiaenger  to  recorar  for  expulsion  from  a  train,  avidence  that  tha  eon* 
dnetor  remained  ailent  after  the  panrenger  remarked  in  hiir  hearing^. 
npon  alighting  from  the  train,  "  that  it  waa  hard  to  be  pot  off  and  be 
compelled  to  pay  one*8  fare,"  is  admissible,  and  should  be  considered  by 
the  jury  in  arriving  at  a  determination  as  to  whether  or  not  it  was  th« 
intent  of  the  conductor  to  eject  the  passenger.     Id, 

n  KZFULSiON  OF  pASSKHaxB  —  Btidbnob  OF  Intsht.  —In  an  action  by  a. 
passenger  to  recorer  for  expulsion  from  a  train,  evidence  m  to  whether 
or  not  it  waa  the  intent  of  the  conductor  to  expel  him  is  admissible,  iw 
affecting  the  question  of  punitive  damages,  and  the  oondnotor  may 
iestify  as  to  his  intent    Id. 

n.  BzFULSiOBr  OF  Passsnobr  —  MsAiiURB  OF  Damagss.  —  A  person  upoa 
whom  a  wrong  has  been  committed  is  bound  to  lighten  the  damage* 
M  much  as  he  can  by  the  use  of  ordinary  care  and  diligence,  and  as  to 
the  extent  in  which  his  damages  are  increased  by  his  failure  to  observe 
tnch  care  and  diligence,  they  are  the  result  of  his  own  negligence.  This 
rule  applies  to  a  passenger  expelled  from  a  train,  in  considering  the 
time  and  mode  of  traveling  f^om  the  place  of  his  expulsion  to  the  station 
to  which  he  is  entitled  to  ride.     Id, 

tt.  BxFULSiON  OF  Passengar  —  Mbasdrb  of  Daii ages.  —  Whether  or  not*, 
a  common  carrier  shall  pay  more  or  less  damages  for  expelling  a  pas- 
senger and  failing  to  carry  him  to  a  certain  station  does  not  depend = 
on  what  occurs  to  the  passenger  after  he  passes  such  station.  The 
carrier  need  only  make  him  whole  for  what  he  has  lost  by  delay  and  oth- 
erwise up  to  the  time*of  his  reaching  such  station.     Id, 

0.  ExpULSfoN  OF  Passbngek  —  Mbasurb  of  Damagbs.  —  In  an  action  by  m 
passenger  to  recover  for  expulsion  from  a  train,  compensation  for  his  in- 
convenience, phy-tical  hardship,  and  injury  to  health  from  the  time  he 
was  expelled  until  he  arrived  at  the  station  to  which  he  was  entitled  to 
ride,  or  incurred  thereafter,  should  be  denied  altogether,  if  they  were  • 
needlessly  incurred.     Id. 

M.  Expulsion  of  Passbngbr.  —  Pukitiyb  Damagbs  may  be  awarded  for 
the  unlawful  expulsion  of  a  passenger  from  a  train,  but  they  should  be 
graduated  with  reference  to  the  special  oircumstancea  of  each  case.     Id, 

SS.  Expulsion  of  Passbngbr.  —  Cohpbnsation  for  Woundbd  Fbbliiio8» 
in  an  action  by  a  passenger  to  recover  for  expulsion  from  a  train,  must 
be  determined  by  the  jury,  under  the  oircumstancea  of  each  particular 

IBu  Expulsion  of  Passbngbr  —  Bxcbssiyb  Damagbs.  —  In  an  action  by  a 
passenger  to  recover  for  expulsion  from  a  train,  a  verdict  for  f7dO  would 
seem  to  bo  excessive,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  any  willful  or  inten- 
tional violation  of  the  passenger's  rights  on  the  part  of  the  conductor^ 
although  the  latter  was  negligent  and  in  error.    Id, 

S7*  Illboal  Oombination  9n  fling  CoMPBTmoN — Right  to  Makb  Spb- 
GiAL  Contract  with  Shippbr.  —  A  contract  between  competing  car- 
riers forming  a  combination  or  "  pool "  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 
or  stifling  competition  is  illegal  and  void,  and  a  contract  between  one 
of  the  associated  carriers  and  a  shipper,  stipulating  for  a  speda]  rate, 
and  containing  no  element  of  partiali^,  oppression,  or  improper  favorit- 
ism»  is  valid  and  enforceable.     Clewltind  tic,  B'y  Co,  ▼.  Clotftr,  693. 

18.  Combination  to  Stiflb  Compbtition  —  Burdbn  of  Proof.  —  A  com- 
bination between  common  carriers  to  prevent  competition  is  prima 
AM.  8T.  Kar..  Vol.  XXlL— 60 


». 
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/befe  fll«gtl«  and  tiit  Irardeii  of  proof  ft  oo  the  eurkr  to 
tha  prefompfeion  by  alBmiatiTO  proof  that  the  object  of  the  oombft* 
aation  waa  only  to  preveot  roinooa  oompetitioo,  and  that  it  doea  not 
•oatablish  nnreasooable  ratea»  aajnat  diacriuiioatioiii^  or  lypraaaive  reg- 
nlatiooa.  Uutil  the  preaomptioa  ii  thiu  removed,  the  combinatiea 
fniut  be  held  to  be  within  the  oondemnation  directed  against  aU  oon- 
traeta  which  violate  public  policy.     Id. 

"in.  VALroiTT  OF  OoMTRAvr  DzsoRiMiNATUia  IN  Favob  OF  Ohf  Shippbb.  — A 
moro  diacnmin^tion  will  not  invalidate  a  contract  between  a  carrier  and 
•  ahipper.  To  hpkve  that  eflfect^  other  elemente  most  enter  into  the  eon- 
tract,  and  when  rach  elemente  are  present  in  snch  fcroe  as  to  make 
the  discrimination  nnjoet  or  oppressive,  the  contract  will  be  fllagsL 
Whether  or  not  the  cootraot  is  impsrtial  depends  upon  tiie  eircoa* 
stances  of  each  particalar  case.    ItL 

-Mk  SnauL  Cohtraci  with  Shipfbe  —  Validity  of.  —  A  contract  binding 
n  carrier  to  transport  as  many  car-loads  of -grain  ss  the  shipper  may  de- 
sire transported  is  not  illegal  and  ineffective  for  the  reason  that  tho 
shipper  is  under  no  obligation  to  ship  any  definite  or  designated  qnantitj 
•of  grain.  When  acts  are  done  in  performance  of  the  contract^  it  is 
valid  as  to  those  acts,  although  the  ooniract  may  be  revocable^  for  until 
there  is  an  effective  revocation  the  contract  remains  in  force.     Fd. 

31.  Vauditt  of  Coktract  for  Rbbati  to  Shipper.  —  A  contract  between 
a  common  carrier  and  a  grain  shipper,  by  which  the  carrier  agrees  to 
receive  at  the  time  of  shipment  a  designated  sum  as  compensation  for 
the  transportation  of  graio,  and  to  refund  a  certain  part  of  the  sum  re- 
ceived when  the  transportation  is  completed,  is  valid  and  bioding.     /d 

3L  Spsoial  Contract  with  Shipper — Right  to  Rxbati. — Where  a 
common  carrier  makes  a  special  contract  with  a  shipper  to  repay  part  of 
the  sum  received,  he  must  perform  his  part  of  the  contract,  nnlese  he 
overthrows  the  presumption  of  fairness  and  right  by  countervailing  facta. 
The  shipper  need  not  first  prove  that  the  rate  charged  and  paid  under* 
the  contract  was  ezoeasive  aod  unjust,  as  his  right  to  recover  rests 
upon  the  contract  stipulating  for  a  rebate.     Id, 

"ML  Vauditt  of  Contract  for  Rxbatb  to  Shippbb.  —  To  give  an  illegal 
character  to  a  contract  between  a  common  carrier  and  a  shipper  by 
whieh  the  latter  is  to  receive  a  rebate  on  freight  charged  when  the 
transit  is  ended,  more  must  be  shown  tiian  the  mere  fact  that  the  parties 
stipulated  for  a  rebate,  as  it  cannot  be  presumed  that  fraud  was  in- 
tended or  practiced,  nor  that  there  was  any  wrongful  combination  to 
-sseore  an  undue  advantage  over  other  shippers,  nor  that  in  stipulating 
for  a  rebate  the  carrier  intended  to  make,  in  favor  of  a  particular  shi^ 
per,  a  discrimination  forbidden  by  law.    Id, 

ti.  Special  Contract  whh  Shipper— Waiver  bt  Agent.  —Where,  «n* 
der  a  special  contract  between  a  carrier  and  a  shipper,  it  appears  thnl 
the  contracting  shipper  was  first  prohibited  from  claiming  a  rebate  on 
grain  consigned  by  him  to  a  certain  third  party,  and  that  snbseqoently 
thereto  an  authoriited  agent  of  the  company  entere«i  into  a  contract  as 
to  rebates  with  the  shipper,  treating  the  former  interdiction  as  with- 
drawn and  ineffective,  and  inducing  the  shipper  to  believe  that  It  bad 
no  force,  he  is  entitled  to  rebates  on  grain  subsequently  shipped  by 
him  to  such  third  party.     Id. 

Act  of  God  —  Proximate  Cause  —  Neglioencb.  —  A  gale  of  wind  of 
such  violence  as  to  make  it  impossible  for  a  person  to  stand  or  walk 
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ttl  Hm  tliiM  Ml  •zprtM-MT  it  derailed  by  it,  and  thrown  into  lacb  poel- 
tien  that  the  ezprees  paekagee  therein  are  piled  in  one  comer  at  the  top 
of  the  oar,  after  which  it  ia  so  qniekly  conramed  by  fire  set  by  a  ttove 
or  lamp  therein  that  the  ezpreM-measenger  only  eeoapee  with  diffionltyi 
ii  snoh  aot  of  Ood  and  proximate  cause  of  the  loss  of  an  express  pack- 
age oontained  la  the  oar  aa  will  excuse  the  railroad  oompany  from  lia- 
bility for  the  loM,  or  for  negligence  in  failing  to  protect  and  aecnre  the 
goods  in  the  baming  oar.     Bljfthe  ▼.  Denver  efe.  JS'y  Co.,  408. 

M.  ProIucatb  and  RnuLTiNa  Oavsb.  —  When  the  immediate  resnlting 
cause  of  loss  by  a  carrier  is  fire  caused  by  the  overturning  of  a  oar  by 
a  Tioloit  wind,  an  instruction  that  "where  one  is  pursuing  a  lawful 
vocation  in  a  lawful  manner,  and  something  occurs  which  no  human 
skill  or  precaution  ooold  foresee  or  prevent,  and  as  a  consequence  the 
accident  takes  place,  this  is  called  'inevitable  accident,'  or  the  'act  of 
God/  "  is  not  prejudicial,  although  not  technically  correct     Id. 

17.  LiABiLiTT  roB  Goods  NEaLioENTLT  Held  and  Lost  aiteb  ArbitaIm 
—  Wliere  goods  are  directed  to  be  shipped  to  a  certain  point,  and 
instead  of  sending  them  direct,  the  carrier  transports  them  in  a  round* 
about  way,  thereby  causing  a  delay  of  eight  days  in  their  arrival,  and 
two  days  subsequent  thereto  tbey  are  destroyed  by  flood,  the  carrier 
ia  liable  for  their  loss,  especially  when  the  consignee  has  made  daily 
demands  for  the  goods  at  the  point  of  destination  from  the  day  when 
they  should  have  arrived  up  to  the  day  of  loss.  Richmond  ete.  B*  B,  OtK 
V.  BenwHt  446. 

St.  CoNTBAcr  OF  Garbiaoi,  when  will  hot  Exousb  LiABiLirr.  ^ 
When  goods  marked  with  a  certain  number  have  arrived  at  their 
destination,  and  are  afterwards  lost  by  flood  while  in  the  hands  of 
the  carrier,  and  after  they  have  been  demanded  by  the  oonsignee  upon 
his  bill  of  lading  for  goods  marked  with  the  same  number,  a  contract 
of  oarriage  with  the  shipper  exempting  the  carrier  from  liability  for 
"  wrong  carriage  or  wrong  delivery  of  goods  marked  with  initials,  nUm* 
bars,  or  imperfectly  marked  "  will  not  excuse  the  carrier  for  liability  for 
the  loss.     Id, 

89l  Power  to  Limit  Liabilttt  for  Loss.  —  A  stipulation  in  the  contract 
of  carriage  limitmg  the  liability  to  the  carrier  by  whom  the  damage 
ia  occasioned  is  valid  and  binding  as  to  connecting  carriers,  and  proof 
by  a  carrier  that  damage  did  not  occur  while  the  goods  were  in  its 
oharge  exonerates  it  from  liability.     Texa$  efe.  i?*y  Oo»  ▼.  AdamM,  56. 

40.  Nsoliobnoe— Liabilitt  fob  Gounsel  Feeh.  —  In  an  action  against  a 
oommon  carrier  for  loss  of  goods  through  negligence,  he  is  not  liable  for 
eonnsel  fees  in  addition  to  actual  damages,  in  the  abeence  of  evidence 
that  he  has  acted  in  bad  faith  or  has  been  stubbornly  litigious  for  the 
purpose  of  putting  the  plainti£f  to  unnecessary  expense.  Biehmond  sfe. 
il.  B.  Oo.  T.  Benmm,  446. 

41.  ATTAomnKT  ov  Qoode  nr  Tbansit  —  Rioar  of  Garribr  to  Hold 
Goods.  —  In  an  action  against  a  common  carrier  to  recover  for  taking 
goods  which  he  has  in  transit  from  the  possession  of  a  sheriff  who  has 
levied  upon  them  under  a  writ  of  attachment,  it  is  a  good  defense  that 
the  property  sought  to  be  attached  was  not  the  property  of  the  party 
against  whom  the  writ  of  attachment  issued,  nor  subject  to  levy  and 
attachment  against  him.     Simpeon  v.  Di^four,  590. 

4S.  Bills  of  Lading  Conclusive  as  to  Quantitt  of  Goods  Reobivbd  when. 
^  Where  a  carrier  executes  and  delivers  to  a  consignor  bills  of  lading, 
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aoknowledging  Hm  reoeipt  on  boird  hM.vewal  of  •  oaiiaiB  fuunbor  ol 
iMuheli  of  wheat  to  bo  tnuuikortad  to  »  oortaiii  platoa  and  theeo  doUvered 
to  ft  oonngneo,  rabjeot  to  %  oertain  ohargo  for  fioighft^  and  moh  bills  of 
Uding  oontfttn  tho  piDTinon,  *'  All  the  doftsteiugr  in  cargo  to  bo  paid 
bj  tbo  oanier  and  dodncted  from  the  fioigbt»  and  any  oxcom  in  tho 
oaigo  to  be  paid  for  to  the  carrier  by  tbo  oonaignee^"  the  carrier  most 
Moount  for  the  precise  quantity  of  wfaea*  aoknowledf(od  in  tho  bills 
of  lading,  and  no  other  evidence  on  that  point  ean  bo  reoeiTod.  If,  in 
■nob  case,  there  bo  any  deficiency  in  the  quantity  of  wheat  receipted  for» 
the  value  of  the  deficiency  most  be  deducted  from  the  stipnlated  freight, 
and  the  difference  is  all  that  the  oonaignee^  who  is.  but  the  agent  of  tho 
oonsignor,  can  be  held  liable  to  pay.    Rkode$  r,  NewkaU,  869. 

ill  Bill  ov  Ladimo  is  Admissiblb  in  Bvidkitob,  if  otherwise  snifidontly 
proved  to  exist,  without  proof  of  its  exeontion»  or  of  tbo  aignatare 
theretc^  or  of  the  agency  of  the  person  purporting  to  have  ai|cned  it. 
Richmond  etc*  R,  R,  Co,  v.  Benson,  446. 

4/L  Rule  Rbquirino  Noticb  of  Loss  —  Rbasonablxitess  ot  QimnoH  vob 
JuBT.  —  Whether  or  not  a  stipulation  in  a  bill  of  lading,  that  "  datms  for 
loss  or  damages  most  be  presented  to  tho  delivering  line  within  tiiirty- 
six  hours  after  the  arrival  of  the  freight^"  iareasonaUe  is  a  question  for 
the  jury,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  Texa§  ete.  iTy  Cok  t. 
AdamM,  66. 

41.  LiABiLiTr  lOR  Neoliosnob  nr  Garbiaob  or  LirB-STOCK.  — Under  sec- 
tion 4386,  United  States  Revised  Statutes,  relating  to  the  carriage  of 
live-stock  by  common  carriers,  it  is  negligence  per  ee  for  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  keep  live-stock  npon  its  cars  for  more  than  twenty-eight  con- 
secutive hours  without  unloading  them  for  rest,  water,  and  feeding;  and 
the  company  is  liable  not  only  for  the  penalty  prescribed  in  the  statute^ 
bnt  also  for 'all  damages  or  injury  that  may  thereby  be  sustained  by  the 
owner  of  the  stock.    N<ukvUle  etc,  R*y  Co*  v.  Beggie,  453. 

lib  fiiABiLiTT  FOR  NeaLiGBNOB  IN  Cabriaob  OF  LivB-STOCK.  — In  ftu  action 
against  a  railroad  for  negligence  and  non-compliance  with  the  statnte  in 
transportinji^  live-stock,  by  keeping  them  confined  in  the  ears  for  more 
than  twenty-eight  oonseoutive  hours^  the  fact  that  the  oompany's  stock- 
yard at  its  feeding-station  was  on  fire  upon  the  arrival  of  the  train 
will  not  excuse  it  for  not  furnishing  the  person  in  oharge  of  the  stock 
all  proper  facilities  for  caring  for  them,  in  complianoe  with  the  contract 
of  shipment,  nor  for  failing  to  stop  the  train  at  some  other  station,  so 
that  the  stock,  after  they  had  been  on  the  cars  more  than  twenty-eight 
oonseoutive  hours,  might  be  unloaded,  watered,,  and  fed  by  the  person 
in  ehsrge,  notwithstanding  his  want  of  diligenoo  in  not  niging  that  the 
train  be  so  stopped  for  that  purpose.     Id. 

0»  Ck>ifHBeriNa  Lines  — Prbsumftion  as  to  whbrb  Loss  Ooodbxib. — 
Where  goods  have  been  transported  by  successive  oarriers^  and  damaged 
subsequently  to  shipment,  it  is  presumed,  in  the  ahsenoo  of  snridenos^ 
that  the  damage  was  eansed  by  the  last  carrier;  bnt  he  may  oveioonie 
this  presumption  by  ovidence  to  the  oontraij.     Tma»  §kt  B*p  Opw  t. 

CHARACTER. 
See  Orikinal  Law,  S-C 

CHATTEL  MORTGAGES. 
L  SoFFrcTENCT  OF  DESCRIPTION.  —  A  chattel  mortgage  of  "three  eows"  or 
of  '*  five  cows,"  the  mortgagor  having  at  least  six  cows  at  the  time  that 
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the  mortgage  was  given,  or  of  "two  cows  delivered  to  me  by"  a  certain 
person,  the  mortgagor  having  at  that  time  five  cows  delivered  to  him  by 
the  same  person,  is  void  for  indeliniteness  of  description.  Parker  ▼• 
Chate,  99. 

%  SuTFicuNCT  OF  Dbsgription.  —  While  the  description  of  property  enn« 
merated  in  a  chattel  mortgage  need  not  be  sufficiently  definite  to  en* 
able  one  to  find  the  property  without  inquiry,  in  order  to  make  the 
mortgage  valid  it  must  be  such  as  to  indicate  the  line  of  inquiry  and 
fnmish  the  basis  of  identification.  The  instrument  must  contain  some 
designation  which,  when  aided  by  further  information,  will  determine 
what  property  is  mortgaged.  The  number  of  articles  may  be  stifficient 
tt  the  mortgagor  owns  no  more  than  the  number  given;  but  the  mere 
statement  of  a  nnmber,  when  the  mortgagor  owns  a  larger  number,  in  n« 
way  designates  the  property,  and  renders  the  mortgage  void  for  indefi« 
ohenees.    Id, 

S.  SuFFioiBNOT  OF  DxsoBiFTiOK.  —  A  chattel  mortgage  which  leaves  the  des« 
ignation  of  the  specific  property  mentioned  therein  resting  excloeively 
in  the  minds  of  the  parties  fails  to  meet  the  purposes  and  requiremenlb 
«f  the  law,  and  is  void  for  indefiniteness.    I<L 

4,  Rbcord  as  NonoB.  —  The  recording  of  a  chattel  mortgage  in  oa«  state 
has  no  extraterritorial  foroe  in  another  state  as  notice  of  a  lien.  C<n^ 
heU  ▼.  LittleJteUi,  681. 

§,  Removal  to  AHOTHnt  Statb  of  mortgaged  chattels  by  the  mortgagor  in 
whose  possession  they  were  left  subjects  them  to  attachment  by  hii 
creditors  in  the  state  to  which  they  were  removed,  though  the  mortgage 
was  duly  recorded  in  the  state  where  it  was  given,  and  the  chattels  were 
removed  without  the  mortgagee's  knowledge  or  consent.    Jd, 

9k  Lmr  oh  Arrss-ACQuiBiD  Propertt  —  Stoppaos  in  Transit. — AohaV 
tel  mortgage  covering  additions  to  and  substitntes  for -the  morl^ged 
property  will  not  constitute  a  lien  on  goods  ordered  by  the  mortgagor 
before  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  and  which  were  never  actually  de- 
livered to  him  as  owner,  nor  will  the  seller's  right  of  stoppage  in  transit, 
in  case  of  the  insolvency  of  the  mortgagor,  be  divested  by  a  purchase 
of  the  goods  so  ordered,  by  the  mortgagee  at  the  mortgage  saU,  .  JCd^ 
auHi  V.  Deniion,  711* 

CHflCKa 
See  Banks  anb  BAinmra. 

CLOUD  ON  TTTLB. 
See  Equttt,  5-7. 

OOMMISSIONa 

See  Shipping,  4. 

COMMON  CARRIEB& 
See  Carrisrs. 

COMPLAINT. 
See  Plbadinq,  1-4. 

CONDITIONAL  SAL& 
See  Saus,  L 
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OONFLICr  OF  LAWS. 

8ee  COBFORATTONB,  14;  KSGLIGBNCB)  ll-lH 

dOKNBCTING  CARRIISBa 
See  Carrisbs,  47. 

CONSIDERATION. 
See  Sales,  1. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 
Stt  KniMot  Domain,  8, 4;  Railboad  CoMPAHn%  6|  Btjovaa^  % 

CONTEMPT. 

L  FomrDAnov  iob. — A  Terified  information  may  property  beellovad  to 
perform  the  office  of  the  affidavit  made  neceaaary  by  eiatoto  at  tho  fona- 
dalUm  ot  a  pcooeeding  for  oonstnictive  eontempk     MtiUin  ▼.  iVopfa^  414 

t»  JPKWHOriOKAL  Faoib.  —  When  an  affidavit  is  presented  as  the  twria 
for  a  prooeeding  for  contempt,  the  court  mnati  in  the  first  instanosb  ex- 
amino  the  same,  and  if  the  facts  presented  do  not  show  that  a  oontempk 
has  been  committed,  the  conrt  is  without  jnrisdiotion  to  proceed;  i^ 
however,  the  facts  are  sufficient,  the  cionrt  may  take  jnrisdiotion,  and  tfci 
•nbsequent  orders  will  not  be  reviewed  for  mere  error.     Id, 

9b  Pamiov  ioe  Chakob  or  VsNin  may  allege  matter  not  per  se  oontemi^ 
toons,  withoat  subjecting  the  petitioner  to  punishment  for  ooatempL   id» 

CONTRACTS. 

1.  SvATDTB — What  Imflibd  in.  —Whatever  the  law  necessarily  impKee 
la  a  contract  or  in  a  statute  is  as  much  a  part  thereof  as  if  evpi  sily 
stated  therein.    8Me  v.  Ladede  G,  Co.,  789. 

%  StATUTB  ATTEMTTZNa  TO  WITHDRAW  AN  APFBOPBIATION  BT  AXVULUMO 

A  Contract  cannot  accomplish  such  purpose,  because  the  legislatnre  has 
no  power  to  annul  contracts.    Carr  v.  State,  624. 

8L  Ekvobobkbnt  or,  bt  Thibd  Fartt.  —  A  contract  may  be  enforced 
when  entered  into  for  the  benefit  of  a  third  party,  although  ho  is  not 
named.    State  v.  Laclede  O,  Co.,  789. 

L  Contract  ni  Rnstraint  of  Tradb. — An  agreement  between  manufacturers 
of  wooden-ware,  located  in  different  states,  by  which  one  of  them  agrees 
to  sell  to  the  other,  and  not  engage  in  the  same  business  in  eight  sped- 
fled  states  for  five  years  thereafter,  nor  to  allow  the  prenuses  formeriy 
occupied  by  him  to  be  used  for  the  purpoee  of  manufacturing  wooden- 
ware,  nor  to  sell  them  to  be  used  for  that  purpose,  without  the  cmisent 
of  the  purchaser,  is  void,  and  unenforceable,  as  being  in  restraint  of  trade 
and  contrary  to  public  policy.  Weetem  Wooden-ware  Aee*n  v.  Starbei^ 
688. 

81  Pabtu  ni  Pari  Dbuoto  Lbft  witbout  Rembdt  AOAnrar  Baoh  Othbr.  — 
The  law  leaves  without  remedy  against  eaoh  other  parties  concerned  m 
illegal  agreements,  provided  they  are  in  pari  deiieto.  And  this  rule  is 
applied  to  executed  transactions  as  well  as  to  those  that  are  ezecutoryt 
and  is  enforced  by  courts  of  law  as  well  as  by  courts  of  equity.  Whers^ 
therefore,  a  fraudulent  transaction  has  been  consummated  between  the 
parties  to  an  action  of  ejectment  to  the  extent  of  vesting  the  title  to  the 
land  in  the  plaintiff  and  leaving  the  possession  in  the  d^endant^  the  law 
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win  leave  them  as  they  are,  and  will  not  permit  the  plaintiff  to  recover- 
the  poeeeasion.     Kirkpainek  y.  Clark,  531. 

Abateubmt;  Banks  and  Banking,  16;  Carriers,  27-34;  Imsurahov 
1-4;  States,  1-4;  Usage,  1;  Wills,  2. 

CONTRACTS  OF  SALE. 
Stt  SnKJino  PBBroRMAMOB,  1,  2,  4;  Vendor  aitd  Pu&OHAEiBy  1-14^. 

OONTBIBUTORY  NEGLIOSNCB. 
See  Neoligengb,  8i 

C0RP0RATI0K8. 

!•   DWLABATIOH  HUD  HOT  AlLEOI  THAT  CORPOBATION  KnOWS  WbAT  It  HA» 

.  om  HAS  NOT  Done.  —  Since  all  acoonntable  peraona  know  what  they  do  or 
do  not  do,  it  is  no  more  necessary  to  allege  in  a  declaration  that  a  corpora- 
tion knows  what  it  has  done  or  has  not  done,  thadf  it  is  to  allege  the  sam» 
thing  with  regard  to  an  indiyidaal;  for  the  acts  or  non-acts  of  the  ser- 
▼ants  of  a  corporation,  within  the  sphere  of  their  dnty,  are  its  acts  or 
non-acts.  And  therefore,  in  an  action  against  a  railway  company  to- 
recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  received  by 
one  of  its  servants  from  its  failure  to  fill  in  the  spaoes  between  the  tie»> 
of  its  road  with  cinders  or  other  substance,  it  is  sufficient  for  the  decla- 
ration to  allege  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  company  to  have  filled  snob 
spaoes,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  defendant  knew  of 
such  defects  in  the  construction  of  its  track,  switches,  eta  Chicago  ete^ 
B.  R.  Co.  V.  Bines,  515. 

IL  DiRsoiOB  OR  Stockholder  of  Corporation  not  Chargeable  wrra 
Knowledge  or  its  Transactions.  —  A  director  or  stookholder  of  ^ 
corporation  is  not  ohargeable  with  actual  knowledge  of  its  business 
transactions  merely  because  he  is  such  direotor  or  stockholder.  Budd  v. 
Bobmmm,  SIQ. 

&  Books  or  Aooount  or  Corporation  not  or  Themselves  Competent  Btx«> 
DBNGB  TO  Establish  Liabilitt  or  Direotor  to  Corporation.  —  In  aih 
action  brought  in  behalf  of  a  eorporatton  against  one  of  its  directors  to 
establish  an  account  or  claim  against  him,  the  books  of  aooount  of  tho 
corporation  are  not  oompetent  evidence,  of  themselves,  to  establish  hi» 
liability.  A  corporation  seeking  to  enforce  a  claim  against  one  of  ito 
directors  or  stockholders  must  establish  it  by  the  application  of  the  sam» 
mles  of  evidence  that  are  applied  in  an  action  brought  by  an  individnai 
ts  enforce  a  claim  against  any  defendant.    Id. 

4  LuBiuTT  or  Corporate  OrricKRs  roR  Inourrino  Debts  in  Bzobm  or 
Capital  Stock  Attaches  when.  —  The  creditors  of  a  corporatioik 
whose  officers  have  incurred  indebtedness  in  excess  of  its  capital  stock, 
saanot  proceed  against  such  officers  until  such  creditors  have  first  ob» 
tained  judgment  against  the  corporation.  The  liability  of  such  officers 
Is,  like  that  of  a  surety,  slricU  Juris,  and  does  not  attach  so  long  as  ths 
debts  can  be  made  out  of  the  corporation,  and.  no  action  can  be  main- 
tained against  them  until  the  corporation  is  in  default.  Woohmiom  T*. 
Taylor,  521. 

&  Burr  TO  Enporce  Individual  Liability  or  Officers  or  Corporation  nov 
Surr  for  Rboovekt  of  Penalty.  —  A  suit  brought  to  enforoe  the  indi- 
vidual liability  of  the  officers  of  a  corporation,  imposed  by  section  1%  of 
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ehApter  S2  of  iSke  Revised  Statnies  of  Illinott,  !■  not  a  miit  for  Ab 
eovery  of  a  penalty,  withia  the  meaniag  of  aeetioa  14  of  the 
statute  of  liniitationfl.  Id. 
•C  Obcditor  of  Corporation  mat  Filb  Bill  against  OFFicns  iob  Lfoum- 
UNo  ExoBssivB  Indbbtbdnbss,  THoaGH  All  Dbbtsi  kot  Dux.  — It 
does  not  follow  that  becanse  a  creditor  of  a  corporatioa  who  files  hb 
Inll  againBt  the  officers  of  the  corporation  to  enforce  their  indiTidiial 
liability  for  a  debt  inoarred  by  them  in  excess  of  its  capital  stock  miut 
allege  and  prove  the  corporation  in  default  as  to  his  deht,  he  cannot 
maintain  the  bill  until  all  debts  agadnst  the  corporation  are  dae.  On  a 
proper  bill  filed  by  a  single  creditor,  the  court  has  power  to  bring  before 
4t  the  corporation,  all  its  officers  who  assented  to  the  excessive  indebt- 
-ednesa,  as  well  as  all  its  creditors,  and  ascertain  the  excess  of  tlie  in- 
debtedness over  the  capital  stock,  the  amount  of  this  to  whioh  each 
-officer  may  have  assented,  and  the  extent  to  which  the  funds  of  the  cor- 
poration may  be  resorted  to  for  the  payment  of  the  debts*  and  also  the 
number  and  names  of  the  creditors,  the  amount  of  their  several  debts, 
to  determine  the  sum  to  be  recovered  of  the  officers  and  appoiticiied 
among  the  ereditors.     IcL 

7.   OORTORATB  InDBBTBDNESS  ExCBBDINO  CAPITAL  StOOK,  LiABILITT  OV  OiTI- 

0BR8  Contracting.  —  In  the  absence  of  statutory  prohibition,  it  is  not 
unlawfol  for  the  officers  of  a  corporation  to  contract  debts  in  excess  of 
its  capital  stock,  but  it  may,  like  individuals,  contract  debts  to  the  full 
extent  of  its  credit.  The  Illinois  statute  making  the  officers  of  oorpch 
rations  individually  liable  for  contracting  debts  beyond  a  praeoribed 
limit  does  not  prohibit  them  from  contracting  indebtedness  beyond 
the  amount  of  their  capital  stock,  nor  does  it  inflict  a  penalty  upon  the 
officers  for  so  doing.  It  simply  gives  to  the  creditors  of  corporations  a 
new  right  of  civil  action  against  such  officers.     I<L 

A  FoRBioH  Corporation  —  What  Constitutbs  Doing  Bctsinbss  or  thi 
GhrATB.  —  A  purchase  of  machinery  by  a  foreign  corporation  in  one  state^ 
to  be  transported  and  set  up  in  another,  is  not  within  the  provisions  of  s 
statute  that  foreign  corporations  shall  not  do  business  within  a  ststs 
until  they  have  filed  with  the  secretary  of  atate  a  certificate  designating 
their  principal  place  of  businens  therein  and  an  agent  upon  whom  procen 
may  be  served.     Colorado  Iron  Works  v.  Sierra  Grande  Mm,  Co,,  iSS, 

^  FoRBiGN  Corporation  Doing  Bfbiness  in  thb  State.  —  No  legislativi 
permission  is  necessary  to  allow  a  foreign  corporation  to  contract  for  and 
buy  machinery  and  supplies  in  one  state  necessary  to  the  transaotion  of 
its  business  in  the  state  of  its  domicile,  nor  is  it  necessary,  in  ocder  ts 
allow  a  foreign  corporation  to  sell  its  wares  or  manufactures  to  the  oiti- 
asns  of  another  state.  If  in  either  case  a  debt  is  contracted,  it  may  be 
eollected  in  the  courts  of  sveh  state.     Id, 

30l  Porbign  Corporation  —  Jurisdiction  in  Suit  aoainstt.  —  A  loreign 
eorporation  may  buy  of  a  domestic  corporation  the  same  as  of  a  aatursl 
person,  and  contract  a  debt  ^or  the  articles  so  purchased.  Such  debt  may 
be  eollected  in  the  state  where  contracted,  when  the  foreign  corporatioa 
Is  brought  within  the  junsdictfon  by  proper  service  of  process,     id, 

IL  VoBBiGN  CoitPORATiON  ^  Prbsuvftion.  —  Persons,  including  oorpors- 
tions,  by  contracting  debts  in  a  foreign  jurisdiction  will  be  prssomed  tc 
have  assented  to  its  laws  in  regard  to  the  collection  of  the  debts,  and  it  ■ 
not  of  controlling  importance  where  or  when  the  original  contract  oat 
of  which  the  indebtedness  grew  was  perfected  or  became  operative.    7dL 
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WHSL  FoRKOV  CoRPORATioif  —  JcTRiSDicnoN  IK  SiHTB .  AOAimT.  —  Where  a 
eorporation  makes  a  oontraot  in  a  state  other  than  that  in  which  it  was 
ehartered,  il  iherehy  sabmits  itself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  sudh  foreign 
state^  so  far  as  to  be  liable  to  suit  therein,  in  regard  to  that  oontraot^ 
when  sammoned  according  to  the  laws  of  that  state.    I<L 

Ub  FoRXiQN  GoRPOBATiox  —  SERVICE  OF  Procbss  UPON.  —  A  Stockholder  in 
a  foreign  corporation  who  gratuitously  transfers  his  stock  to  unknown 
trastees,  for  an  unknown  and  undefined  purpose,  remains  a  stockholder 
so  that  a  service  of  process  On  a  foreign  corporation,  by  delivery  of  the 
writ  to  a  stockholder,  when  it  has  no  agent  or  officer  within  the  state^ 
at  provided  by  statute,  may  be  made  npon  such  corporation  by  delivery 
of  tho  writ  to  him.    Id, 

14b  DoMnno  Oorforatioii  Bntttlrd  to  BunFiT  ov  Rrbteioitov  vpow 
Amouht  of  Damaqwb  Rroovbrabui  AOAIN8T  It.  —  Where  a  plaintiff 
sues  in  New  York  a  corporation  formed  under  the  laws  of  that  state,  to 
recover  damages  for  the  death  of  her  husband,  resulting  from  injuries 
received  in  Pennsylvania,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
restriction  npon  the  amount  of  the  damages  recoverable  under  the  New 
York  law,  although  the  Pennsylvania  statute  contains  no  such  restric- 
tion. A  domestic  corporation  has  the  right  to  be  protected  by  the 
remedial  linutations  of  its  jurisdiction.     Wooden  v.  Wtttem  efe.J2.JL 

Sot  Bahxi  and  Bankinq;  Gab  Compahim. 

OOST& 

TBI  Mrbr  Taxatiov  or  Oostb  is  a  Ministerial  Aot,  whoro  there  Is  no 
question  of  the  amount  to  be  taxed.    State  v.  Bngk,  66ft. 

See  BzECU'noNs,  6,  7;  Judomintb,  6. 

CO-TENANCY. 

Drbini— Joint  Ownrrs— Iktbrsst  of,  how  Drtxrhinrd.  —  The  interests 
of  joint  owners  of  land,  in  the  absence  of  some  other  controlling  fact,  is  to 
be  determined  by  the  proportion  which  the  amount  of  purchase-money 
paid  by  each  bears  to  the  entire  sum  which  was  the  consideration  for 
the  deed.    Hitman  v.  MuScey,  71. 

COURTS. 

TmoBAn  OovRT— JvRnDicrnoN  to  Trt  Tttlr.  —  The  probafte  court  k 
without  jurisdiction  to  try  the  title  to  property  as  between  the  repre- 
sentative of  an  estate  and  the  husband  of  the  deceased  party  olftiming 
adversely  thereto.     Stewart  v.  Lohr,  160. 

See  Judicial  Sale,  !• 

OOVRNANTS. 
See  Aratbicrnt. 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 

L  Orimb  OomixmD  Prior  to  Admission  or  SrAn«-*pRO8R0o*ioir  sr 
Inrormatxox.  •»  A  party  charged  with  grand  larceny,  eommittad  prior 
to  the  admission  of  a  state  into  the  Union,  is  entitled  to  the  United 
States  constitutional  guaranty  of  presentment  by  indictment  by  a  grand 
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Jury,  and  eannot  be  proeecnted  therefor  nnder  en  informati<m  anfhoriaeA 
by  the  etate  eonstitation  and  statatet.  MeCariy  ▼.  State^  162. 
ti  Tbouoh  It  is  thk  Dutt  of  a  justice,  on  the  oonvietion  of  the  deCendant^  tf 
he  doea  not  immediately  pay  the  fine  imposed,  to  oommit  him  to  jail, 
•till  the  failure  to  oommit  him  at  once  doea  not  deprive  the  jnstioe  of  tiie 
power  to  commit  him  at  a  sabseqaent  time.     UcLamgldai  ▼.  ikddmm, 

X  Chabaotib —  Presumption  in  Absbnob  of  Pboov.  — An  acenaed  is  aot 
boond  to  pot  his  character  in  issue.  His  omission  to  do  so^  or  to  ahow 
good  character,  does  not  justify  a  presumption  that  his  character  is  bad^ 
from  which  an  inference  of  guilt  can  be  drawn.     Bennett  v,  State^  465. 

4.  Chabaotbb—  Prbsumptioii.  —  The  character  of  a  party  aoeoaed  of  crimo 
is  presumed  to  be  good,  until  the  contrary  is  proved.     Id. 

Ik  Chabaotbb. — G-uiLT  ov  AoousBD  must  be  proved  beyond  a  r— snmabto 
doubt,  whether  his  character  is  good  or  bad.    Id, 

C  OHARAcrBR  —  CoMMKNTS  ov  CouKSBL.  —  It  IS  reversible  error  to  allow 
counsel  for  the  prosecution  to  argue,  against  objection,  that  want  of 
testimony  at  to  the  character  of  the  accused  authorizes  the  jury  to  infer 
that  his  character  is  bad,  although  his  counsel,  in  argum^it  as  to  his 
good  character,  has  gone  outside  the  evidence.    Id, 

T«  FuoiTiTB  reoH  JusTiOB,  Right  ob,  to  bb  Hbabd  ov  Apfbal. — In 
courts  of  appeal,  where  none  but  questions  of  law  can  be  reviewed, 
and  in  the  absence  of  any  statute  specifically  regulating  the  prao> 
lice,  if  there  is  satisfactory  evidence  that  a  defendant,  whoee  appeal  Is 
founded  upon  exceptions  entered  on  the  trial  below,  has  been  regularly 
called  for  hearing,  has  escaped,  and  is  not  in  custody,  it  is  clearly  within 
the  sound  discretion  of  the  courts  in  the  absence  of  defendant  and  his 
counsel,  to  determine  whether  the  exceptions  shall  be  passed  upon,  the 
appeal  dismissed,  or  the  hearing  postponed  until  the  recapture  of  the 
defendant.  Any  judgment  pronounced  by  such  court  in  such  case  will 
not  be  void.  Even  when  the  court  may  review  the  facts,  a  defendant 
who 'escapes  pending  bis  appeal  is  deemed  to  have  waived  his  right  to  be 
present  on  the  final  hearing.     State  v.  Jacoba^  912. 

8.  ^BSBKOB  OB  Pbisonbr  ON  Afpbal.  — The  constitutional  right  of  a  party 
(charged  with  crime  to  be  present  at  his  trial,  to  be  informed  of  the 
charge  against  him,  to  introduce  evidence,  and  to  be  represented  by 
counsel  extends  only  to  the  trial  court,  and  does  not  apply  to  the  ap- 
pellate court,  having  jurisdiction  to  review  only  errors  of  law.     Id. 

i.  Pbbbbnob  or  Aocusbd  on  Appbal.  —  In  a  criminal  case  on  appeal,  the  ap- 
pellate court,  having  only  jurisdiction  to  review  questions  of  law,  may 
proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the  case,  and  to  enter  judgment,  whether 
the  accused  is  charged  with  a  misdemeanor  or  a  capital  felony,  and 
whether  he  is  or  is  not  at  the  time  of  the  hearing  nnder  bond  for  his  sp- 
.     pearance,  in  prison,  or  has  escaped  and  is  at  large.    Id, 

IOl  Bvrolabt  with  Intent  to  CTomcrr  Rapb  on  Woman  Ablbbp.  —A  man 
who  burglariously  enters  a  house  with  intent  to  have  sexual  intercourse 
with  a  woman  while  she  is  asleep  is  guilty  of  burglary.  JSToreey  ▼,  SkUn^ 
229. 

11.  HousB  ov  Ill-famb  —  EviDBNCB.  —  To  prove  the  charge  of  keeping 
a  bawdy-house  or  house  of  ill-fame,  it  must  be  shown  that  it-  was  a 
common  resort  of  people  of  both  sexes  for  the  purpose  of  prostitu- 
tion, and  proof  of  acts  of  illicit  intercoarse  on  the  part  of  the  occupants, 
without  proof  that  it  was  kept  for  the  convenience  of  people  who  visited 


Index.  955 

H  to  indnlge  in  lewdness,  will  not  sustain  the  charge.    8taie  r,  WMer,, 

IS.  Labobnt— SutnaiBNOT  of  Invormation.  —  An  indiotment  or  informa- 
tion oharging  grand  laroeny,  in  taking  *'ninety-three  railroad  tickets,*^ 
of  an  aggregate  Talae,  without  alleging  the  Talne  of  each  ticket  taken,. 
or  that  they  were  stamped,  dated,  signed,  and  genuine,  is  inralBoientk  •• 
Bot  etating  faota  sofficient  to  constitute  the  erime.    JfeCbHIr  ▼.  States 

See  Habbab  CoBPua. 

CURTESY. 
See  Husband  and  Wif]%  L 

DAMAGES. 

]•  Mbasuri  of  Damaob— Lohb  or  PRorrrs.  —If  an  XnABLiSHXD  Buu- 
nu  is  wrongfully  injured  or  destroyed,  its  owner  can  reooTer  damages 
■Qstained  thereby,  and  in  an  action  for  their  recovery  evidence  of  the 
profits  he  was  actually  making  is  admissible.  Hence  in  an  action  against 
a  lessor  by  his  lessees  for  depriving  them  of  the  benefit  of  their  lease, 
they  may  show  the  amount  of  business  done  by  them  before  and  after 
his  alleged  wrongful  aoti.     Hawthorne  v.  Siegd^  291. 

IL  MxAflURR  OF  Damages.  —  Damaors  Which  Aoorur  S0BaBQURMTLT  to  a 
tort,  and  oCwbich  it  is  the  primary  cause,  are  not  separate  causes  of  action^ 
but  are  parts  of  the  tort  itself,  for  which  a  cause  of  action  is  given,    /d. 

%  Krouormoi — Injury  to  Child  ~  Umvkjrxd  Turn-tablr. — In  an  ac- 
tion against  a  railway  company  for  negligently  causing  the  death  of  a 
child  in  leaving  a  turn-table  unfastened,  the  measure  of  damage  is  the 
loss  occasioned  by  the  death;  and  his  health,  mental  and  physical  con- 
dition, and  expectancy  of  life  are  proper  subjects  to  be  submitted  to 
the  jury  for  their  consideration  in  estimating  the  damage  sustained. 
Ihoaoo  B'y  <ft  Nav.  Co,  v.  Hedriek,  169. 

4b  BxonsiVR  Vrrdiot,  whbn  Sst  Asidr.  —  The  supreme  court  will  set 
aside  a  verdict  as  excessive  in  exceptional  cases,  and  when  satisfied  that 
the  evidence  does  not  support  the  assessment  of  damages,  as  in  other  in* 
stances  of  failure  of  proof.    Fumiah  v.  Missouri  P»  R^y  Co.,  781. 

Im  Appral  and  Error,  8;  Assault;  Carriers,  11,  21-28,  40;  Cqbpora- 
noNs,  14|  Kroligrngr,  11-13;  Eminent  Domain,  2-4;  Fraud,  7;  In* 
jVNonoNS,  2;  Joint  Llabilitt;  Libel  and  SlandrBi  6^  7|  TRVPASi^ 
1-8^  ft|  Vbndor  and  Purchasrr,  12-14. 

DEATH. 
8oe  BzRouTioNfl,  4 

DEBTOR  AND  GBJSDITOIL 

Im  Afsicmnv  and  OARNiraiMRNT,  6;  Banks  and  BA]isn«»  \  t|  Osi^ 

VOBAZIOMBI  Ihsavr  PERSONS;  Patmrnt8|  8)  8rA!n%  Ik 

DECLARATION. 
See  Plradino,  4 

DECLARATIONS. 
AoiNOT,  8;  BouNDARiRs,  6;  Etidrnoi;  ii 
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DEEDS. 

L  WLkTinoAsaom  ov.  ^  A  puiy  who  rocogniiet  Um  vilidity  of  m  dead 
%    withovt  kia  knowledge  or  eonaent  thereby  beoomee  a  party  t»  and  ii 
bMnd  by  il     Hufmanr.  Mulkey,  71. 

ti  TnLB  so  L4«D  OAIINOT    BB    DiVBSTBD    BT  Sl7BBBin»IB   AVD  C^WOBTJA" 

XKnr  ov  Gbantbb's  Dbbd.     9Fattcr«  ▼.  Waglt§,  232. 

IL  Dbbd  Oobbxrubd  to  Convey  Estatb  vob  Life  with  KEifAiin>BB  m  Fbb. 
•—A  father  executed  a  deed  of  oonveyance  of  land  to  his  four  children, 
*'aad  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  party  of  the  second  part.**  In  the  graoW 
lag  danse  and  the  habendum^  the  words  "  heirs  and  assigns  "  wer«  «aad 
withont  the  words  *'of  their  bodies."  Immediately  preceding  the  Aa- 
hmndwm  was  inserted  the  eUose:  "  Meaning  and  intending  by  this  ooo* 
▼eyaooe  to  convey  to  my  said  children  the  use  and  oontrd  of  said  raal 
estate  during  their  natural  lives,  and  at  their  death  to  go  to  their  ehfl- 
drsni  should  they  die  withont  issue,  to  their  Iqgal  representati vaa, *  It 
WBB  held  to  clearly  appear  from  this  eUose  that  the  graator,  by  the  nae 
of  the  word  "heirs,"  in  other  parts  of  tiie  deed,  meant  ''ehildraii,"  and 
the  deed  was  oonstrned  to  convey  to  the  grantor*s  children  a  life  estate 
only,  with  remainder  in  fee  to  their  children.     OriawM  v.  Hickt,  548. 

4.  Word  "Hbibs"  mat  bb  Construed  to  Mean  "Childbbk"  wbbb. — 
The  word  "heirs,"  in  a  deed,  may  be  construed  to  mean  ''nhildren," 
when  it  clearly  appears  from  other  parts  of  the  deed  that  it  is  not  used 
by  the  grantor  in  its  legal,  technical  meaning.     Id. 

i.  BBOiaTRATioir  AS  KoTiGB  —  Indbxino.  —  A  grantee  who  merely  deposits 
his  deed  for  record  in  the  auditor's  office,  or  other  proper  office,  where 
it  is  received  by  the  proper  officer,  does  not  thereby  convey  notice  to 
the  public,  so  that  his  title  cannot  be  prejudiced  through  the  fault  or 
negligence  of  the  officer  in  not  recording  the  deed.  In  order  that  the 
deed  may  constitute  constructive  notice,  it  must  be  duly  and  property 
recorded  and  indexed,  the  index  being  an  essential  part  of  the  record. 
mckie  V.  Oriffiiha,  165. 

^  Beoistration  —  Becobdeb  Agent'  or  G&antbb.  —  The  recorder  to 
whom  a  grantee  gives  his  deed  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  recorded 
is  his  agent,  and  not  the  agent  of  a  subsequent  innocent  purchaser.  The 
recorder  is  responsible  to  the  grantee  only  in  damages  lor  his  rsfosal  er 
neglect  to  record  the  deed  according  to  law,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  te 
grantee  to  see  that  it  is  properly  recorded,  or  accept  the  cousequeuoes  ss 
between  himself  and  innocent  third  parties  who  are  misled.     Id, 

7.  CBRTincATE  or  Beoistbt  hot  Evidencb  or  Bbozst&atzoh.  —  A  cer^ 
tificate  that  a  deed  is  properly  recorded,  given  by  the  recorder  to  the 
grantee^  does  not  relieve  the  latter  of  the  responsibility  of  seeing  that 
the  deed  is  properly  recorded,  so  as  to  affect  the  rights  of  an  innoosat 
purchaser,  although  it  may  aid  the  grantee  in  rooorering  damages  frm 
the  recorder.    Id, 

Stt  ADVBBSB  P088B88lOir;  Ck>-TBNANOT;  iNTABOr,  2$  MOB!TOA0%  1. 

DEFINmOK& 

Accretion.    8L  Loutt  eh,  B^pCo.  v.  Banueif,  liXt. 
'«Aot  of  Ood.*'    Bi^  V.  Denser  sfc  B'p  Co.,  40a 
Alluvion.    St.  LomU  ete,  ItpCo,r.  Bamsep,  liM^ 
Bawdy-house.     State  v.  Webker,  920. 
Book-canvasser.     Mhnmons  v.  LewUtown^  MO. 
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"  Boa^en."    Moore  ▼.  L<mg  Beach  2>.  Co.,  266. 

'•Chfldnit.*    (TriMootf  ▼.  J?»dK  649. 

DabL    i^wwmoor  t.  AnCn^iM;  831. 

BmineBt  domua.    Murphy  v.  Mayor,  846;  Qakiimmte^  JTy  Ok  ▼.  Betk  ML 

Oift  Inter  vjkw.     WiUiameon  v,  Johnson,  117. 

"Hawker.**    Bmmone  ▼.  Levriatoton,  540. 

"Head  of  family.**    HoUoway  v.  HoUotoay,  484. 

''Hein."    G^rinooU  t.  Hidbf,  549. 
Hein  and  auiKna.**    Ai. 
Heira  of  tiieir  bodies,  party  of  the  eeoond  park*    /A 

House  of  ill-fame.    8UUe  v.  WOber,  920. 

"  Inevitable  aooideni.**    Blythe  v.  Denver  ete.  iZV  OSo.,  401b 

''Location.**    MeFetere ▼.  Pjereom  888. 

M  Mining  claim."    Id. 

Money  jn  cuetoclia  ie^fit.    Dunsmoor  ▼.  iW«<ei/e&ft»  SSL 

Kon-resident.     Garden  ▼.  Garden,  876. 

"Owner."    MeFeterer,  Pki-eon,  388. 

"Peddler."    Bmmont  v.  /^evMo'im.  640. 

Peoaltiee.    JTor^or  CommieeUmera  ▼.  iSecftoood  Cb^,  8SL 

••Pool**    Gleveland  etc,  R'y  Go,  v.  Ghuer,  698. 

Pottal-olerk.    Magoffin  r.  Miawtiri  P.  Ify  Co.,  708L 

"Sodety.**    PumSeh ▼.  JlUeottri  P.  iTy  Co.,  800. 

DEMAND. 
See  VxNDOB  anb  PuBOHAm,  IIL 

DEPOSITIONS, 
tarotmov  Exoludkd  »ob  Incwmpetbhct  sBOinLD  bb  Offbisb  Abbw,  if 
BvBflBQUBNT  Etidbnob  Rkveals  ITS  CoMPBTBiTOT.  —  A  deposition 
which  ii  properly  excluded  for  incompetency  in  the  state  of  the  ease 
when  it  is  offered  should  be  offered  in  eridenoe  again,  if  sabeeqnent 
•▼idence  rereals  its  competency.  And  if  the  party  offering  it  fails  to  do 
this,  he  cannot  complain  of  the  mling  of  the  oonrt  ozofaifdiBg  H  Jmm 
w.  8L  LtmiBete.  Ity  Go.,  176. 

DBPOsrra 

See  Bakkb  and  Babubo^ 

DESCENT  AND  DISTRIBUtlOlI. 
See  Wills,  3,  4. 

DXSCBIMINATiaM. 
See  Cabbibbs. 

DISORDERLY  HOUSS. 
Obuhbal  Law,  11;  Libbl  abd 

DITCHES. 
See  Licbnsb,  1,  8. 

DOCUMENTARY  EVIDENCE 
See  EviDBMOi,  1,  8. 
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DOWER. 

FiMtnirnov.  —  Dsym  om  Biquest  to  a  widow  !■  pNtaiBod  to  be  !■  aA 
ditioa  to  Imt  dower,  Qnlees  it  claarly  appam  that  H  wm  tlio  inlanliMi 
fli  tha  tortafcor  that  it  wis  to  be  in  li«i  thereof.    JToldk'f  JhteH^  IMl 

Set  SQuirr,.l|  HamaTBAi^  S^;  Hunavs  an  Wur%  & 

DURESS. 

PuaDiHo — Btidutoi.  — DuRBS  in  the  ezeeatieo  ef  a  eenvejiaee  riwiaM 
not  be  pennitled  to  be  proved,  unleei  ipe^tiallj  pleaded,    NordMi  ▼• 

BASEMENT. 
See  Aonovi^  2;  TRUPiai^  ^ 

BJBCrrMBNT. 

LioAL  Trriii  «o  Laitd  ounror  be  Pbotbd  bt  PaboIi  BfiuawB  to  ea  a^ 

tioa  of  ejeetmenl     Kirbpairiek  ▼.  C&iri^  681. 
t.  BQinTABLB  Tria  oaknot  bb  Showit  nr  DBrBBres  or  Eibotiibbt.  —  (My 

Isgal  tiileg  oaa  be  investigated  in  an  aotion  of  ejectment^  aad  the  e^a^ 

tobie  title  of  the  defendant  cannot  be  shown  In  defense.    M. 
S.  HoBSOAQOB  oanroT  Maintadt  Bjbotm but  aoazbst  hb  Mobioaobb  ra« 

TIL  thedebtispaidt.anditoannotbepaidbymerehpseel  ttoM.    4!psef 

▼.  Sptti.  tl4. 

See  Tbubt  abb  TBUsni^  L 

ELBCnON. 

See  HOKBBTBAD^  S-6. 

BLBCrnON& 
See  Omn  avd  OfnasBfli  1,  S;  Tazatdui,  i. 

EMINENT  DOMAIN. 

1.  DiYBRSioB  OF  Small  akd  Pbivatb  Watbrooubo  by  a  elty  for  the  paw 
pose  of  drainage  and  sewerage,  with  the  consent  and  approval  of  the 
land-owners  throagh  whose  land  it  mns,  is  not  an  exercise  d  the  right 
of  eminent  domain.    Mwrfihy  v.  Mayor  etc  qf  WUmingion,  340. 

ti  DAMAass— Injttbt  f&om  OoNBTRUonoB  ABB  Opbbatiob  or  Puauo 
WoBXS.  —  When  by  the  constmetioo  of  any  works  there  is  a  physieel 
interference  with  any  right,  pnblio  or  private,  which  the  owner  or  o^ 
copier  of  property  is  by  law  entitled  to  make  nee  of  in  connection  with 
snch  property,  and  which  gives  an  additionsl  market  valne  thereto 
apart  from  the  nses  to  which  any  particular  owner  or  occupier  may  pat 
it»  there  is  a  right  to  compensation,  if,  by  reason  of  snch  intorfersnos^ 
the  property,  as  property,  is  lessened  in  valne.  Chtmndik  c<e.  S'f  Ok 
V.  Hatt,  48. 

IL  OoNnTrunoNAL  Law  —  Damages  for  Opbbation  or  Public  Wobkb. — A 
constitotional  provision  thaii  "  no  person's  property  shall  be  token, 
aged,  or  destroyed  for  or  applied  to  a  public  nse  without  adequate 
pensation  being  made  **  is  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  indnde 
resolting  from  the  operation  of  public  works^  as  wall  as  those,  i^iak  aia 
toflioted  by  their  construction.     Id, 
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CoHsnTunovAL  Law  ~  Damages  for  Opkbatton  of  Railroad.  —  Under 
a  ooostitatioDal  provision  that  "no  person's  property  shall  be  taken, 
damaged,  or  destroyed  for  or  applied  to  a  pablio  nte,  without  adequate 
oompensation  being  made,**  a  land-owner  whose  property  is  injured  by 
the  oonstruction  of  a  railroad,  and  the  vibration,  smoke,  noxious  vapors, 
and  noise  of  passing  trains,  is  entitled  to  damages,  although  such  road 
is  not  npon  his  land  nor  is  any  of  his  property  taken  in  its  oonstmction. 
Id.  ♦ 

EQUITY. 

1.  Ck>VRT  or  Equitt  cannot  Rbform  Dued  or  Marrixd  Woman.  —  A  conri 
of  chancery  cannot  reform  the  deed  of  a  married  woman  not  acting  as 
a  /erne  so/f.  And  where  a  husband  and  wife  join  in  a  conveyance  of 
her  land,  which  by  mistake  conveys  only  her  dower  interest  therein, 
although  she  intended  to  convey  her  entire  estate,  acts  passed  to  cure 
defectively  acknowledged  deeds  of  married  women  do  not  apply  to  such 
conveyance.     Bowden  v.  Bland,  179. 

%  Partibs  to  Suit  in  Equitt,  Who  are  Proper.  —  The  mles  of  pleading 
in  equity,  while  the  same  in  form  with  those  in  actions  at  law,  are 
broader  and  more  elastic,  by  reason  of  the  inherent  character  of  the  re- 
lief which  may  be  sought  and  given;  and  it  is  a  general  rule  in  equity 
that  all  persons  materially  interested,  either  legally  or  beneficially,  in  the 
subject- matter  of  a  suit  are  to  be  m'  '  parties  to  it,  so  that  there  may  be 
a  complete  decree  which  shall  bi.      i^nem  all.     Townaend  v.  BogerU  S35. 

1^  Claimant  mat  bb  Made  Party  and  Required  to  Disclose  his  Inter- 
EST  WHBN.  —  Where  a  plaintiflf  in  a  suit  in  equity  knows  that  a  third 
person  claims  an  interest  iu  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  but  does  not 
know  the  nature,  extent,  or  merits  of  the  claim,  he  may  state  the  facts, 
call  in  the  claimant  as  a  party,  and  require  him  to  disclose  his  alleged 
interest.    Id, 

4.  Equity  will  not  Entertain  Jurisdiction  when  the  only  object  is  to  ob- 
tain a  consolidation  of  actions  or  to  save  the  expense  of  separate  actions, 
or  where  the  claim  of  right  rests  on  a  mere  question  of  law,  as  for  as- 
certaining the  legality  of  the  proceedings  of  a  municipal  corporation  in 
levying  a  tax.     Murphy  v.  Mayor  eie,,  346. 

ft.  Cloud  on  Title.  —  A  lien  or  encumbrance,  to  throw  a  dond  on  title 
to  real  property  so  as  to  give  the  owner  a  right  to  relief  in  equity, 
must  be  one  that  is  regular  and  valid  on  its  face,  though  in  fact  irregu- 
lar and  void  from  circumstances  which  must  be  proved  by  extrinsic  evi- 
dence.   Id. 

^  Illegal  Assessment  —  Cloud  on  Titlb.  —  Where  the  illegality  of  a 
municipal  assessment  or  tax  is  apparent  on  the  record  of  the  proceed* 
ings,  and  requires  no  extrinsic  evidence  to  show  it,  such  assessment 
or  tax  is  not  a  cloud  upon  title,  and  the  remedy  of  the  owner  is  by  action 
at  law,  and  not  by  suit  in  equity,    fd. 

T.  Cloud  on  Title  —  Illegal  Municipal  Assessment.  —  Where  a  city 
ordinance  imposes  certain  conditions  which  must  be  complied  with 
in  order  to  make  a  local  municipal  assessment  or  tax  valid,  a  fail- 
ore  to  comply  with  any  one  of  the  conditions  renders  the  tax  void;  and 
when  such  failure  appears  from  the  face  of  the  prooeedings,  no  doud  oa 
the  title  is  created,  and  the  remedy  of  the  land-owner  is  by  action  al 
Uw,  and  not  by  suit  in  equity.     Id, 

8m  Banks  and  Banking,  9;  Contracts,  6;  Ejbctmbnt,  8;  Judombbt^ 

4,  6;  Penalty,  3;  SET-orr,  1,  A» 
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ERBOR. 
Bee  AvpsAL  akd  Ebroi. 

B8T0PPBL. 

L  Kummi*  vor  Bsvoffbp  bt  his  Own  Void  Dsba.  —  An  exeoator  k  sol 
••topped  by  his  own  roid  deed  of  land  from  Biiing  to  dispoeeeee  peraoiw 
claiming  under  it.     Chcue  ▼.  Cartrighi,  207. 

%  TKAXTLfUhtXT  CoNYKTAVCS.  —  A  judgment  creator  who  aelle  ea  eqii^y  of 
redemption  under  ezeention,  thereby  asserte  the  validity  of  the 
gage,  and  is  estopped  from  afterwards  denying  ite  validity  by 
that  it  was  frandnlent  as  to  oreditors.     Knoop  ▼.  KeUejf,  TH. 

IL  EsTOPPCL  IN  Pais  against  Marbixd  Woman  must  bs  Spbciallt  Plbadb]> 
as  new  matter,  to  be  ayailable  as  a  defense,  and  oannot  be  proved  ander 
a  general  or  ipeoifie  denial.    De  Voiie  v.  JieOfrr,  428. 

4  Abtantaoi  Takbn  ov  Void  Ditobob  Dbcrbb,  whnn  av  Bbtofvbl. 
•—When  a  wife,  without  canse»  deserts  her  husband  and  home^  lirse 
for  years  in  adultery,  and  afterwards,  learning  that  a  divoroB  has  been 
procured  by  her  deserted  husband,  causes  a  marriage  ceremony  to  bo 
performed  with  her  paramour,  and  continuously  lives  and  cohabits  with 
him  as  his  wife  until  the  death  of  her  abandoned  husband,  she  oannot 
take  advantage  of  the  fact  that  the  divoroe  decree  is  void  for  want  of 
proper  service  of  process,  and  successfully  assert  against  the  heirs  her 
right,  under  the  statute,  to  the  estate  of  the  deceased  husband  as  his 
widow,  notwithstanding  these  facts  were  not  brought  to  the  notice  of 
ttie  court  at  the  time  that  the  divorce  decree  was  adjudged  invalid. 
Arthur  V.  Israel,  881. 

Ik  BsToppXL  BT  Taking  Advantage  of  Void  Divorcb  Dbcbkb.  —  A  hnso 
band  or  wife  who  accepts  the  benefits  and  privileges  of  a  void  decree  of 
divorce  cannot  afterwards  repudiate  his  or  her  action,  and  urge  its  inva- 
lidity.    Id. 

C  BBTomL  BT  Taking  Adyantagb  ov  Void  Divorci  Dbcrxb.  —  Pnblie 
policy  as  well  as  private  interest  requires  that,  so  far  as  is  consistent  with 
law,  one  who  has  attempted  to  profit  by  a  supposed  divorce,  and  has  ex- 
erci!«ed  the  resulting  privilege  of  remarriage,  shall  not,  for  the  mere  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  property,  be  permitted  to  repudiate  his  eleotioa.     M 

See  Banks  and  Banking,  10;  DsposmoNi  Insuranoi^  2;  liuaiaiPAX.  Ob»» 

roAATiONS,  2,  3;  Plbadinoi  7* 

EVIDENOK 

1.  Psoor  OF  Wbittbn  Ooiimi7nication.  —  A  witness  oannot  testify  to  fads 
communicated  by  him  by  letter  to  another,  when  the  letter  itself  can  be 
produced.    McDi^t,  Detroit  etc  Ch.,  673. 

ti  RiooBDR  OF  Board  of  Hsalth  not  Evidenob  betwbbn  ParrAin  PAsms 
OF  Faois  Rxoordbd.  —The  reoords  of  a  board  of  health  of  a  6itj,  r»- 
quired  by  police  regulations  to  be  kept  for  looal  and  specifio  pupoee% 
are  not  publio  reoords  in  such  sense  as  makes  them  evidence  in  noon- 
troversy  between  private  parties  of  the  facts  reoorded.  Btifah  fassi  rtc. 
Oo.  V.  KfUffkie  Templar  etc  Aa9%  839. 

3*  Laws  of  Another  State.  —  Though  on  a  hearing  on  Jtaiens  oDrpvs  a  single 
section  of  the  criminal  code  of  another  state  is  read  in  evidence,  the  court 
will  look  to  the  whole  code,  to  ascertain  what  the  law  of  the  state  is  upon 
the  subject  before  it.     Mk  parte  Upeare,  341. 
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C  ICmoM »  AuMiHininr  ot  BaoLAiuTioife  aoauvct.  «— In  «&  mMom  hf 
Hm  gvtfdiaa  off  minor  orpb«n  children  of  a  ▼endee  aiiaiiist  tlie  vondor 
nndor  a  oontraot  for  the  nle  of  land,  deelaratlona  made  bj  tho  grand* 
parottto  fli  laeli  minora  after  tho  death  of  the  parenta,  and  withool  any 
anthoritj  to  bind  their  Intereati,  are   inadmimiUe  aa  againat  them. 

9k  Yaliti  or  Pubohal  Pbopsbtt,  bow  Pbotbb  nr  ABsmoa  ov  Looiaa 
Iff ABSar.  -—  Whon  the  Talne  of  personal  property  cannot  be  flxod  by 
Hm  proof  flI  local  markoti,  it  may  be  done  by  proof  of  ralne  al  tiw 
neareat  point  where  limilar  property  ia  boaght  and  add,  with  proper 
addition  or  dednctiott  for  ooat  of  transportatioa  and  the  haaard  and  ez- 
panae  incident  thereto,  aeoording  aa  the  property  ic  held  fm  aale  or  for 
naa.  Bnt  orldenoe  of  tiie  ralae  of  aaoh  property  in  a  distant  autfhat  la 
not  adTnieaiblo  nnleat  it  ia  proved  that  there  ia  no  adequate  local  market^ 
or  that  the  two  mariieti  im  interdependent  and  lympathetio.  /mm  ▼. 
8t  LcmU  tie.  JTy  Cb.,  175. 

iL  Wmv  AnamBLl.  —  It  ia  mfllcieni  ta  entitle  eridence  ta  adndaaion* 
that  thara  la  aome  evidence,  direct  or  oironmetantial,  tending  to  make 
it  competent;  for  it  ia  not  neceasary  that  the  connecting  cyidence  ahonld 
diatinotly  eatabliah  the  facta  which  give  the  character  of  competent  to 
the  teatimony,  aa  the  court,  in  admitting  teatlmony,  doea  not  concloaively 
a4indge  that  the  ayidance  aatabliahing  ita  competency  ia  aafficiant  to 
folly  prove  the  raqniaita  faoi  It  simply  dodarea  that  there  ia  aome 
•vidanoa  tending  to  make  the  teatimony  competent^    OlneUmd  dOi  JTp 

Co,  V.  CiMMT,  6M. 

•aa  AviaAi4»  l|  Atfbai.  aitd  Brbob,  4;  AaaAUur;  Boovdabdhh  Oamiwm, 
19,  20;  Dsma,  7;  Dukob;  Fraui>,  5;  Hcbband  An>  Win»  ft;  Ijbil 

Alls  SLAyBSBv  4,  ft;  PABm  AMD  OHOD^  1»  S;  TBIAIi»  i|  UaAOl^  ti 

KZCBSSIYS  DAMAOia 

m 

8aa  Damaou^  4 

KXBCUnON. 

1«  ftnoonov,  Ruutwioy  ov  Piovnvr  fbom.  — Stntntea  ammpting  pr«|^ 
er^  from  forced  aale  ahonld  be  liberally  conatmed.    In  rt  MeMatma,  2BQL 

%  RxnoomMr,  Sxxiiftion  ov  Pjiopxbtt  reoii.  —  The  safe  of  a  Jeweler» 
neoeaaary  and  naefnl  in  condaoting  hia  boainaaa,  and  without  whieh  ha 
eannot  oondact  it  to  any  profitable  end,  ia  exempt  from  azeentlon  aa  an 
iuplemont  of  an  artisan  neoeaaary  to  carry  on  hia  trade,    /d. 

&  RxBOomMr  imr  Dnaaxu  JaDoxavr.  —  An  azoention  mnat  ahow  npoa 
what  Jadgmant  or  decree  it  ia  baaed,  for  and  againat  whom  it  loanaa» 
ttie  amonnt  or  amoonta  to  be  taken  from  the  latter  for  the  benefit  of  the 
former,  and  dioald  also  ahow  tiie  data  at  which,  and  the  acut  where^ 
the  Judgment  waa  rendered.  An  ezeontion  which  faUa  to  ahow  the 
Judgment  or  decree  npcn  which  it  iaanea  is  not,  in  legal  ooatamplalfo% 
an  ezeont&on  at  all,  and  oonfera  no  anthority  whatever  npon  the  shariff 
ta  whom  it  ia  directed.    Brtmm  v.  Dtifican,  546. 

4  Balb  Madb  Am  Dbath  or  JirDOMBirr  Dnvom  vndar  an  asacntlon  ia- 
aned  prior  to  hia  death  veata  a  good  title  in  the  pnrahaaer,  and  though 
ha  ia  the  Judgment  creditor,  thia  will  not  avoid  the  aal%  and  if  it  rendara 
it  voidable,  it  can  only  be  attacked  directly  or  by  anawar  ealltag  far  tha 
equitable  interposition  of  the  coart  Bmrnri  w.  Rhmehm%  9081 
An.  M.  Bar.,  Vol.  XXH.— il 
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H  WLLTOnOiTtOtf  O?  SXWVTIIII  IflBUXD    Wi'fUUUT  Au  f HUU'f  I .  -^  A 

hM  tiM  right  to  control  the  faraing  of  ezeootloo  iipoo  *  Judgmamt  la  Ui 
fttvorf  but  if  an  ozaoatioii  ia  i»aed  withoot  hit  aaUiority,  and  ho 
•Mh  Ml^  tho  oarooatioii  beoomea  valid  and  Uading  aa  to 
dor  il  in  good  faith.     WelU  v.  Bower,  61(k 

ft  Bnouh  Exnounoirs  vor  Aitthorizid  whsv.  —  A  deono  ordariiig 
tha  dafandanti  in  an  action  to  pay  a  oertaln  proportion  of  all  tlm 
doaa  not  anthoriaa  tha  ianianoa  of  apaoial  azecotiona.    Bioapt  in 
proridad  far  bj  the  atatata^  azeontiooa,  in  niinoia,  ai<a  geoenl,  and  tha 
light  of  the  party  in  whose  favor  the  writ  ia  inned  to  aleot  on  whafcpiof 
•r^  not  ezempt  from  ezeontion  he  will  have  the  aama  leriad  dons  sol 
giTO  him  a  right  to  a  apeoial  exeootion.     Bnwm  ▼.  Dmmoant  04iL 

I.  SirABAn  BxsoonoMB  nun  bs  Isbusd  wnair.  —Where  tlio  aoort  ordan 
•aoh  of  tha  defendants  in  an  aotion  to  pay  a  certain  proportion  ^  all  tha 
aoatii  ezeontion  can  only  properly  iaane  againat  each  of  aooh  dafandania 
aaparataly  for  that  proportion,  when  aaaeaaed  by  tha  olarlL  Oneliinna 
way  Uabla  for  the  coats  adjudged  against  another,  nor  la  a^y  JaintHahii 
Hy  oraaftad  by  aooh  order.    Id, 

See  JuDiauL  Qamm,  & 

SXBCUTOBS  AND  ADMINISTRATOBa. 

10  SznooiQBs  P^nn  Trlb  ih  Fn  wkul  —  Whara  i 
by  hia  will  givaa  hia  property,  both  real  and  paraonal,  ta  liia 
wMi  power  to  diapoae  of  it  to  the  beat  d  their  Judgment^  dlrecta 
pay  Ml  tain  large  Isgaolaa,  and  derisea  over  tiie  aetata  tlien 
the  enontora  hold  the  legal  title  to  the  property  hi  fea^  in  traa^  te  the 
fm  kmmmti,    Okam  v.  Oartrigki^  VKJ. 
See  Abatbmivt)  BaroFPSLi  1|  SuBsmHir,  I,  & 

EXBMPnON. 
8eeBziouTzoH%  1,  8. 


SaaWnv 

BXTRADmOV. 

JuenoB  —  Habbai  Oorpub.  —Hie  gofvamar  el 
haa  no  anthority  to  ianie  his  warrant  for  the  arraat  of  an  alleged  fogitiw 
from  Jnatice^  noleeo  he  has  been  charged  with  crime  hi  a  atate  whenoa  ii 
ii  alleged  he  haa  fled,  either  by  indictment  or  affidavit;  and  whether  Im 
ia  ao  eharged  ia  a  qneation  of  law,  always  open,  on  the  face  of  the  papar% 
ta  Jndioial  ingniry,  en  an  application  for  his  discharge  en 

Mm  pOfWm  OpmKTWf  •at* 

%  Foanrm  ibom  Jvwnxm  a  not  Chabobd  with  a  CuitB  AimoBiiDra 
QoTBUfon  TO  l£BUB  A  Warbant  for  hie  arrest,  when  the  only 
againat  him  is  contained  in  an  affidavit^  atating  that  the  aflUnt  haa 
to  beliave,  and  doea  believe^  that  he  has  enmmilted  n 

VAL8B  REPRESfiNTATIONa 
See  Fbaudc 
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FBHGB8. 
Im  Railboad  Compavzb^  6b 


FINDINO& 
B  8m  TbuLi  (I^  $» 

i'  nKDINOS  OF  FACfEL 

,  Bee  Aptsal  a«d  Bbbob*  1^  9L 


F1XTUKB8. 

!•  faoon^  wifB  m  Bonn  ahd  ATTA0B]isim»  placed  vpon  end  aeonelj 

^  aMeelied  to  the  pablio  lands  of  the  United  Stalee  bj  the  locator  and 

ooenpier  of  a  mining  daim  thereon,  for  the  pnrpoie  of  operating  each 

efadn,  cdutitatei  a  part  of  the  realty,  and  therefore  ia  not  liable  to  aeia- 

ve  aad  nlennder  ezeoation  ae  personalty.    BostvUU  A*  Mkk  Oa.  ▼•  Icwa 

^  a  ifte.  Cbu»  STIL 

&  ILkOHmBT— >BuxA  fOB  DvriBMiimro.— >The  intentioo  of  the  ownet 

to  attaching  machinery  to  land  must  be  considered  in  deciding  whether 

er  not  it  becomes  a  fiztnre;  and  if  it  appears  that  he  attached  the 

machinery  with  a  tIsw  to  its  remaining  permanently,  it  must  be  treated 

ii  ■■  real  estatei    Hb  intontionii  to  be  inferred  from  the  natore  of  the 

0  iHlole  aiBzedy  the  relation  and  sitoatioii  of  the  par^  maUag  the  an* 

ii  .    —lattoa,  the  •tnctore  and  mode  of  annexing,  and  the  pvuposo  lot 

^  wUsli  the  aBimatioii  has  been  made,    /d 

FOBBCLOSUB& 
See  HoBaoiAi»  ^1% 

fOBEXGN  COBPORATIOKa 

Ck>]UP0BATI0Vfl»  6-lIt 


FORFETTUBR 
See  SiAVim%  h 

fOBGBBT. 
See  Basks  avd  BAfrnvOk  1(^1& 

FRAUD. 

L  WmMnm  mnmi  m  SraouuT  Pliadbd  in  aa  answer,  as  wsD  as  hi  b  mm* 
plainly  to  be  ftTaiUOde  ae  a  defense.    Dt  Voik  t.  MtHhrr.  4S1 

ft  fiuin>  MDsr  bi  SncsAiXT  Plbadbix  «-*  Whon  defendant's  daim  el  title 
springs  osl  d  er  rssto  npon  the  slieged  fraud  or  fnmdnlent  ecndaot  of 
plaintiff  so  that  bat  for  the  fraud  plaintiff's  title  wonld  be  good,  sooh 
Ikaad,  being  the  sooroe  and  foundation  of  defendant's  daim.  Is  essea* 
tially  new  matter,  and  most  be  pleaded,  or  it  cannot  be  prored.    14. 

R  SuffiuiBBT  Allboatiov  or.  —  A  complaint  alleging  facts  which,  if 
proved  to  be  tme,  would  establish  fraud  as  a  eondnsioii  of  law  sniB- 
eisntly  alleges  fraod,  without  a  specific  dsdaratioo  that  sadi  facto  ars 
fraadulent.     Amimw^.  Dihg  County,  IM. 

4  Plbabuw  Fbavd  whbv  Nmobssabt.  —  When  a  sheriff  is  saed  fcr  poeeee 
sion  oreoayerdcn  of  property,  and  denies  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  he  bmij. 
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snder  incb  denial,  pfore  ttuit  •  Irfrfw  to  pUlntiflP  wa«  mmde  i»  UdAh; 
deUy,  or  defmad  oreditora  of  tlie  Tendor,  and  that  the  aberiff  iopiooanli 
•  ooo  oi  aaoh  creditora.  Maaon  t.  VeBtat,  SIO. 
lb  Pboof  or  Iktint.  ~  The  intentioii  of  one  party  to  daoeiTO  and  defrand 
another  ia  anfficiently  made  oat  by  ahowing  that  a  falae  affirmatioii  haa 
in  faot  been  made  by  the  parly  oonoefhing  a  matter  about  which  he 
haa  no  aotaal  knowledge,  imder  dreomatanoea  ahowing  that  the 
apoken  about  waa  bett^  known  to  the  par^  making  the 
than  to  the  other  pftrty.    Laka^  ▼.  C%  Nai.  Bmk,  407. 

ft  FalU  BlFRVBHTATIOira  »  RlOOTBKT  OV  MOMST  PaID  DI  CoBSlQVTBiOB 

OV.  —  Where  a  bank  innocently  and  igaorantly  pays  money  to  the  hold9 
•I  an  xnatrament^  relying  npon  the  falae  repraaentatiaci  ef  a  third  far- 
aon  that  he  knowa  the  holder  to  be  the  true  payee,  it  may  reoo?ir  from 
•noh  peraon  the  amount  which  it  ia  afterwaida  compelled  to  pny  to  the 
true  payee  in  eonaequence  of  ita  relianoe  npon  aooh  reproaontatiOBia 
The  atatute  of  tranda  ia  not  a  defenae  in  anch  caae.  Id, 
?•  Faui  RiPRBMirrATiONS  — Liabilitt  09  Fartt  MAsnio.  — When  one 
poaittvely  aaanrea  another  that  a  certain  atatement  ia  tma^  knowing  it 
ta  be  lalaa^  and  profJaaiing  a*  the  time  to  apeak  of  hie  oiwn  knowlodgeb 
and  abont  a  matter  not  known  to  the  par^  to  whom  the 
arc  mada^  he  ia  not  allowed  to  complain  thnt  too  much  relianoe  haa 
plaeed  upon  the  tnith  of  hia  atatement^  and  ia  liable  for  all  damagoa  ra- 
anlting  therefrom.    IdL 

See  Aflnior»  %  Aaaxa  amd  BAirsnro,  %  0|  Junvmmna,  4  5|  Tmam 

TBxmam, 

TBAXTDJJLESt  00KVB7AN0E8. 

L  Sa&i  ICadb  io  Hutdbb,  Dilat,  om  DirsAin>  Creditors  ny  aa  to 
abeolntely  ▼oid,  and  not  voidable  merely.    Mamm  ▼•  V^tialt  SlOi 

ti  THOiraB  A  Dbbtob  OoirrsTa  PBOFBntr  witiMm  faitenticn  of  defranding 
hii  creditor,  the  latter  cannot  complain,  if  the  former  retaina  or  anbae- 
qnently  acquirea  property  out  of  which  the  debt  may  he  eolleetad. 
Brumbauffh  ▼.  RkhereA,  64§. 

S.  A  Creditob  oahnot  MAonrAiv  ah  Aaaom  to  8v  Abxdi  a  Oovtxtamqb 
of  hia  debtor  aa  frandulent,  unleaa  he  ahowa  that  hia  debtor  haa  not^  at 
the  time  the  action  ia  brought^  any  property  out  of  which  the  payment 
of  the  debt  can  be  compelled,  though  when  aud%  snoh  oonTeyanoe  left 
the  debtor  without  any  property  aubject  to  ezecutUm.    /d 

4  BoHA  FiDM  PuBOSAaui  ntOM  Fbaoimtuuit  VBKDBk  —  a  pnrohaaer  fraoi 
an  inaolvant  debtor  who  aalla  in  fraud  of  hia  erediton  nuMt  prove  tha^ 
without  notice  of  the  fraud,  he  paid  the  puebaac-mon^,  or  g»fe  iiia 
negotiable  note  therefore  otherwiae  he  acquirea  no  titles  and  will  net  he 
protected.     Tillman  ▼.  BeUsr,  77. 

ft  BogA  Fn»  PgBOWAami--^  Pabt  PATmwT—  Bump«i  car  Pnooy.  —  An  in» 
aooent  purohaaer  from  an  inaolvent  debtor  oeUing  in  tend  of  hia  eredi- 
tors,  who  (mly  payi  part  of  the  conaideration  in  caah,  and  givea  hia  note 
for  the  balance,  will  be  protected  only  to  the  extent  of  tiie  payment 
actnally  made,  unlem  the  note  ia  negotiablei  and  the  hnrden  cf  proof  ia 
upon  him  to  ahow  iti  negotiability.     Id, 

ft  iRTunr — Bona  Fidb  Pubchasbb  —  Bcbdbh  ov  Pboov,  wmw  8KimL  — 
Under  a  atatute  making  convey anoea  in  fraud  of  creditors  void  aa  t» 
them,  and  providing  that  '*thia  article  ahall  not  affect  the  title  cf  a  pur- 


Indbjl  966 

duMMr  for  A  Talnable  eoiurideration,  imlan  it  appear  that  be  had  notfea^" 
4m  «raditor»  io  order  to  defeat  the  oonyeyuice,  It  bound,  fintb  to  ehow 
Ibe  fraudulent  inteot;  the  purchaser  muat  then,  in  order  to  flnetafai  his 
purehaie,  ehow  that  he  has  paid  value;  this  being  shown,  the  birJUft 
i^n  shiftip  and  the  creditor,  in  order  to  prevail,  most  show  thai  al 
^  tine  of  the  payment  the  purchaser  bad  notice  of  the  fraud.    /iL 

8ee  EnoppjBL,  2;  Fracjp,  5;  Iiisavb  Pnsom^ 

VBAUDULBNT  RBPRBSENXAXIONa 
See  SiLM,  ft. 

FUQXnvS  FROM  JUSTIOB. 
•se  GtooirAii  Law,  7-^  BpaADmiMfc 

GARNISHMENT. 
9se  Attaohmouit  amj>  OABJOiHimf^ 

OAS  OOMPANIB& 

L  OomnuMPf  Blown  iiMuui  CBAxm^  Rbovlatiov  ov  Fum  0ir  Oi&  •« 
A  elMffto^  gi  anted  by  the  state  to  a  gas  company,  ghring  it  ttie  power  la 
make  and  Tend  gas,  constitutes  a  oontraot  between  it  and  tlM  ftallb  «id 
sanies  with  it  the  right  to  fix  the  price  of  gas  thus  mads  and  soldi  and 
after  it  has  accepted  the  terms  of  anordinanee  passed  by  aeity  fixing  the 
price  of  gas  supplied  to  it  by  snob  company,  the  price  thus  flzsd  cannot 
be  fodnced  by  legishiM?e  aetioi^  state  cr  munieipal.  Jtals  ▼•  Xaifcrfi 
Ok  00^199. 

%  ToLum  PowKB— RaouLATioM  Of  Pbiob  ov  G^-*-CcMn!BAOf  Bwan  nvDn 
OttinTKB.  ^  Where  a  state  has  granted  acompany,  by  charter,  the  sd{ghl 
Io  make  and  Tend  gas,  it  bos  the  right  to  fix  tiie  prise  d  gas  sold  by  it^ 
and  the  subsequent  regulation  of  suoh  pries  by  the  slala  cr  by  msinloi* 
palities  is  not  an  exeroiss  of  polios  power  which  cannot  be  abridged  fay 
sontraolk    /d. 

•ss  MuVlOtFAL  OOBPORanOMIi 

oina 

1.  Oiff  Mana  PiBiaov  nr  Duitsbt  and  ssimliniHb  mA  by  a  asmpolsBl 
party,  is  irrsvosablsi  b«t  Io  eonstilats  a  gift  kiimr  sifioi^  tlM  donor  mast 
Tolnntarily  dsliver  the  property  and  part  with  all  present  and  f ntnre 
dominion  orer  H.     WUBmmiom  r.  /JriUsaa,  117. 

IL  Oiff  nrOoi>TiFijffiogoyM4»tffian«**B«yDaatiow  o>.-»Wlisraawmiian 
fsssiris  moaqr  fimn  a  man  fcr  the  pnrpoee  el  eanying  onl  her  pronusa 
la  many  him,  and  thsn  rsfnses  Io  keep  bar  proause^  witboni  saass^  she 
ba  oompsUsd  la  latand  sndi  mensy  in  an  nflHtw  el  ottKHttfilk   JSA 


QOVfiRNOB. 

•ss  MaX9AMO§9  dii^ 

GUARAKtOB. 
•sa  Nmotusu  iMwruvMuunn,  8L 1^  C 

OUAltDIAN  AND  WARD. 

L  CKtaboiav  oavrot  Act  ion  his  Wabd  in  Pabtitiov  whbt. -^Agnar- 
dian  whose  interest  is  hostile  to  that  of  his  ward  is  inoompelent  Io  ad 
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lor  hia  wvd  fa  rwpaol  to  thai  intereil  Wb«i^ 
Mid  hh  ward  are  tenant!  in  otKnmon  of  land,  it  ia  ifror  to 
tition  batwaan  tiiain  in  a  soit  brought  in  the  namaa  af  tiM 
4m  infant  by  aaah  goardxan.  In  anoh  a  oaaa,  tha  minor  iboQld 
mada  daf andaat  and  have  a  guardian  ad  Utem,  or  abonld  patitioA  bj  Ina 
Mst  friand  or  guardian  ad  lUem  and  be  repraaantad  bj  aooaael  dtattnat 
from  tiiooa  rapiaaantiiig  hia  goardxan.  A  alatiita  providing  tliat  tm  i»- 
iMit  may,  bgr  hia  guardian  or  next  friand,  patitioD  for  paititioii  of  laaAa 
■aaaa  i^an  aoali  guardian  or  nazt  friand  ia  aooipatanft  tottat  to  tha 
aaaab  MoodkottM  ▼.  Soodkotu^  fiSO. 
H  AmiiMnwi  o>  Gpabdiut  do  wot  Bnrp  Wabp>  — >  Wharaagaardtan  mafaa 
■dmiiaiima  iaoonaidarata,  nnnaoauary,  and  pr^vdioial  to  tha  ligbta  ^ 
Ui  ward,  «ha  aonrt  wiU  not  parmit  thaward'a  riglito  to  ba  profodiaad 
by  aoah  admiaiifona.    M^f(aUo  Loaii  €ie.  Oo.  w.  EulgkiB  Tmi§lmr  tit.  Aahi^ 


HABBAS  OOBFUa 

A09  A  XuiMHUUfff  Of  OuRvuxnuv  IB  Ebbohbooi  baoaqaa  tiM  affldivil  ob 

wblah  it  waa  fbondad  doao  not  atata  a  pablia  oflbnaa  doaa  aot  astida 

Ilia  dafaodaat  to  bt  diaabargad  upon  iabeat  owpiifc     MtLat^/ftim  t. 

JMta^tfa. 

8aa  BxTBADmoB,  1» 

HIOHWAT& 

L  BtoHWAtlBrUio.— AbighwayaitabUabadbyiiawMadMlbaofIha 
atototuiy  width.    A  highway  by  naar  baoomaa  aooh  to  tha  widtfi 
astnt  naad.    Waiffit  CcmU^  Sao,  Bank  ▼.  gitocfaaag,  706b 

IL  Hmbwati  bt  Uau— AsAVDomxirf.  —  a  hi|^way  nalabliihoil  by 

ar  a&y  portion  td  Hk,  may  ba  loat  by  non-naai^  b«t  tha  nonoaw  wfll  aat 
aftat  «ha  portioQ  kapt  to  naa.    Id. 

HOMEBTBAIX 

1.  Widow  m>  SRr>MonnE  as  BLiad  ot  Familt.  — >  Whaa  a 
widow,  wIm  ia  tha  atap-mothar  of  hii  minor  ohildron,  widartaka^ 
Ui  daath,  to  kaap  togatiiar,  oara  for,  and  aapport  tham,  alia  haaarigjh^ 
aa  tha  haad  of  a  family,  to  take  a  homaataad  fa  hia  real  oatoto    HUhma^ 

ft  HomRiAD  AHD  DowiB— WiDOwli  BiOHT  VK  vwvol  Wul  —  A  daviaa 
by  a  haabaad  to  hia  wifa  doaa  not  aztingniah  tha  widow'a  right  to  bo^ 
homaataad  and  dower,  nnlam  anoh  fatent  oleariy  appeara  from  tha  terma 
ol  tha  will;  and  althoogh  it  need  not  appear  fa  aspram  wordi^  •tiU»  if  i* 
kdoabtfal,8hawiUBotbaaxoladad.    HcMt  thkM.  VH^ 

ft  BiOBT  OP  Widow  lo^  wdbb  Will.  — A  hnabandaad  father  oannot  by 
wfll  dapriva  Ua  widow  and  mfaor  ahildian  tl  their  homaatead  ifgjhl^  bat 
tha  proriaiona  af  hia  will  may  ba  ao  oleariy  aiptaaand  to  ba  to  Bm  of 
homeatead  that  hie  widow  may  be  aompeUed  to  ehaoae  whioh  4ia  will 
takob  and  by  aleotfag  to  take  the  former,  rsnooaoe  the  latter.    JU. 

lb  HoKiflTBAD  AiTD  DowKB  —  WiDOW*a  RiORT  Ta — Under  a  will  by  which 
ahoaband,  after  making  two  apeoiflobe^aali^  daviaadiha  raaidneof  hie 
aatote,  real  and  penonal,  one  third  to  hia  wif a^  two  nfatha  to  hfa  daqgh- 
ter,  and  foor  nmtha  to  hia  aon,  tha  widow  wfll  take  both  Imt 
and  dower,    /d 
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4.  H<»nBnAi>  aitd  Dowsb— Widow's  Riost  to,  xnnma,  Will.  —  Whcrt  * 
widow  who  it  a  davitM  nndar  h«r  hosband's  will  ooonpies  with  har  MU 
dran  and  earriea  oo  the  farm  in  which  Bha  olaiiiia  a  homeataad  for  MTaral 
jaan  after  her  hoaband's  death,  without  having  either  her  homestead  or 
dower  set  oat  to  her«  she  it  not  thereby  deprived  of  the  right  to  both 
homestead  and  dower  in  her  hnaband's  estate.    Id, 

t.  Wmm  EzpiBB.  —  As  against  ereditors,  a  homestead  held  bj  a  widow  in 
her  deoeaaed  husband's  estate  does  not  expire  ontQ  her  death.  Ab0a* 
woy  ▼.  Holbnoaiif,  484. 

I»  Whbm  TiRMiMATtt.  —Whether  widow's  homestead  in  her  deceased  hvs- 
band's  estate  lasts  daring  har  lifetime,  as  against  the  children,  who  have 
an  arrired  at  age^  or  whether  they  are  then  entitled  to  a  dirisioa  of  the 
estate  as  prorided  hi  their  father's  will,  quare.    Id. 

t.  SaLB  op  HoiOBnUD  OW  DiOBDKIT  DUBIKO  MI1I0BIT7  09  EH  OBILDKKir 

Vom.  —  Where  land  owned  by  a  father  who  leaves  minor  children  waa 
a  homestead  at  the  time  of  his  death,  a  sale  thereof  made  during  their 
minority  Is  void.  Ernhger  ▼.  Wihon,  tSO. 
IL  SsTATBB  09  HomRiAD  AVD  ov  Ikhbbrafoi  SiPARATi  m>  Dumor 
WBBV.  — Where  a  fstlisr  seised  of  a  homestead  dies  leaving  two  minor 
children  as  his  heirs^  they  have  two  separate  and  distinct  estates  la  the 
land, — an  sstate  of  homestead  and  an  estate  of  inheritance, —their  right 
to  the  poweasion  and  enjoyment  of  which  does  not  exist  at  one  and  the 
same  time,  and  neither  ol  whidli  estates  Is  merged  in  the  other.  The 
hdr%  in  such  ease,  have  two  rights  of  entry  upon  the  land,  ^one  when 
Uiey  become  entitled  to  the  homestead,  and  the  other  whan  the  yoongsr 
attains  his  majority.    Id, 

HOUSB  OF  ILL-FAM& 
8ee  OmmiAi.  Law,  U;  Libil  avi>  SLAinxD,  H 

HUSBAND   AND   WIFB. 

L  JuDomnrr  Ion  aoaikct  Husband—  Biibot  oi  Joibt  Cohybt abqb. — 
When  husband  and  wife^  by  Joint  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  convey  Ib 
fee-simple,  and  for  full  valuer  Unds  devised  to  her,  the  right  cf  the  hus- 
band to  take  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  is  eztinguishedy  and  the  purohassr 
taksa  the  land  free  cf  any  existing  Judgment  liens  against  the  husband. 
Mmm$  r.  Lobdah,  KS. 

%  HuBBAHD  HOT  Dbibauvbd  bt  Witb's  Pubohasdmi  Labi>  bo  as  «o  Pb» 

▼BUY  BSB  RlBRT  OV  DOWBB  VBOM  AlTAOBIBa  —  It  Is  UO  fraud  UpCQ  B 

husband  for  fab  wifa^  In  purchasing  lands  with  Jier  own  separate  meam^ 
cr  with  means  derived  from  souroee  other  than  her  husband,  to  have  the 
title  conveyed  to  a  trustee  for  the  express  purpose  of  preventing  his 
right  cf  dower  from  attaching  thereto.    Grhpa$Htk  v.  dark,  S81. 

IL  Vbolmbiiob— RioBT  ov  HusBAXD  TO  Rbootbb  BOB  LoM  OB  SooorT  ov 
WiFB— Basd  ov  Rboovbbt.  —  A  husband  is  entitled  to  recover  compeo* 
aation  for  the  loss  of  the  society  of  his  wife,  resulting  from  the  nsgligcMe 
of  a  tUrd  party,  and  the  word  "society,'*  in  this  connection,  means  such 
capabilities  for  usefulneie,  aid,  and  comfort  as  the  wife  posseseed  al  the 
time  of  the  Injury.  Any  diminution  cf  those  capacities  rssultlag  frani 
the  negligenoe  of  a  third  person  constitutes  a  just  basia  for  an  award  el 
compensatory  damagee  therefor.     FumUk  v.  Mimtmri  P,  B^y  Gx,  800L 

4  Nbbuobbob-  Loss  ov  Sogibtt  ov  Wivb— Nbobsiitt  ov  Dibbov  Pboov 
ov  Valob.  — In  an  action  by  a  husband  to  recover  for  the  less  el  the 


•68  Indbz. 

■odtty  of  Ui  wif «b  ffwiltog  from  the  ncgligtnM  of  » third  pftHj. 

proof  «l  tho  Toloa  of  noh  loot  io  not  requirod;  for  vpoa  tho 

«l  tho  foot  of  onoh  looo,  tho  ■■ocmment  of  rooooooblo 

thorofor  noooonrilj  rooti  in  tho  diiorotion  of  tho  ooojrt  or  Jorj  trTing 

tho  foot    Id. 

ik  BvABATi  PBOPBKrr^SnDiiicB  09  TnuL— Tho  rotom  ol  ooponte 
poffoonol  propvty  of  tho  wife  for  oooeounont  by  bor  hoobond  oo  hAi 
owi^  or  of  n  mortgogo  of  onch  property  by  him  oo  bio  own,  lo  no*  •?!• 
doneo  ogoinot  tho  wife's  title,  nnleoo  oapplomentod  by  proof  ol  hor 
kaowlodgo  ond  oonoont     De  Voim  r,  McOfrr,  426w 

§k  fiiPABATB  Pbopskt*— Hubbakd's  Dsftb.  —The  ooporoto  pioporty  of  n 
wilo  booomoo  onbjoot  to  tho  poynont  of  her  hnoboad'o  dobto  only  whoa 
ho  io  p^rmittod  to  dool  with  nnd  obtoin  erodit  upon  ftt  to  bii  ov«p  whh 
hor  fall  knowlodgo  ond  oonoont    /d 

I.  IfiMOTn  WoMAV  QAHVor  BivD  HBWHW.F  ST  EjLMuufomw  ChwiJioai  «t 
Omwmt  hor  rool  oilota    WaUen  v.  WagUif,  888. 

•oo  AoBVor.  6;  Bvjxrr,  U  Jvi>aumn%  S|  Wvu^  L 

OiFBIBONMSMT. 
•oo  OBmniAL  Law,  % 

•oo  JUDOlUm!^  li. 

INDICTMENT. 
•oo  Cbucuial  Law. 

IWrANTS. 

L  BwBT  10  BaooTBB  90B  VmcnmABiMB,  —  A  porooo  who  f^miiohoo  %  oriaoi 
who  boo  no  goordion  with  ootnol  nooooootioo  io  ontitlod  to  roooror  thorn- 

AWrWH    ▼•     WW  •Hll%   ^WM 

ft  Dhid  Maini  bt  a  MnroB  nr  BxKxnsDV  ov  a  Ta9m  ooasol  bo  diooflinnod 

by  him.    XroraAoV  ▼•  WoitiMM^  86ob 
IL  ▲  Mnioii  wnx  vo*  as  PnEMntma  to  Anon  a  Past  ov  am 

if  n  fothor  of  minort  oeto  for  thorn,  they  moot  ollhor  oooopt  or  lopndlnfto 

tho  oiitho  troMootwn;  thoy  oMnot  retofai  tti  Irmti  Mid  oft  tho  onoo  tiao 

deny  Ifti  obligoftiono.    Pmn  r.  MaLtmgUk^  90^ 

4  IfivoBO  OAmior  Avoid  a  MoMOAai  aitd  Afvnif  a  Uwmd,  wbvt  Barm 

Mam  at  vbb  •akb  Tntm^  rolnto  fto  Iho  oomo  fropor^»  md  to* 

Boho  b«t  ooo  tnnoootion.    Id, 

•oo  l>^«ifffnt   I;    OOABWAB    AMD  WaBDJ    H0HBRBA9f  BAn.llllil>  OOHB^ 

BlBii   l^% 

INFORBCATKHff. 
•oo  Cbdohal  Law. 

INJUNCnONS. 

1.  fwuMOfiOB  10  Pbbtbvt  thb  Rbvocatidx  or  A  LnanoB  lo  Build  a  Imnm 
OB  tho  londi  of  nnothor  will  be  gmnted,  when,  ooting  ondor  oaeh  UooBoob 
tho  Uoepeee  has  oonstmotod  onoh  le^oe,  and  it  io  neoooMry  to  protoet  bio 
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^  hoA  fpom  omflofir;  and  th«  nmoval  or  degtrmlloB  «f  smIi  Utm  will 

"^  abo  b«  enjoined.     ft'faiiiJMi  ▼.  BHehtr,  298. 

'^         flL  Damaom.  ^  Where  mi  inJooeUon  is  wroogfally  iHsed  aad  k  ftwned  ia 
'^  MnhigBOM  teroM^  the  defendant  therein  ie  enldtbd  to  reeorer  eneh  dun* 

■gee  M  he  hne  eoelelAed  In  obejping  it  ac  be  reMonebljr  and  in  good 
^«  iiMi  nndttTBtoodli     WM  ▼.  LaM,  ISL 


AsxAflEMBiT  ABi>  GABHcnDimT,  0$  MmrmPAL  ffnwnniiw^,  19| 
^^  Taxatxox,  Sl 

IRH8  AND  DfNKBSPBBa 
If 

«   m g  yg^  IiUBLB  fOB  LoM  ov  Boabdbr's  BAoaAOB  and  aih«r 


^  fahiahlee  by  flre^  not  shown  to  have  been  oaoeed  by  the  negligenoe  ol  tiM 

fnpkeeper  or  hie  aerFant^    Moore  ▼.  Long  Beach  D.  GX|  26ft. 

1^  H  lm%  BoutDna  mo.  Who  abb.  —  One  who  goes  to  an  ma  kept  ae  a  plee» 

ore  veeoH^  with  hii  wife,  with  the  defterminatlQn  to  remain  a  long  time^ 
If  bar  health  ahonld  be  benefited  by  her  reeidenoe  tliere^  and  arrangee 

^  lor  tewaa  of  itertainment  by  the  month  at  ratee  leae  than  tboee  oharged 

tfaiieieiii  onetoroen^  and  who  baa  no  other  place  of  reeidenee^  mnet  be 
ngarded  ae  a  boarder*  and  not  at  a  gneet,  for  the  safety  of  whoee  bag- 
f^ps  and  otiisr  valnabks  the  innkeeper  ie  liable  as  an  insurer  againet  loos 
bgr  Miidental  fiia.   Id. 

XNNUXNDa 

See  Lbbl  ahd  8iiAVDBI»  1S*16L 

Df  PABI  DEUCia 
SeeCoBTBAon^  ftw 

IN8AKB  PBBSON& 

ft  CtaBDOOB  OP  Pwov  oy  UmoiTHD  Mnrs^  whose  mental  nneooadnees  baa  Bfld 

ft  besB  JBdieially  declared,  eannoi  maintain  a  suit  in  equity  to  set  arfde  a 

made  by  the  debtor  whieh  does  not  injnra  4m  arsditor^ 

•ae  Mabbtaob  abd  Diyobq^  h 

*  IVSOLVBKOY. 

f  lee  HaooiiABiA  IxBognaanm,  UK 

offiTBUcnoiia 

flea  AiiBii  ABP  Bbbob,  lOf  TBiAfti  %  H 

IKSURANOB. 

^  I.  WAiTtB0>OwiMH0iw.  ■"AproTJslonlBaflFeinriiraneepoBaylhainlosi 

AaU  be  paid  sixty  daya  after  dne  notiee  and  proof  tiiereof  ie  waived  by 

the  abeolnte  refusal  of  the  oompany  by  its  agent  to  pay  the  loas  In  a«y 

sfrent;  and  the  inenred  need  net  waft  until  the  egpiraition  of  the  «lz^ 

daye  before  eommenoing  suit    Coli/bvirfa  /ml  Obk  ▼.  Oraetift  tBt, 

%  SRromn.  bt  Aon  or  Aobmt.— Where  a  epeoial  agent  and  adfoul*  Imp 

a&  fnsnnmoe  oompaay,  during  negotiatione  enbeeqnsntly  to  a  Isai^  sa- 

^  aortls  an  attorney  to  assist  him  faiinvestigathigiilntenriewB  the  ftnsued 

^  and  Ua  attorney  in  relation  to  prodi  thereof,  eeeke  to  eaneel  the  elatm 

^  af  the  aasared  against  the  oompany  upon  reimlicneaKSBt  of  prsntosM 
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pdd,  tad,  wlttMmt  AMkdiig  hit  waal  ol  aatliori^,  pwiUveiy  rafaiM  !• 
pay  the  Iom,  tbe  oonpaoy  is  eetoppad  from  Mtting  up  sod  nlyiiig  vgam 
■Qeh  waot  of  Mithority  on  th«  part  of  tha  ageal  m  ft  dof«iiMw    /d. 

IL  DaoLABAnoiit  vr  Aoan^  whsh  BivDiira. — I>Mbi«fcioiM  iiMda  bj  » ip^ 
Ml  agent  and  adjoatar  ol  Iomm  far  an  inanianoa  ooo^aayy  dmotly  Ia 
aooneotion  with  tba  bosineM  ba  la  antfaonaad  to  tranMusl»  and,  to  all 
appaamnoei^  faMy  witUn  tba  aoopa  of  his  aganoy,  an  binding  upon  tba 
oonq;iany«    Id, 

4  lAOTAnoH  Of  Poiwn  op  Aobbt,  moat  nor  BonMira  ow  IssmiHx  — 
Tbe  powar  of  insmanoa  aganii  may  be  limited  by  tba  oompaniei,  b«t 
partiea  dealing  witb  them  aa  to  matters  within  tba  real  or  apparent 
ioopa  of  their  aganoy  are  not  a£B»oted  by  aoch  Hmitationa,  nnleaa  thiy 
ha?a  notioa  theraot    Id, 

4  Im  Oowraumo  a  Pouot  or  IvaintAirGB^  the  oonrt  aboold  lean  agabat 
that  ooDstmotion  whioh  impoeee  npon  the  aerored  tbe  oMigatinn  ef  a 
warranty.    NaAomai  Bank  r,  dnhn^Ina,  Otu,  S9i. 

C  Ih  DixuMnmro  WBarEBB  a  Statiickiit  nr  a  Pouor  ov  IsBomAmm  m 
A  Wab&astt  on  the  part  of  the  aanired,  the  entire  poU<7  mnat  be  eon* 
aidered,  and  if,  from  the  whole,  it  appears  that  aadi  atatement  was  not 
intended  aa  a  warranty,  it  will  not  be  so  oonetraed.    Id* 

1  UinvTiSTiovAL  MnavATnaiiT  bt  an  AflBUBU)  wUl  not  be  troatad  ae  a 
breaeh  of  warranty  rendering  hie  pcdiey  void,  when  tbe  polioy  iteelf  d^ 
ebres  tiiat  tend,  falee  awearing,  miastatementb  or  ooooealment  ol  n  m^ 
tarial  faot  by  the  aanred  ahaU  render  thia  poHoy  Toid.    Id. 

C  OBAMOa  n  TOM  POJWMTfflff  09  THB  PBBIOEaB  InoBBD  wiU  not  wmAd  a 
poU^  of  inaoranoe  made  payable  to  a  mortgagee^  if  lie  waa  not  awava  ef 
eneh  ehange^  and  the  polity  provided  that  it  shoold  not  afiiMt  bio^  nn-> 
leii  he  aboold  fail  to  gifa  notioa  thereof  after  the  ohanga  becaoM  known 
to  him.    Id. 

IL  MoBTOAon  n  Still  PiaononD  bt  a  Pouor  09  iHsoBAiraB  ICads  Pay* 
ABLB  to  him,  thoogh  he  bae  f oreeloeed  the  mortgage  and  pordhaaed  tbe 
property  at  the  eali^  if  the  mortgagor  retaina  the  ri^t  to  redeem  tea 
theeale.    Id. 

Ml  SOPFSBBBIOV    or    ICaTBBIAL    FAOIS  — WaXTSB    BT    OollPABT^BTfr 

]»ifGB.  — In  an  aetion  to  reoorer  on  an  aooident  inanranoa  polley, 
whioh  ie  reaiated  on  tba  ground  that  the  insured  sapprsesed  the  faot  ef 
bis  deafnees  by  stating  that  he  waa  free  from  any  bodily  infirmity  at  tba 
time  be  waa  Inaored,  the  aotoal  knowledge  of  sndi  dsaftiess  by  the  in* 
snrer's  agent  at  the  time  is  oonstmotiTe  notioe  of  it  to  his  prfaiotpal,  and 
ttmstitatee  a  wairer  of  objeotion  that  the  deafness  waa  a  bodily  inflr- 
mity,  altboogh  the  polioy  provided  that  snob  agent  shoold  have  no  power 
to  waive  its  oonditions.  Henoe  evidenoe  that  snob  agent  knew  or  ong|it 
to  have  known  of  snob  deafnees  when  he  soUdted  and  secored  the  polioj 
is  admissible.  FoUeUe  v.  United  8(aie»  M.  Aec  Am\  87a. 
VL  Waivbb  or  Rbfbmbiitatiohi  as  to  Bodzlt  IxHUfinr— Bviobnok 
—An  applioation  for  insnranoe  oonstitates  part  of  the  oontraot  be- 
tween tbe.insnrer  and  the  insured,  and  the  repreeentations  oontaiaed 
in  it  are»  presamptively,  indnoements  to  the  former  to  enter  into  il^ 
Bnt  when  it  appears  that  an  agents  throogh  whom  the  eompany  aot^ 
Mmnnif  aiamined  or  freqoently  oonversed  with  the  applicant^  who  waa 
partiaUy  deaf,  bad  opportanity  to  teet  the  extent  of  bii  infirmity,  and 
afterwards  solieited,  or  forwarded  with  favorable  reoommendation,  bis 
applioation  for  insnranoe  ^g^**^-  aocident^  the  insnred  is  not  precdnded 
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frani  dMnrlng  te  ful  m  eridauM  ttMA  ttM  bmatm  Idmv  of  and  m- 
■anted  to  tha  dofeotlTa  haaring,  and  wairad  objaetlos  to  tiM  liak  an 
aoaonnt  of  il    Id, 

HL  iMioBiiATKMr  AM  10  Oaosb  ov  Dbath  09  ImuBSD  OAWKOt  u  Baqux&BD 
Br  Ihsurbh  waur.  —  Whafa  a  oontraot  of  lila  inaoranaa  obligataa  tha 
iiiaorer  to  pay  tha  amoant  of  tba  polioy  to  tfaa  hain  or  lagal  rapraianta- 
tiraa  of  tiia  inanrad  "within  aiicty  days  aftar  dna  notioa  and  aatiafaetory 
proof  of  tha  death  "  of  tha  inanred,  withoat  reqoiring  thai  the  anaaa  of 
death  ahoald  be  eommnnioatedy  the  inanrer  has  no  right  to  demand  in* 
formatian  of  the  eaoae  of  the  deatik  AU  that  he  oan  reqnira  i%  that 
te  fact  of  death  ahall  be  ahown  with  reaaonable  deAnHanaaa  and  oar* 
tainty.    B^ah  Loam  <<fr  Gx  ▼.  KnighU  Temfiat  €«e.  Amf%  880. 

I&  CnnnGATBot  AmirDziioPHnioiuraAinioTBiBaqiyiuDisPiBrov 
PBoon  or  Dbatb  or  Ivsubbd  whsm. —Wbara  there  ia  no  naaga  known 
la  the  inaored,  nor  any  proriaion  in  the  polioy  requiring  that  tha  ear* 
lUloate  of  the  attending  phyaioian  of  the  inanred  ahall  ba  fnmiahed  aa 
part  of  the  proofa  ef  death,  raeh  eertifloate  cannot  be  required;  and  an 
affsr  to  show  that  by  tha  mlaa  and  regolatioDa  of  tha  inanrar  aoah  oar* 
tifloate  waa  reqvirad  waa  properly  rejeoted.    /dL 

M.  PgTMciAw'^OBnniioiATBOtrDnAgH  AmnwgBLn  ii  ADmanoy  of  Pabtt 
WBiir.  —  Where  a  phyaieian'a  oertifioate  of  death  of  tha  inanred,  in  whioh 
a  aanaa  of  death  k  atOad,  which  wonld,  if  tma^  Titiata  the  polioy,  ia  far* 
niahed  to  ttia  inanrer  aa  part  of  tha  proofa  of  death,  althongh  no  eaoaa 
ef  death  waa  required  la  be  atated,  aneh  oertifioate,  though  not  admiaai- 
ble  aa  original  aridenaa  ef  the  aanaa  of  death,  ia  admiaaihU  aa  an  admiih 
rion  of  the  plaintiff  in  an  notion  againat  tha  insurer  to  raoorar  on  the 
poti^,  and  its  reception  in  eridenoe  doea  not  Tiolata  a  atatutory  pro- 
vision prohibiting  a  phyaioian  from  disdoaing  any  nooeasary  information 
acquired  by  him  in  a  profeaaional  capacity.    /i» 

Under  aproriaion  In  an  aooident  inanranoe  polioy  that  the  company  shall 
not  be  liable  for  ''intentional  injurisa  inflicted  by  the  inaured  or  any 
other  peraon,"  the  fact  that  the  hiaured  ia  shot  and  killed  by  the  inten- 
lional  aet  of  another  pradudsa  recovery  under  the  poHey,  and  an  anawer 
by  tile  acmpany,  alsting  tiial  tha  death  of  the  inaured  waa  canaed  by 
intentional  injunaa  inflicted  by  another  during  a  personal  altareatioo 
between  them,  statea  a  good  def enae.    Tnmkn  hm,  QSi  ▼•  MtOartkif^ 


OVTBEIBST. 

WHBir  Dob  on  a  Oobtbaot  op  thb  Statb.  —  Ift^  atatnta  an* 
thoriasa  tiie  iasue  of  oartificatea  for  the  payment  of  tha  principal  and 
faktereat  lo  which  tha  faith  of  the  stote  is  pledged,  and  dedarea  tiial 
the  intereat  shall  be  paid  half-yeariy  at  the  dty  of  New  Tork,  but  that 
If  intereat  la  not  demanded  before  tiie  expiration  of  tiiirteen  months 
after  it  falla  dna  then  it  shaU  be  demandable  only  at  the  trsaaury  ef 
the  state,  such  certiflcalaa  bear  intarsat  to  their  maturity.  OrrT.Aof^ 
824. 

A  SofTBBBiOH  n  aor  Boubd  id  Pat  Zbtbbbct  imlaas  it  baa  aontraetad 
80  to  da    /d 

Ravb  or  Xbtbkbr  on  OtMrrBion  ov  thb  Statb  ivrBB  tbbib  Hatvbitt 
ia  the  rate  mentioned  in  the  statute  anthoriaing  audi  oonlraols,  and  not 
the  rate  specified  fai  the  general  statutea  of  the  atata  ginng  intereat  aft 
eontraota.    /d 
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i.  Ivnunv  on  Imnamn  m  irot  Auowabu  on  a  OmrfmAor  os 
nxMi  OP  A  ^um^  ■wlf  11  ha*  txyfwiy  prnmiead  to  pay 
ML 

ti  Appbopuavidv  to  Pat  tbb  PniiiaiPAL  amd  tannnr  ov  a  Bokv  «C  a 

■lAlt  doM  not  MithoriM  ibe  pofaeat  of  iatotiit  iipoii  ttftM^     M. 

fioo  Hmorablb  Inntvimra%  9|  Uotbt,  1* 

JOINT  UABILHY. 

Voav^VBAflOM  ABB  voT  JoDiTLT  LiABLB  fOB  DAKAafli  ranltlqg  from  ttdti 
wnrngfiil  AOta,  wbero  tfaej  id  sepontoly,  and  wImpo  Ihof  maintam  dil> 
tomt  dilehai^  whoreby  watan  are  tamod  into  a  eafioOv  and  thova  ooai- 
■niigiiiig^  pMi  throagh  tho  cafion,  and  flow  over  the  plaintiif  *a  laodei 
a&d  oovar  it  with  sand  and  dArU,  In  raoh  a  oaM»  tlia  wurmnl  wroo^ 
doon  may  be  vnited  af  dafandanti  in  a  anit  to  anjoin  them  from  futiier 
injuring  plaintiff's  lands  by  maintaining  sndi  dJtohei^  bnt 
Mb  snit^  be  subjected  to  a  joint  reoovsfy  lor  the 
thna  oocarionad.    MiOtr  r.  Eif^kkmd  D.  Oo.^  S84 

8ee  ^"J-»  ABP  MrTilrPlAlWL 

JUDOMBNTS  AND  PBCREBSL 

L  OMmAm  Nkbmabt  to  SvptOBr.— -AjBdimstttel  a 
not  baaed  iipoQ  a  eoa^laint  or  aiJItsB  atatsiMnl  «l  tbi 
larsid.   Jkekmr,  Ommb^9M. 

%  OBBm  OoBinucaw  JumouL  flAian  Iksiai. Jvdovbbt.  *-Ab 

fiminc  a  Jmdisial  sale  is  a  final  Jadgaent^  and  the  oewt  baa  bo  power 
tosetitasidsatatcgmaahaeqnsttttottatatwbkbHisrsndarsd.  AaH 
Noi.  Bmk  w.  Nmk  18B. 

IL  MbBOBB— IVJVBIBB   10    HllBBABB  AVD  WtfB   WW  AaMB    AOV   OV   HbO- 


and  wile  are  both  at  the  aama  time  injured  by  «be  eema  ael  ef  nag- 
ligesae^  a  feaoreiy  by  the  huabend  lor  the  injufy  to  himssif  is  no*  a  bar 
to  aaubsegnent  aetion  by  Um  to  reeorer  for  the  loss  el  the  euuiatf  and 
asrvieea  ol  his  wilii»  and  expeoasa  iMBfltad  Ib  asotag  bar  ol  tbs  iBjuy 
raesired.    Sk$ffkmd  ▼.  Mhmeapolk  8L  JB^  Cb.,  VHl 

4  CkMTBff  OB  Boomr  wum  iummomtmK  lo  Ikmach  Dbobbb  mm  Fbavd  abb 
OoUiDKOB.  —  A  aourt  el  equity  has  Jurisdietion  el  a  bn  filed  by  an  ia- 
fMit  to  impeach  a  decree  of  the  oounty  court  directing  the  sale  el  land 
to  pay  debti^  when  such  inlantTs  faitersat  in  the  land  ia  sfleoted  thereby, 
and  thaae  waa  taad  and  coUusioB  bs*wesB  te  adiniMlstiaior  and  the 
gnardbtt  ad  MUm  in  oonaaaWng  Irem  the  aoart  the  talattt's  intsraal  fai  the 
land*    OrkwoU  Y.  Eiebi,  IM. 

4.  Bblixv nr  Equitt^  Fbavd  nr  Takibv  ivoamjun fOB Ooan  avhb SB^ 
TUBMMWt  or  PxjJBTifB'a  DaiiABii.<»If  a  dalsodant  paya  the 
d  the  plaintiff^  demand,  and  antara  iBta  m  a^PsaBwat  lor  tbe 
el  the  ^^tl^fBt  and  tbarealtsr  aBfapcaw  witosMssu  and 
to  be  entered  agatnat  the  plaintiflf  for  the  oosts  of  proouring  thsa^  be  ii 
guiljfy  of  fiwMl,  and  the  aBforoemant  al  tba  jBdgBMo*  wiU  be  aii^efaad  h 
equity,  if  the  plaintiff  haa  no  remedy  in  the  original 
▼.  Ma^.  MO. 

4  JuDGKBBBaiUirDBBBDOirBBooBiisSaowniaAiiiBiuinvB&BaBi 

that  the  oourt  had  no  Jariadiotion  over  datawdMit%  panon  are  faU 
Arthtr  ▼.  itftw^  381. 
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7.  'Jxnxntnr  ov  Oonrrnmn  ItsaiovwovB  BacAvra  AnriDATir  npon  whiob  th* 
proMontioii  wm  b— td  did  not  eharge  »  poblio  offenae  ia  not  ▼oid,  whert 
the  Jiutioe  entoring  the  jadgmmit  had  jnriadickioa  of  the  aabjaot-mattar 
and  of  the  peraoo  of  the  defeadant    McLanghUn  7,  BUhiMn^  658. 

&  JuDOMBirr  WILL  iKyr  bb  Sst  Abidb  on  the  ground  that  tinoe  ita  renditioB 
an  item  embraeed  tbeMin  haa,  withoat  fnmd,  been  reoorered  in  %  aoit  in 
anotiier  aMe^    HogU  r.  MoO,  106. 

8l  AmuL  wtum  Dnoua  nvM  not  DntBor  m  JSnwat  am  Fobus  Amudi* 
oanoB.  —  An  appeal  from  a  dacne  doea  nol  Taoate  or  ael  it  attda^  but 
dmply  aoapenda  ita  operatioa,  leaving  it  in  foU  foree  aa  a  margiBr  of  the 
eanae  of  astian,  and  a  bar  to  iti  further  proaeeatioai  Jfbort  ▼.  WUUatm, 
66& 

IQl  .Fob«bb  AftnnMOiinow  Onmurm  mb  Bbk^fbl  mam.  —  A  prior  adjndi* 
eatioii  of  the  aaa»a  aBbjaeti  matter  between  the  aame  partiea^  although  in 
a  diflRffent  mode  ef  ptoeeoding,  operatea  aa  an  eatoppel  npon  the  partiea 
agatnat  aabaeqnent  litigation,  aa  to  all  mattera  that  were  aotnally  in  eon- 
Irovei'ay  and  deeided  in  that  adjndieation.  Therefore  a  partj  who  haa 
eatablMied  hia  title  to  land  by  a  deoree  in  ehanoary,  nnder  whioh  he  haa 
been  pat  into  poaaaiaion»  will  be  eatopped  from  proaeonting  to  jndgment 
an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  poaaesaion  of  the  aame  land,    id, 

IL  Juixnaan  bt  ComrBsnoB  Rbkdbbbd  xb  Ahotbbb  Stavb  oanvov  bb  Oob- 
LAittULLT  AiYAOSBB.  '^  A  jndgment  by  eonf eaaion  rendered  by  a  ooort 
of  general  juriadiotioa  in  another  atata»  tiie  record  being  regnlar^  and 
diowiiig  an  appearanea  on  behall  el  the  defendant  and  that  anch  ap- 
pearance waa  anthoriaed  by  power  of  attorney  doly  ezecnted  by  auoh 

faith  and  credit  moat  be  given  aoeh  jndgment  aa  if  rendered  within  the 
atate.     Kingman  ▼.  PoHlton^  611. 

ISi  JVDOVBBT  BT  CONFB88IOB  RBBDBBBB  XB  ABOTHBB  8f  ATB— OOLX.ATBBAI. 

AvtAQK  —  Raa  Jitdkuta*  —  A  judgment  by  confeaaion  rendered  by  a 
eourt  of  general  jnriadiotion  in  another  atate,  againat  a  man  and  hia  wife, 
fizea  her  Uatm  and  ralation  to  the  debt  on  which  the  action  waa  brougbtr 
and  her  liafatUty  for  tta  payment;  and  in  attachment  proceedinga 
againat  her  property  inatitated  on  the  judgment  in  another  atate,  ahe 
eannot^  for  the  finat  tinka^  aet  np  aa  a  defenae  that  the  debt  repreaented 
l^  the  judgment  ia  the  debt  of  her  huaband,  and  that  ahe  waa  only 
tmnty  upon  the  note  aaed  upon  and  merged  in  auoh  judgments  Id, 
UL  OOLLATBBAL  ATTACK.  -^  A  judgment  ii  not  void  unleaa  the  tiling  lacking 
or  making  it  ao  ia  apparent  in  the  record;  and  unleaa  a  Judgment  iavoid^ 
ft  oannot  be  eoUaterally  attaoked,  although  it  may  be  voidable.    Id. 

14   iBDBMBTrOB,  JVDOMBMT  A0AXX8V  PbIBCIPAL  BOT  CoNCLUBIVB  AQAXB8T» 

WBMi.  ^Wbeie  a  oonatable  auea  upon  a  bond  given  to  indemnify  him 
for  the  aeisnre  of  property  under  execution,  a  judgment  againat  hhn  for 
damagea  for  making  audi  aeiaore^  rendered  in  a  auit  ol  whioh  the  in- 
demnitora  had  no  notiee,  ia  only  prima  faek  evidence  againat  them,  and 
they  may  defend  by  ahowing  that  the  oonatable  had  a  good  daianai  tn 
the  action  againat  him.     BMnaon  ▼•  BaMm^  202. 

IA.  Pabtt  oahmot  Ck)MFx.AiH  or  Dborbb  in  ma  Favob.  —  A  party  cannot 
complain  of  a  portion  of  a  decree  which  ia  adely  for  hia  banaflt^  and 
takea  from  him  no  right    OrkwM  ▼.  Hid»^  649. 

I6u  MonoB  IB  Abbbr  or  Jvdombmt  oabbot  bb  Madb  whbb.  —  A  party 
cannot  move  in  arreat  of  judgment  in  the  trial  court,  after  jndgment  ol 
that  court  upon  a  denuurer  preeentang  the  aame  objection  to  the  deoUra> 
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Bnl  imdflr  0m  Bliiioit  Pnelioe  Ad^  if  muf  ooonti  «f  * 
•it  10  dtfeotiT*  M  nol  to  Mpporl  tht  jodgmeal^  the  floorl 
fud  0M  iMilly  ooonfeip  or  randtr  JodgnMnl  theraoo  for  the 

17.  8au  (HI  ExBCDTioir  aftsb  Sxpiraxknt  ov  Judomsbt  Lob.  — Tho 
iMoing  and  levy  of  ozeontioii  dortng  Um  lifoliiiie  of  the  Judgment 
Uea  will  not  oootinne  the  lien  beyond  the  that  Umitad  bj 
To  preeerve  the  priorily  eoqnired  by  the  Jodgmenl^  the  aele 
made  dnrinf  the  atatatocy  period^  and  the  pnrohaaer  at  a  aala  made 
thareaftw  nndir  an  eonoatioB  iaaned  during  the  lif eUae  ef  the  Jodgmant 
Ben  takea  title  anbjeot  to  aU  Uena  eadating  at  the  date  el  the  lery  of  the 
eieontion.     WMt  ▼.  Somr^  ffTOi 

III  AMwmmrr  or — Vaudrt  ov  Ruoutiow  Saul  —  Where  the  holdav 
el  a  valid  Jodgment  wUoh  ia  a  lien  en  fmI  aetata  attampta  to  avIgB 
ii  and  the  aarignee  altarwai^  takea  ont  eanoathsp  and  at  the  aale  el 
the  land  thetenndw  beoooieo  the  pnrcbaaer,  paying  the  foil  amoont  ol 
the  Judgment  with  the  fnO  knowledge  and  ooneent  ol  the 
tfdrd  partiea  eannot  qoeation  the  valldi^  el  the  aaaignmant 
qoent  pvoeeediagi  en  te  grooad  that  the  aawgnmant  and  noiioe  el 
vera  faMofioienl    kL 

m  Jusoicbr;  wbbi  Tjjmm  Tnuk  —A  Jndgment  agahial  a  dafendant  for 
the  valne  of  hotiaa  whioh  have  atrayad  and  beooma  kat  by  Ua  nagU- 
ganeab  el  ltaal(  whan  paid,  paaaea  title  to  the  home  to  Unw  witfaoot  any 
proWakm  to  that  effeot  in  the  Jodgment    SL  Itmk  €to.  JTp  (hk  w,  M^ 

BwoCTM»  4^  Bnoonon^  %  M^yiiawi%  1,  %  PtaAHM^  9| 
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OamwaMATMrn  oa;  iv  DxMmanov  ov  Oovbt.  -*  In  fndlehl 
ia  the  vendor,  and  it  may  oonflrm  or  fefoee  to  oonlirm  a  aab  made 
Iti  order,  in  the  esetdaa  el  a  eoond  Jadielal  diaoiatiani    The  oont  may 
eonfirm  aooh  aala  upon  the  eondition  tliat  the  pnroliaaar  ahall 
hie  bid  to  a  certain  amoonl    AM*  Jfot  Aaat  v.  ifed;  18& 

Balb  mr  MAan  irav  AuTHOunD  it  BxawnoM  wnm.—  Where 
ordera  eaoh  of  tfae  def endanta  in  a  aoit  to  pay  hia  proportioaate 
el  the  ooeta  and  el  a  aoUoitor'a  faa^  and  awarda  eseootion  to 
payment  thla  doea  not  aathorim  the  aala  of  the  ptopetty  el  the 
def  endanta  en  moMe.    The  amoont  awarded  againat  eaoh  nmat  be 
ent  of  hia  property,  oo  that  he  may  be  ahla  to  redeem  witlMnt  payi^ 
the  entire  debl    Brown  v.  Ikmenm,  54IL 

8ee  Maaanotm,  4|  JuDOMmm^  2|  Busora  or 


JUBIBDIGnOK. 

S;  AFPmA&  AHD  Saaoa,  5;  Commip^  S; 
Ooraoi  JtriMuiaiiii^  6|  Pnocnaa,  1,  S; 

/UBT  AND  JUEOaa 
8ee  Nnouaxnai^  1-S;  Tmal,  1«  % 

JUSTIGB  OF  PBAC& 
0ae  OnimivAL  Law,  2;  BCandamu%  1,  SL 
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LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  Nonoi^  waam  Suffiouurr  to  Rxtbto  Tkbm  ow  Liasi.  -*  WImm  *  Imm 
lor  » t«nn  ol  At*  7«wi  oontaiiu  %  pro^km  for  an  ozttndm  tlMvaol  for 
two  7Mn»  opoB  tiio  Imiob's  giTing  writtaa  ooHot  to  tho  lonor  thno 
■Motbo  boforo  tho  oxpiimtion  of  the  original  torm  of  bis  dtfiro  to  ao  oz* 
tHid  i^  »  written  notioo  Mrrad  by  the  loaaoe  aa  proaeribod,  and  atating^ 
fe  addition,  tbat  if  tha  laaaor  ohooaaa  tbay  woold  ragard  tho  laMa  aa  as* 
tandad  two  yaara  and  a  balf,  to  whioh  tba  laaaor  repliaa  aoknowledging 
tiM  leaaaa'a  rigbt  to  an  axtanaion  for  two  ymr%  bat  rafoaiBg  to  grant  tha 
astanaion  lor  tbo  extra  aiz  montba,  ia  anflioient  to  aztand  tba  term  for 
tba  two  yean.    Chamberhim  ▼.  DmUop,  807. 

&  SvBBurDSB  OP  LsAfli,  What  n  hot.  —  An  original  leaaa  ia  not  aonon* 
dared  by  the  deliTery  to  tba  leaaea  of  a  new  laaae  ol  tba  aama  pramiaaa^ 
whioh  doea  not  giro  to  him  tba  inlareat  for  whioh  ba  oontraoted  and 
whioh  ha  tbongbt  be  waa  aoqniring,  and  wliore  no  entry  ia  orer  made 
nndar  tha  new  leaae,  tha  property  thereby  demiaed  having  been  de- 
alroyed  l^flre  before  the  time  arrived  at  whioh  by  ita  tenoa  It  waa  to 
beoome  operative.    Id, 

9k  Lmbb  hat  TwriFT  is  to  Valui  ov  Luas  wnnr.  —  A  leeaee  anlng  to 
reoover  damagee  for  the  breach  of  a  oovenaat  to  rebnild,  oontaJnad  in 
hia  leaae,  may  teatif y  aa  to  tba  value  of  the  leaae  for  the  ttme  he  woold 
have  been  fak  poaaeeaion  after  the  premiaea  were  raboilt  and  before  the 
laaae  expired.    Id. 

4.  IdAnuTT  ov  OwKXB  ov  PBjniiBia  Who  LsAsn  Tbui  Kvownra  o»  Nui* 
aAXOB  TBBBBOn.  —  Where  the  owner  of  premiaae  know%  or  oan  by  the 
axareiae  of  reaaonabla  oare  aaoertain,  that  they  have  npon  them  a  nni- 
aanaa  dangerooa  to  the  pablio  or  to  an  adjoining  owner,  it  ia  hia  doty  to 
abate  it  before  he  leaaea  the  premiaee;  and  if  he  leasee  them  witbont  dcH 
tng  aob  ha  will  be  liable  to  respond  in  damagea  to  any  one  injured  by  and 
fak  oonaaqnenee  of  the  nnisanoe,  even  though  he  did  not  himself  areata 
tbo  nnisanoa.  And  tbia  role  appliea  alao  to  a  tenant  who  sublets  tha 
prwmisss,  knowing  or  being  ohargeable  with  knowledge  of  tba  axistenoe 
of  the  nuisanoe.     TimUm  y.  Standard  OU  Oo,,  945. 

ib  MxBB  AooiFTAirai  ov  Lnax  now  kot  Rxhvke  Tmjjrr  Liabli  iob  Nwi- 
•▲xoBi — A  leesee  of  premises  does  not  beoome  liable  for  anuiaanae  asiat- 
ing  thereon  merely  by  aoeepting  the  leaaa^  but  to  render  him  Uabla  It 
mnat  ba  shown  that  he  had  notioe  of  ita  axistenoe,  or  that  enon^  tine 
had  slapaed  ia  whioh  he  eould.  by  tha  axeroiae  of  proper  aai%  baps  a^ 
tainod  anob  knowledge.    Id, 

See  AvmiB  Possmbioh,  4»7i  Damaoh^  1|  Taaat^m,  ML 


LABCENT. 
See  OftmiJiAL  Law,  IL 

LBOISLATUaB. 

LaaniiATUBB  oawov  Dilioati  to  as  fajwuTivi  Bovr 

iKFoax  A  PxNALVT  for  tho  violation  of  a  mla  or  regulatlont  thongh  te 
legislature  fixes  the  maximum  of  suoh  psaally.  Afmloi  OtmmimkmtmWm 
Redwood  Ox,  ttl. 

See  MAKBtAaa  asd  Divqmil  SL 


LEVEB8. 
See  LIoaMl^  H 
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i4bel  ahd  slandbr. 

L  KaWITAVR  POBUOATlOlf  ChaBOINO  ▲  CoLLUflOK  AM1>  CCMmVAl 

tiTMa  m  bfiak  MMpui j  and  its  caboontnMloM  and  IIm  mhoffrlinaiti  •»• 
giBMn  of  A  oolMlnietftoii  oompaoyr  or  khiw  of  Ihoni,  to  Aoat^  nrlBdla^ 
and  dafvMid  the  oooBlrnotioii  oompaiij,  k  Ubelo«ai  and  ono  of  OBob  aob- 
ovduuta  onginoora  may  maintain  an  aoiioii  thoreoo,  upon  proof  timft  tba 
pnUioatkm  rof arred  OTpooiallj  to  and  waa  apedally  daf amatory  of  him. 
Hmdg  ▼.  Wdikummm,  479. 

IL  LamjBnm  MiwapinB  PuBUOAtioii  AAanmv  ^'Submhhjimum^  oft  Bom^om 
TEMMf^  will  ampport  an  aelion  by  ona  ol  tham,  nolvithatanding  tfao  di»> 
JnnotiTa  form  in  which  the  wcHa  ara  iiaad,  aa  it  may  bo  akown  at  tbo 
trial  that  tbo  aiptamion  *'aome  of  thorn "  waa  mad  boeanaa  tiia  wiitv 
did  not  maan  that  aU  woro  gnilty,  bnt  that  tho  plaintiff  alono^  or  with 
othora,  waa  gnilty.    M 

H  HswvAPmB  PuBuoAiimr  CHABOiKa  MonA&  TcmPRVM  ia  Mbolona  and 
aationabla^  although  no  apooifio  orimo  ia  oharged.  Ghatgoa  mndo  of 
ona  fai  rof««noo  to  hia  trado,  offioo^  or  profearion,  caloolatod  to  injnra 
him  thorain,  are  aetionablo,  and  no  apeoial  damagao  aia  aeoeaaary  ta 
aopport  the  aotion.    Id. 

4  Mfmmt€m,^ln  an  aotion  of  libel  founded  on  a  nawapapar  artida^ 
an  editorial  in  another  paper  npon  the  aarae  anb)*ct-mattar  ao  thnt  in 
anit^  bnt  not  ahown  to  be  tho  baaia  therefor,  or  to  lunra  any  oonnaetien 
therewith,  ia  inadmimible,  and  error  committed  in  admitting  it  ia  not 
onred  by  anbaeqnantly  striking  it  oat  Melh^w.  DttnU  me.  Ox,  STlb 

flw  BvxDnoii  09  Spbgul  DAKAOM.^TIie  ikot  that  a  pnblirfiod  artftola 
ia  Ubelooa  ptr  as  doea  not»  of  itaalf ,  render  endenea  of  apoaial  damage^ 
or  of  q^ific  aata  of  otheia  towards  plaintiff  in  eonaeqnence  of  tiM  pnl^ 
lioation,  admissible,  nnleaa  alleged  in  the  eomplamt.    id. 

6.  MBABimn  or  Damaom.  — Under  an  allegation  of  general  damagaa  only 
in  libel,  the  iasoe  is,  What  damagee  haa  the  plaintiff  aoffarad  generally 
in  the  oommoni^  where  he  la  known  by  tlia  pnUieation  of  the  Ubelona 
article?  and  not  what  he  has  aofflBred  in  inditidaal  instaneoa^  where 
thoae  who  havo  known  him  hsra  treated  him  diflaran^y  from  what  tiiey 
didbefoNb    At 

T.  MBA0inu  ov  bAKA0a.«-&i  the  ahianii  of  an  aH^tiou  ti  apadal 
damage  in  Ubei,  plaintiff  li  proanmad  tareat  ooBtnt  with  aneh  damagea 
ao  aia  the  natural  rsaalt  of  theUbaloua  pnhllsiHwi  npon  hie  oharaoter, 
ispwtatian,  «id  feallngi»  wittmnt  proaf  of  apsrfHa  CmSii  and  anch  daoa- 
agea»  aoupled  with  damages  for  the  maliaaorwaat  of  anllsa  with  which 
the  avtiaU  «M  pnMkhed,  aia  aU  that  ha  k  antiliad  to  raaorer  or  prove, 
nnleaa  apeoial  damagaa  ara  alleged,    /d 

B,  Hoinn  ov  Ill-kaiol  —  Gharging  one  wUh  haepiog  a  henoa  of  ffl-Cama  ia 
aotionnble  per  ae.    Pomtdl  ▼.  JforM^  ISti 

0.  Cbabob  09  Cbzhb  AonovAByi  mt  Sn.  —  Words  chaigfaig  a  erime  in- 
TolTing  moral  turpitude,  and  subjecting  tho  offbndar  to  oorporal  punish- 
ment^ ara  aetioBnbIa  per  m  Tim  place  of  wiifasmant  ia  immafiaL 
Id, 

10.  Pbitilboid  OoMWTVKUnov.  —  A  statamsnt  made  to  a  poat-offioe  ia- 
apeotor,  in  reply  to  an  inquiry  by  him  in  reference  to  an  ap^cant  for 
a  post-office  appointment,  ia  ao  f ar  privileged  aa  to  protect  the  party 
making  the  oommonication  in  good  faith,  from  an  honeat  wuoiiw%  and 
without  actual  malice.     Id. 
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11.  SufliuiBWor  ov  GovMV.  —  A  oooni  oliai«||ing  rfaodar  by  Mouing  plaantiff 
of  koapiag  %  hotuo  af  ffl-taM  it  wiAoieol  wfthavt  an  ftTanniol  thai 
plaintiff  had  a  Imwm^    kL 

ItL  PBOOt  ov  WoBDt  Allbobd.  —  In  dandv,  tha  plaintiff  need  only  provn 
the  worda  alkgod  aabataatwlly  aa  laid.  He  nmd  not  prove  the  peeoiae 
worda.    Id. 

11.  WottDB  SuTPOBTiiro  Iimtnofoo.  —  The  wotda  ^'Sha  kaapa  a  aopmon 
open  hoaao)  tkm  ia  noMring  hot  a  whei<a,  ansrwi^i"— will  aapport  the  in* 
nnendo  4hal  Aa  koepa  a  honae  of  ill-fame.    U, 

14.  WoBDS  HOT  SvFroKRDio  Imwummdo.  —  The  WQvda  ''My  naU  aronl 
ooma  into  a  whore^honae,*  apoken  ef  and  eoneermng  piawitiff,  io  pre- 
sent her  from  obtaining  an  appointment  aa  peat-miatieM,  w§k  not  anp- 
poft  the  imraendo  thait  ahe  keapa  a  honae  ef  fll4anw,  vithaot  Mm  lnrlh« 
sramanA  tha*  alia  had  a  hooaa.    M 

Uk  WoBM  aor  ScnoBmia  lHMunn>o.  —  Worda  ahargiBg  phiiiHff  with 
keeping  a  "atfaakiDg  plaea  ";  tiwtt  her  ehanoter  la  not  in  good  atand- 
ingi  Mid  that  "aha  ia  in  the  habit  of  having  men  ooma  to  her  honae 
and  lonnga  aronnd  and  atay  for  hoora  at  a  time," — will  not  anpport  the 
innnando  thnl  aha  keepa  a  faooae  of  iU-fama.    Id, 

M.  Woma  vov  BvnoBamia  Ikhushdo.  -*  Worda  ehavging  a  plaintiff  in 
abndar  with  having  a  yeneroal  diaeaae  will  not  anpport  the  innnendn 
thad  aha  keepa  a  honae  of  ill«fama.    /d 

1.  Ibbbtogabls  Licmmi,  What  xa.  —  An  agieeuwl  between  a  land-aiwner 
and  two  other  peraooa  that  the  latter  may  anrvey,  ezoavate,  and  keep 
in  ropair  a  ditoh  over  the  landa  of  the  former,  which,  when  com- 
pleted, ahonld  be  used  by  all  the  parties  in  irrigating  their  reepectiye 
lands,  gives  the  transaction  the  character  of  a  porchase  by  the  one  party, 
and  a  aale  by  the  other,  ef  the  right  of  way  for  a  ditah,  and  if  tiM  work 
has  been  done,  the  land-owner  cannot  recall  hia  eonaant^  ill  np  the  dttah, 
and  thereby  deprive  the  others,  or  their  ancueasui's  in  intaraai^  ef  the 
naa  of  the  ditch  or  the  waters  running  therein.    FUMnger  v.  Skam,  284. 

IL  Lmunni  to  CoNRRaoT  akd  MAniTAni  ▲  Dxras  snooina  iBBBvtMAnui 
wban  the  Hcenaee  makea  improvemente  or  Invested  capital  in  eonaa 
^aaaa  of  11    Id, 

H  If  A  LammniiBOivBr  vr  a  LAViMywirm  to  Build  a  Lam  ca  hia  landa 
lor  the  pnrpcae  of  protecting  the  land  of  the  bnilder  from  ovacftow,  the 
lofrner,  after  tiM  lavaa  ia  boilt,  haa  no  right  to  tovoka  tka  Maanaa  and 
daatroj  te  kvaa.    QHmihotm  v.  BtikkBr^  898. 

8ae  iHJUHonoK,  L 

UBNa 

8aa  OfeioiBi  Mootoa«h^  6i  JuxMMfafem^  17|  Mobtoaci^  1|  Saiai^  4| 

YmNm  AiiD  PuBOHAsn»  lO-Wi 

LIMITATIONS  OF  AOTIOH& 

!•  ScATon  or  LiMrrAnoiia  Bnoxm  to  Rvir  tnoii  VUamwBBn  m  nn  Dnv 
aoaght  to  be  recovered,  and  not  from  te  dale  whan  it  ia  araaiai.    If aal> 

oBfton  V.  Taykr^  681. 
%  f^ATiTTiovLiiOTAnova,  OaamQusTsiiH;  wsmBABBiDBr.  —  Wharo 
a  trnatee  holding  the  legal  title  to  land  in  fee  ia  banod  by  the  atalnte  vi 
AM.  ST.  Rxr.,  Vol.  XXn.  —03 


978  Index. 


iimitatioDi^  afl  tlM  etMk  qm  ArMtenf  an  barrad,  wliether  fttMj  an  m- 
titlad  in  poMaarion  or  in  ramaindsr,  vaited  or  eontingent,  and  wbalhat 
tbay  ara  mdjwk  or  under  diMbbiUty.    Cham  ▼.  air«rvA<,  207. 

H  Ldotaiiok  09  FiVB  Ybabs  ion  Bbootxet  ov  Lavim  Sold  at  Juubial 
Balb  wot  ApPUOABLa  WHEN.  —  A  right  of  aetion  againat  %  porohaaar 
a*  ft  JndioiAl  aale  which  aoomoi  to  tha  party  oJaiining  it  mota  than  ftva 
jaaia  after  the  dnie  ol  the  aala  ia  not  barred  by  the  ftva  yaaca*  limltn- 
tion  of  tha  atatnte  reqniiing  all  peraona  to  Mng  anita  againat  porohaaara 
at  jndioial  aalaa  within  ftva  yean  after  the  daU  of  tha  aala,  or  ba  thera- 
after  barred.  Thia  proriaion  appUaa  to  the  anforoemant  of  only  anoh 
righta  to  raooTOr  the  land  aold  aa  can  be  anf oroad  in  an  aotioa  facooght 
within  that  timeu    KfMJmfftr  ▼.  ITibon,  220. 

4  Los  09  Ova  qm  Two  Oomoueuht  Bmbxi  qv  Xret  doh  bot  Iiipaib 
fBi  Otbul  —Where  the  aame  paraon  baa  two  aeparate  righta  ef 
the  loM  of  one  by  1^^  of  time  doaa  not  impair  tha  other.    idL 

8aa  AvraBiB  PoasMnon,  7s  CoBPOBAfiom»  flw 


MAIJ0I0U8  PR06B0UTI0K. 

1.  OoKYKmam  aitd  Aoovtiral  as  Aivnoiuro  Rioar  ov  Aomv — Sdiil 
omKnr  09  OoMPLAzn.  —  A  oompUint  in  malioinoa  proaecntioo»  aDaging 
n  oonvietion  befora  a  jnatloe  of  tha  peaoa  and  an  aoqmttal  on  ifppeal, 
and  that  tha  proaeontlon  waa  maliaiooa  and  withont  probable  oana%  bat 
aontafaking  no  allegation  that  the  oonWotion  was  prooored  by  perjnry  er 
anbomation  of  perjnry  on  the  part  of  defendant^  or  by  frand  or  oolfai* 
aion,  or  any  improper  motiTe  on  the  part  of  tha  Jnatioe^  ia  Inanffieient  on 
demnrrer.  In  anoh  oasa  the  oonvietion  ia  concluaiTe  evidence  of  prob- 
able eanae^  and  ezonemteo  the  defendant  from  liability.  Sdamm  ▼.  Bid^ 
wOL,  676L 

%  Bblthio  om  Adtioi  ov  Oouvsk.  as  Pbobabli  Gaubb.  —In  maUdona 
proaecntion  the  harden  of  proof  ia  upon  the  plaintiff  to  prove  want  of 
pK»bable  eanae^  and  where  the  defendant  haa  laid  all  the  facta  before 
oonnaal,  and  haa  acted  in  good  faith  npon  the  advice  given,  thia  axon- 
eratee  him  from  liability.    Id, 

IL  OoHTXonov  A8  Proov  ov  Probablb  Oaxtbx.  —  Where  a  ooort  of  oompe- 
tent  jnriadiction  to  try  an  offenae  has  acted  npon  all  the  faot^  and  has 
fonnd  the  defendant  guilty,  this  constitutea  probable  oanaai  and  eonda- 
aiyely  esoneratea  the  proseooting  witnees  from  liability  in  an  aetion  for 
■lalieioaa  proeecntioo,  although  the  conviction  has  been  appealed  from 
and  an  acquittal  had.    Id, 

4  OoHTionov  AS  Pboov  ov  Pbobabli  Oaubb.  — In  an  action  for  osaUeloos 
proaeoutton,  fonnded  npon  a  conviction  below  and  an  acquittal  on  a^ 
peal,  the  eonviotioD,  in  the  abaence  of  fraud,  is  conclusive  evldenoe  ef 
probable  canae^  and  relieves  the  defendant  from  liability.    JUL 

MANDAMUa 

1.  Mahdamus  hot  Awabdbd  whbrb  Riobs  n  Doubtful.  —  A  mmdemm 
will  never  be  awarded  nnleas  the  right  to  have  the  thing  done  which  ia 
sought  is  deariy  eatablished.  If  the  right  is  doubtful,  the  writ  wiU  be 
refused.    MMk  He  R,  R,  Co,  v.  People,  550. 

.4  Habdamub  will  Lib  AOAiifsr  a  Justiob  or  thb  Pbaob  to  Oomtbl  Hoc 
TO  Bmtbb  Judombnt,  to  make  correct  docket  entries  in  accordance 
with  the  fact%  and  to  perform  all  duties  which  are  miniateriaL  SkiU  v. 
•  ^le,  655. 
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t.  Iv  A  Juwmm  ov  vbb  Pbacb  «ntsn  a  judgment  ti  ditmiwri,  be  may,  bj 
iMNMiofMii^  b«  ocmpelled  to  antor  jnclgiiimkt  in  Cmtot  oI  dtfendant  for  his 
ooft%  and  to  hun»  ezeontlon  tiiMVon.    /dL 

4i  Hunumm  will  vot  Ln  10  Ookpil  tbi  Qovwkkgb,  ow  a  Brjom  to 
Imam  a  Omanmum  to  mm  who  has  boan  alaotod  to  a  pnblio  oOoa. 
Homier.  Atafe,  MS. 

ib  Havsamui  will  vot  Invi  to  OoimoL  ram  Qovnuron  ov  a  Stais  in 
the  mattet  ^  the  diaeharge  of  any  of  tho  datiee  pertaining  to  his  offlee 
ae  fofrenior.  Thetafon,  if  ha  deoidea  not  to  ima  a  oommiation  to  one 
liio  haa  been  elaotod  to  a  pnbUe  offioe,  hia  deoialon  is  finaL    liL 


MABRIAGB  AND  DIVORCB. 

!•  DiTOBOB  —  Chbomio  DnmRTiA  ab  Gbovhd,iob.— A  stototo  making 
ehronio  mania  or  dementiai  existing  for  ten  years  or  more,  one  of  tha 
groonds  upon  wliieh  diroross  may  be  granted  is  oonstitotionaL  Hkk' 
mm  T.  Hkknum,  148. 

Si  DrroBCi — Powbb'ov  Lbqiblatdbb  to  Psovidb  GBOUirsa  io&^  The  legis- 
lators may  anthorise  the  granting  of  divoroee  by  the  eonrts  for  any 
oanses  dsMned  by  it  soffioienti  though  dna  to  the  miif ortana  of  tha  da* 
fendanl    Id. 

See  Ebiofpil,  4-d. 

MARRIBD  WOMEN, 
fiea  Rquitt,.!;  Baromi^  8;  HnsBAin>  m>  Willi 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

L  HiRKB  or  AvorBBB  Sbbvant,  whxk  Bboombs  Mastib.  —  Where  a  mas- 
ter has  hired  his  senrant  to  another,  giring  the  latter  the  oomplete 
and  absolnte  oontrol  and  direotion  of  the  servant,  with  the  exelnsiva 
right  to  discharge  him,  pat  another  in  his  plaoe,  or  pat  him  at  other 
work,  the  original  master  is  not  liable  for  his  negligenoe,  altiioogh  ha 
reoeires  pay  forthe  work  so  done  by  him,  as  he  is  for  the  time  being  tha 
serrant  of  the  hirer.    Brown  v.  Smith,  460. 

8.  R0A]>-1CA8TSB  ov    RAILWAY  Ck>MPAKT  HAS    No  iMPLm  AirTHOBITT   10 

BufD  It  to  Pat  its  Emplotbu*  Boabd.  — It  is  not  ineidant  to  the 
operation  of  a  railroad  to  board  the  company's  amployeeei  and  it  ia  not 
within  the  apparent  seope  of  the  authority  of  ito  road-master  to  bind 
the  company  to  pay  for  the  board  of  ite  employeea.  8L  Lomb  tte,  B^y 
(kk  ▼.  BemmU,  187. 

H  Duty  of  MASTEB^NBOLXOBHoa  or  Sbbtaht  whbr  NaouoBBCB  or  ICab- 
TBB.  —  A  railway  company  is  boond  to  famish  safe  machinery  and  ap* 
p|fa»>5f^  for  nee  by  ito  employeee,  and  a  failure  to  nee  ordinary  and 
reasonable  ears  in  this  respeot  makes  it  liable  for  injuries  to  ite  ser- 
Tante  eansed  by  such  neglect;  nor  can  the  company  reUere  iteelf  of 
thia  duty  by  charging  ite  servaote  with  ite  perf  ormanoa.  The  neglect 
af  sueh  servant  is  the  neglect  of  the  master.  IwUmaUomai  tte,  Ity  Oo. 
▼.  Kerwm,  tt. 

4.  NBouaBVOB  ov  Sbbvant  wbbb  NaouoBiiaa  or  Mabtbb.  —The  nag^ 
gence  of  a  oar  inspector  ia  the  negligence  of  the  railway  company,  in  re* 
spect  to  a  brakeman  in  ite  employ  injured  whiia  in  the  performanoe  of 
his  daty  by  a  defeotiye  ear  and  ooapUng  apparatus;  and  it  ia  immata* 
rial  thak  the  defeetira  ear  used  by  tha  company  belonged  to  another  com- 
pany,   id. 


Il  )CAanB*s  LiABiLfnr  ior  Vmswn  o»  isBVAift:  •»  A  ndlmd  aaoipHj  it 
Ikbfe  for  tlw  mrfwrW  witon—  md  ■hbiluwrfw  ■!  ili  owpioygta,  boHi 
on  tfaa  oaw  anditthd  offio>  of  ikm  ■—!— j.  &•  wk  ii  k««  apfiied  to 
a  lMtfc«y  ooMBimid  by  a  ooadaolor  vpoft  n  |HMteog«r  oft  Hm  aar,  mnA 
wpaMod  ftftanvwrds  alllM odBpMiy% ofloo.    Ammm*  Al  A.  A*.  On.  ▼. 

&  Mashb  nor  Bovn)  lo  ftsMm  Pwwiia  tir  Amjuncn  FWnt«iuK»  t» 
flmruiv  WBm.  —  II  !•  sol  Hm  duty  if  a  Maatar  to  upair  dofaete  in 
aaad  bf  Mb  mtnvhB,  ariiiMg  In  tiM  MIy  oat  af  wah  appli- 
forwlMli  ypar  wU  •rilabii  niii>  Ma  ai»  aapgiiad.  and  which 
awy  aaaily  ba  ramadiad  by  tfaa  aanranta  tfaamaalvai^  and  ara  not  of  a 
parmaaant  ahanotar  or  raqoiriiig  ttia  batp  of  aUEed  maahanioa.  It  is  a 
daty  of  «ha  aarvanti  to  rapair  aaeh  dafaoti  whao  Ihajanaa.  vtth  Mia  mn 
tMMda  faraiahaili  Mpeaiallywhara  Iha  naaaaaly  aprioga  bnm  thav  daily 
vaaol  Iha  fff^^^"^'^  oaaaia  at  rliiai  wii  aad  vnkBoarm  pariodi 
aairioai  and  ia  oftuk  to  tfaair  obaarratioQ  in  Iha  abaanaaaf  Iha 
{Mt0OM  V.  Jk  M>wtoii|  oMk 

t»  fiBRVAMT  AuvHosizaD  10  Bblt  Oil  Mjflm^  FmimHnm  Sim  Apfu- 
jjraMb  — -Tha  hardap  af  fomiahiiig  aaia  aMMihiaa  j,  appiianana,  aanMuid- 
iap^  ato.,  ii  apon  tha  maafear;  and  whila  ha  ia  not  to  ha  haUL  linhla  for 
dafaota  and  dangaia  of  wfaioh  Iha  aarfMil  ia  foUy  inf ormad,  yet  tha  aar^ 
▼ant  ia  anthoriMd  to  raly  upon  tha  acta  of  tha  maatar  in  that  reapectv 
and  ia  nndar  no  primary  obligation  to  inraatigata  and  teat  tha  fitnaaa  and 
aafa^  of  tha  maahinary,  aairoamding^  ata.,  in  tha  ahaonaa  of  notioa  that 
Ihara  ia  aomathing  wrong  in  that  reapeot,  eapacially.whara  tha  aarrant'a 
,'dntiaa  reqnira  oonatant  attention  to  other  maMara.  Chioago  etc  B,B.Oik 
▼•  Bmm,  615. 

$k  AuaoAfiOH  ni  Dmlabatiov  ov  Dob  Oabb  VwoAtrrm  Kaauoxms  o« 
PlL4iMiUi%  Past.  —  In  an  aetion  againat  n  iiiatai  to  raaorac  damagea 
for  paraaoal  injnriaa  allogad  to  have  been  anahdnad  by  a  aarvant  through 
tha  nagliganaa  af  tha  maatar,  an  allegation  in  tha  daaianUion  tliat  tha 
aia  lani  need  dne  aara  na^gatiiraa  na^iganoa  on  hia  part^  and,  \gf  hnpli- 
oation,  that  ha  had  knowladga  of  the  daiaoti  by  reaaon  of  wlnah  ha  waa 
hi^nrad;  and  tha  jmry,  by  findittg  tha  iiiatai  gnilly  of  negUganoa^  im- 
pliadly  flad  that  tha  aarrant  had  no  knowladga  af  aooh  dafaota,  aad  wma 
not  gnilty  of  oontribntory  nagliganoa.  Beaidai^  it  ii  a  matter  of  dafanaa 
that  tha  aaraaot  knew  of  tha  daf aali  wAuah  oaoMd  hia  injwyt  and  aaoh 
knowladga  will  not  ba  piaaamad.    Id. 

8aa  OoBPQBAnoBi%  1;  Imhs  abtd  Imiixbspsb%  If  SBntM^  L 


MAXIMa* 

nr  PABiDBJino  ara  left  wxthoatranadyafahiataMh 
potHek  w.  Clark  m. 

IQBCHANKTB  UEN. 

L  A  MiOHAiiio  fP  Whom  Awt  Abtmui  m  InTiturop  to  #|Br  ar  aafJi;  and 
who  fozniahaa  material  and  labor  in  ifei  altiration  and  rapai^  baa  a  lien 
Ibiiaon  whioh  ia  anf  ocoeabU  nndar  aaolioaa  0101  and  UM  of  tha  Ba- 
▼iaed  Statntea  of  ladiana.     FTottt  ▼.  Stpeemqfi,  616. 

%  HacHAino'a  Iamk  in  Thib  Statb  Rblatk  to  tmm  Day  whbv  MUTntiALa 
wann  Commbnobd  to  bb  Fuhihbhbd  by  tha  Uan^holdar,  and  hanoe  haa 
preoadenoe  ow  a  mortgage  azecnted  subeeqnantly  to  that  tiaaa,  thongh 
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givtt  to  MOW*  a  Maa«e  doe  oa  tb»  property  f ot  Um  pirehMe  price 
ihereei    dvtrf  ▼.  OVarA^  272. 

IL  Vmm^  TBB  Oops  ov  CAuroairiA,  if  »  bailding  ie  oonefcraetod  on  le&da 
wilb  the  k«evledge  ef  a  person  having  or  eUiming  aay  iatoreet  therein, 
•aeh  interest  ia  snbjeet  to  sueb  lien»  unless  he  gives  notice  that  be  will 
not  be  respoasiblei  end  il  be  afterwards  makes  a  conveyance  of  the 
pieper^i  taking  a  laortg^ge  to  secure  the  payment  of  part  of  the  por^ 
ehase  prices  his  mortgage  is  subordinate  to  the  mechanic's  Uen«    IdL 

C  MoBiOAOi  AUD  MBOHAiiio'a  Liu>,  FuoKDSMOB  BiTWKSN.  ~  If  the  mort* 
g«gee  of  a  sail  way  and  the  rolling  stock  thereon  permits  a  locomotive  and 
tendec  te  remain  in  the  posaeesion  and  use  of  the  mortgagor,  and  through 
anch  use  it  becomes  in  need  of  alterations  and  repairs,  whereupon  it  ie 
intrusted  to  a  mechanie  te  alter  end  repair,  he  has  a  lien  thereon  for  th# 
amonat  due  him  which  haa  precedence  over  saoh  mortgage.     Vofte  ▼• 

MEBQSa 

See  JmomEsn,  9, 

MILLS  AKD  IflLL-DAMS. 

ODsnuBufUnr  ton  IffAumKAircB  ov  Dam.  —In  an  action  to  reeotet  the 
coet  of  rebuilding  a  dam  from  one  who  is  Uable  to  dontribilte  to  its 
maintenanee^  recovery  may  be  had  in  proportion  to  the  sum  actually 
expended  in  rebuilding  in  a  prudent  and  diligent  manner  nnder  the 
eiroumstances,  although  a  man  of  experience  with  ample  means  mighty 
nnder  ^vorable  oircumstanee%  have  bnilt  it  for  lesst  WM  ▼•  Latrd^ 
12L 

MIKB8  AND  IIIKINO. 

1.  TiBM  **MiimfO  OLAtt**  MsAHs  a  parcel  of  mineral  tomd  etnleinlng 
precious  metals,  and  is  often  used  in  mining  parlance  as  synonymous 
with  the  term  "location,"  which  means  the  act  of  appropriating  a  min* 
ing  claim  upon  the  public  domain,  according  to  established  law  or  rules. 
McFeiera  v.  PierKn,  888. 

Si  MiKufo  Claim  ov  Publio  Domain  n  Rial  Pnomnr,  and  the  subject 
of  complete  ownership  as  a  elaun,  and  the  locator  thereof,  or  his  snccee- 
sor  in  inteBsetk  having  fully  complied  with  the  terms  prescribed  by  Oon« 
gross  for  acquiring  title  to  mineral  land%  ia^  so  long  as  he  continues  snch 
compliance,  the  owner  of  the  claim  for  aU  practical  purposes.  He  is 
the  owner  before  as  well  as  after  the  issuance  of  the  patent  and  is  enti- 
tled to  the  exclusive  posssssion  as  against  the  whole  wcrkL    Id. 

IL  Tnu  Ajrs  Possisaiox,  bow  Puudbd.  —  In  a  civil  aotion  for  ioiosj  to 
a  mining  claim,  an  allegataon  by  plainUff  of  ownership  and  actual  poe- 
session  thereof  describing  the  same  according  to  the  location  certificate 
thereof  duly  recorded,  without  alleging  ownership  in  fee,  or  that  a  gor* 
emment  pttent  haa  isttied  thereloi^  desa  net  import  ownetehi^  in  Sss^ 
net  compel  proof  of  title  by  patent  fgom  the  United  Statee.    1<L 

L  ''liiniva  ObAiM,"  AorvAii  PoeMsaioii  vcm  NnosssA&T  to  Maxmtadi 
AonoK  mm  Ihjcbt  la^  —  To  maintain  a  civil  action  for  injury  to 
a  mining  daim,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  claimant  should  reside 
on  tiie  preaueea^  that  it  shonUL  be  inclosed  or  cnltivate^  nor  that  he 
ehoeld  have  a  pedh  pssssisfa  thereof.  Having  made  and  marked  the 
dswevMry,  filed  hie  eerttficntCk  and  performed  and  kept  up  the  work 
to  perfect  the  dainw  and  having  otherwise  complied  in  good 


Ikbb  for  tiM  malwvM  viaiMiM  «id  MkiMiMiOT  of  iti  eniploycMB,  both 
on  tbe  oan  tad  it  the  offiot  of  ttia  MHtpMiy.  &•  vvk  ii  k««  lyfrtiuil  to 
a  batfeOTy  aoMiiiilid  by  a  oeadaolor  vpoft  n  |HMMog«r  oa  tho  osr,  and 
wpaMod  ftftanvwrds  alllM  odBpMiy% ofloo.    tmiwiiiift  8L  iS.  M.  €0.  w, 

iL  Mamia  Hot  Bovn)  vo  Rmmi  Swboim  tir  Awiaambb  VMttnsHso  vo 
flmruiv  WBm.  —II  !•  sol  Mm  duly  of  a  Moot  or  to  upair  Aofoeti  in 
waA  by  his  oeraMli,  ariiii«  In  tiM  daSf  nao  of  «Mh  appU. 
lotwiMli  piopor  and  aailabli  ohMMo  bm  asRiiad.  and  wbich 
fltay  oaiily  bo  ramodiad  by  tba  aenranti  thaiiiMlyai^  and  ara  not  of  a 
parmanent  ohanoler  or  reqidriag  Ilia  batp  of  tUEed  maobanioa.  It  ia  a 
daty  of  tba — raoti  to  tapair  aaeb  dafooti  wban  tfMyanM^  «Mi  Mia  ma 
tviala  faraiobai1»  oqpaoiaMy  wbara  tba  nwawitj  apringi  fmn  Mmv  daily 
vaaof  Mm  tirp%"fL  ooaaia  rt  dJioiwU  and  ankBoarm  pariodi  in 
■aiTioei  and  ia  ^^on  to  tbair  obMiration  b&  Mm  aboanaa  of  Mm 
Ort^ouk  ▼•  jf antfcHii  oMk 

f •  fiBRVAiiT  AuiBomnm)  10  Belt  oh  Manrm^  Fmimnva  Sm  AmA- 
jjraMb  «-Tba  baidoD  of  funUiiaff  laia  iniubiaaij,  appiianina,  aarroond- 
mpi  ata,  ii  upon  tba  maater;  and  wbala  bo  ia  not  to  ba  hold  liable  for 
dolooti  and  daagoia  of  wbiob  Mm  aorfMit  ia  fally  inf onnad,  yot  tbe  aer* 
▼ant  ia  antboriaad  to  rely  upon  tba  acts  of  tho  maater  in  that  reepeet, 
and  la  nndor  no  primary  dbligation  to  inreetigate  and  test  the  fitneeo  and 
aafe^  of  the  maobinory,  aarrownding^  ati.,  ia  tbe  abMoot  of  notice  that 
there  ia  iometbing  wrong  in  that  reopeot,  eepecially.where  the  aarrant's 
;dntieo  require  oooatant  attention  to  other  mattara.  OWee^  e(&  JZ.  iZL  Cx 
▼,  Bkm.  615. 

&  AUiaoA«K>H  ni  DaoLABAiiov  ov  Don  Oabb  KaoAnriB  KBauDxacB  on 
PLAnnnn%  Past.  — In  an  aation  againat  a  ifatat  to  reeoroc  damagaa 
for  petaaoal  infariaa  all^^ed  to  have  been  aoatained  l^a  awant  tlnoagh 
tba  a^ligaMO  of  tho  maat«p,  an  aUagation  hi  tba  deolaiation  that  the 
aorvant  nMd  dae  oare  ne^gatiroa  na^igeaoe  on  hia  part^  and,  by  impU- 
oation,  that  he  had  knowledge  of  Mie  deleoti  by  reaaon  of  wbiob  ba  wu 
fta}«red;  and  the  jary,  by  finding  the  maater  gnil^  of  nogUgenoe,  im- 
pliedly find  that  the  aerrant  bad  no  knowledge  of  ooofa  dafeots,  and  wai 
not  gnilty  of  oontribatory  neglifonoe.  Beoidoi^  it  ia  a  matter  of  daf enM 
that  Mm  aarvaat  knew  of  the  daf ooli  wbiob  oaoMd  hia  iajnryt  and  aaob 
knowledge  will  not  bo  pcooomed.    Id. 

See  OoBPQBAnoH%  1;  Ihho  abtd  Imkxbspsb%  If  Surrtwi^  L 


MAXIMS.* 

nr  PABxDiLKno  ara  loft  without  ronMdyafidnatoaflbalhw.    JQM^ 
jMMHfil  ▼.  Cfafi^  m. 

MIBCHANICrS  UEN. 

L  A  Mmbahio  10  Whom  AvtAbtsouib  IiiTBoaiBD  toiler  or  fOfali;  end 
who  fnmiabea  nwtocial  and  labor  in  tfci  altoiaMon  and  nfiaii^  baa  a  Uea 
MMteon  which  le  enf ofoeable  nndor  oeotiona  0101  and  UM  of  Mm  Be- 
▼ioed  Statntee  of  Jadiaaa.     FTottt  ▼.  ^wera^  filft. 

%  UmmAUKfB  IdXK  m  Thxb  drATi  Rblatbb  to  tmm  Dat  whu  Matkbiali 
waan  CoMMaNosD  to  Ba  Furihiksd  by  the  lien-boldor,  and  benot  hM 
preoedenoe  avn  a  mortgage  exeonted  sabeeqnently  to  that  tiaaa*  tboagh 
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II 

p  gi^tt  to  MOW*  ft  MaiMe  doe  on  tb»  property  fot  Um  pwdiMe  frioe 

■  thiMQA    ^«8rf  ▼.  Olark^  272. 

^  S.  Un^ia  TBB  Gods  ov  Cauiobkia,  U  a  building  is  oonifcraetod  on  U&dt 

i^  with  the  ksovl«dge  of  ft  pwtoa  hftving  or  cUiming  ftay  iatorest  tiMrein, 

tmok  intemt  ia  subjeot  to  suoh  lien»  unless  he  gives  notice  that  b«  will 
I  not  b«  responsibly  and  if  he  sfterwards  mskss  ft  oonveyanoe  of  the 

«  pfpsrtyt  tftking  ft  xaortg^ge  to  seonre  the  psjrusnt  of  psrt  of  ths  por^ 

I  shsss  prioe^  lus  mortgage  is  subordinate  to  the  meohsnic's  lian.    IdL 

j  C  MoBToaoi  AMD  Mbghanio's  Libii»  PitioKDBMcni  BiTWKKir.  —  If  the  inort> 

gsgee  of  a  Bsilway  and  the  rolling  stock  thsjreon  permits  a  locomotiys  and 

tsndsB  to  remaiB  in  ths  posasssion  and  nss  of  the  mortgagor,  and  through 
^  snoh  use  it  becomes  in  need  of  alterations  and  repairs,  whecenq^  it  is 

^  fntrustod  to  a  meehaaie  to  titer  end  repair,  he  has  a  lien  thereon  for  th# 

amonat  due  him  which  has  precedence  over  saoh  mortgage.     Vofte  ▼• 

MEBQBB^ 
See  JuDOMiinn,  9, 

MILL8  AKD  IflLL-DAMS. 

ODsnuBufUnr  ton  IffAiRtsMAircB  ov  Dam.  —In  an  action  to  reeotet  the 
ooet  of  rebuilding  a  dam  from  one  who  ia  Uable  to  dontribitte  to  its 
maintenance^  recovery  may  be  had  in  proportion  to  the  sum  actoally 
expended  in  rebuildkig  in  a  prudent  and  diligent  manner  under  the 
eirenmstances,  although  a  man  of  experience  with  ample  means  mighty 
under  ^vorable  circumstanee%  have  bnilt  it  for  lesst  Webb  ▼•  Lairdf 
121. 

MIKB8  AND  IIIKINO. 

1.  Term  **Miiniro  Oladi"  Miavs  a  parcel  of  mineril  tomd  tOfttilnlug 
precious  metals,  and  is  often  used  in  raining  parlance  as  synonymous 
with  the  term  "location,"  which  means  the  act  of  appropriating  a  min* 
ing  claim  upon  the  public  domain,  according  to  established  law  or  rules. 
McFeiera  v.  Pienon,  888. 

Si  MiiTUfO  Claim  ok  Pubuo  Domain  n  Rial  PnomnT,  and  the  subject 
of  complete  ownership  as  a  elaia,  and  the  locator  thereof,  or  his  soccee- 
sor  in  inteBset^  having  fully  complied  with  the  terms  prescribed  by  Oon- 
gross  for  acquiring  title  to  mineral  land%  ia^  so  long  as  he  continues  such 
compliance,  the  owner  of  the  claim  for  aU  practical  purposes.  He  is 
the  owner  before  as  well  as  after  the  issuance  of  the  patent  and  is  enti« 
tied  to  the  exclusive  posssssion  as  against  the  whole  world.    Zct 

IL  Tnu  Ajro  Possissiox,  bow  Plbadbd.  —In  a  civil  aotion  for  injoj^  to 
a  mining  claim,  an  allegation  by  plaintiff  of  ownership  and  actual  poe- 
ssssion  thereof  deeortt>ing  the  same  aecoffding  to  the  location  certificate 
thereof  duly  recorded,  without  alleging  ownership  in  fee,  or  that  a  gor* 
emment  pttent  has  isttied  thereCoc^  dose  net  import  ownetehi^  in  Ses^ 
net  ooMpel  proof  of  title  by  patent  fma  the  United  Statee.    IdL 

4  '*lIiBiva  ObAiH,"  AorvAfi  PoeBnasiow  boi  NnossaABT  to  Maxbtaib 
AonoB  mm  Ibjubt  la^  —  To  maintain  a  civil  action  for  injury  to 
a  mining  daim,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  claimant  should  reside 
OB  tiie  pteati8e%  that  It  shonU  be  inclosed  or  cnltivate^  nor  that  he 
should  heve  a  peAt  pOitsirit  thereof.  Having  made  and  marhed  the 
dieeevery,  filed  hie  eertificate^  and  performed  and  kept  up  the  woriL 
to  perfect  the  cUinw  i^d  having  otherwise  complied  in  good 
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hiXb  with  the  reqnireoMiiti  <taeiiti>l  to  a  Tilld  and  labditfaig  looatioap 
and  being  in  the  Mtaal  and  lawful  oontrol  of  tiie  olaim  for  tlie  papoM 
of  wooing  and  dereloptng  the  mue^  he  is  entitled  to  the  exolmiTe  po» 
■OHion  and  enjoynient  thereof  as  againat  the  world,  aad  m»y  maintaia 
■a  aetioa  againat  a  treapaaaer  for  an  injury  to  the  timber  growing 
thereon,  aa  well  aa  to  the  mineral  prodnot  of  the  aofl  itMlf.    /dL 

H  ATSBmar  of  Oitiibh»hip  vot  NionaABT  iv  Aonov  to  BMoawma, 
AOADiar  TuMSFABBMR  OH  MiHiHO  CLAIM.  —  In  an  aetion  to  reoorar 
inok  a  treapaaaer  for  entting  timber  on  a  mining  olaim,  the  plaintiff  need 
Bol  allege  hie  eitiaanahip  in  the  firet  inatanoe,  hot  auy  raly  opon  an  alle- 
gation of  poaaeaaioo  or  title  aa  againat  the  wrong-doer  widMot  tifle  or 
right  of  poaaeaaton.    Id, 

&  NovKB  vor  Ck>HBPioaou8LT  PosTKD.  —If  the  prooeedinga  for  looating 
and  working  a  mining  daim  are  in  all  reapeeta  regolar,  they  wifl  no*  be 
held  void  beoanae  notioe  of  the  looation  waa  written  on  a  paper  folded 
with  the  writing  inaide,  and  plaoed  upon  a  moond  of  roeka,  nndemeaft 
two  flat  atonea,  with  only  the  margin  of  the  paper  expoeed  to  Tiew, 
tiMiigfa  the  law  reqnirea  that  aneh  notioe  be  poated  eonapiononaly  in  a 
eonapieootta  plaoe  upon  the  olaim,  if  the  objeot  in  poating  the  notioe  aa 
it  waa  poated  wa%  not  to  oonoeal,  hot  to  proteot  it  fraaa  the  weather. 

I%QmQ%mm  m    Migta^m'^  99SL 

See  Pabtvkbship,  SL 

BflNORa 
SeelviAjror. 

MISTAKS. 

m^  1,  01  Bamki  and  BabxdMi  8^  14^  lft|  Bouni*- 
1^  5s  CiBariM,  9^  lOl 


MONOPOLY. 
See  CiBariM,  1,  %  S7»  tt. 

MOBXaAGBS. 

L  MoMOioi  BT  ABBOumDBBD  AirDDmASAifOB— BmororRBoonBov 
Dbid  Alom— JuDOMBrr  Lnv  am  aoaihst  PuBORAiint  ibom  Mobtoa- 
Qwm  wifR  Nonon.  —  The  reoord  of  a  deed  abaolate  in  form,  intended  aa 
amortgage,  will  protect  the  righta  of  the  grantee,  althoagh  he  haa  failed 
to  reoord  a  defeaaanoa,  in  the  form  of  a  oontraot  to  reoonrey,  whioh  he 
haa  ezeented  to  the  grantor;  hot  a  judgment  properly  docketed  againat 
the  grantor  ii  a  lien  upon  hia  equity  of  ledamption,  aa  againat  a  aabee- 
quent  purohaaer  from  the  grantee  wtth  knowledge  of  the  faoti.  Martiom 
T.  WUUamB,  719. 

ft  MoBtOAOiB  MAT  BiGiTxirnnBioar  TO  trnPoaoBBnov  of  the  mortgaged 
property  aa  additional  aecurity  for  hia  debt»  and  thia  nay  be  done  by 
parol  agreement*  and  the  right  to  retain  poaaaaaion  la  not  dependent  on 
tiie  right  to  foredooe  the  mortgage,  hot  aolely  on  the  oziatenoe  el  the 
debt.    Sped  r.  Sped,  814. 

%  X«AMD  IB  HbLD  IH  PlBDOS  WHUff  A  M0B9OAa4»  OlTM  A  MOKTOAOB  POS- 

BBBioir  aa  additional  aecurity  for  hia  debl^  and  the  pledgee  haa  the  right 
to  retain  poaaeaaion  until  the  debt  ia  paid,  thengh  the  atatnto  ef  limitn- 
tiona  haa  barred  all  romedy  for  iti  recovery.    M 
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4  MoBtoAOBB  n  PtMnasKMi  n  KmtnmD  to  Rbuix  9mm.  Foanmoii  inr> 
IIL  ED  Dor  IB  Paxd^  and  cumot  ba  deprhred  thereof  by  ea  aotion  off 
'  ejeoiment^  ftltfaoogb  the  etetate  of  Umitatioiifl  bM  bwied  hk  right  to* 

'  miuntMn  an  aetioo  to  enf oroe  the  debt.    Id. 

^'  &  If  A  MoBvaAOiB  ov  MAoeiirsRT  uvov  Whxcb,  thbovoh  TJtm,  repeit» 

I  eod  altentioiie  will  beoome  neoeaaary  learee  it  in  the  poaaeeaioQ  of  the 

mortgagor  to  bevaed  by  him,  it  will  be  preeamed  that  th^  oontemplated 
that  repaira  thereon  woold  beoome  neoeaaary,  and  the*  the  mortgagor  waa 
'  anthociaad,  if  nwowaairy,  to  intrnat  it  to  a  mechanio  for  repaira;  and  whan 

^  it  ii  ao  intmated,  the  mechanio  baa  a  lien  thereon  paramoont  to  the  lien 

''  of  the  mortgage  for  material!  and  labor  fnmiahedin  anoh  repairai    WottB- 

C  Quomia  Trlb  fo  Pbmovaiat.  —Though  an  original  action  cannot  be 
'  maintained  to  qniet  title  to  peraonal  property,  yet  when  an  aotion  ia 

eommanoed  to  f oreoloae  a  mortgage  thereon,  one  who  ia  made  a  party 
defendant  may,  hj  a  eroaa-complaint^  act  np  hia  title  to  the  property,  and. 
aak  to  have  hit  ownerahtp  dedlared  and  the  foredoaora  enjoinedi  and 
baTing  done  ao^  he  cannot  be  deprived  of  hla  right  to  have  hia  ownenhtp^ 
declared  1^  n  diamiaaal  of  the  caae  aa  to  him.    JdL 

Im  A  MoBTOAOi  DariurivLT  BzMnmn,  or  an  imperfect  attempt  to  oreate- 
a  mortgage  upon  apecific  property,  for  the  porpoae  of  aeonring  a  debt^  will* 
create  a  apecifielien  open  the  property  intended  to  be  mortgaged.  Fieri 
r.  MeLauffkim,  806. 

9k  Bquitabli  M0BTOAO&  —  MosroAOB  Buuutid  bt  a  FATRnt  oh  Bbhalf 
ov  HiMgaiJ'  AKD  BU  Chzldbbv,  when  he  did  not  hare  anthority  to  exe- 
eate  it  for  them,  ia  nevertheleaa  enforceable  aa  an  equitable  mortgage,  if 
H  waa  given  aa  part  of  the  pordiaae  price  of  property  which  the  mortgagee 
had  add  and  conveyed  to  the  father  and  children  pnranant  to  an  agree- 
ment that  they  woold  give  him  a  mortgage  for  the  nnpaid  pnrchaae^ 
money.    IdL 

ft  BuBBOOATXOV  — PuBOHASiR  AT  VoiD  FoBBOLOOURB  Salb.  —  Where  prop* 
arty  add  nnder  avoid  foredoanreof  a  mortgage  thereof  baa  been  pnr- 
diaeed  I7  one  at  ahari£F'a  aale,  and  the  pnrchaae-money  ^^lied  to  tho 
payment  of  the  mortgage,  and  the  aale  and  pnrchaae  are  anbaeqnently 
aet  aaide  and  declared  void,  the  pnrohaaer  may  be  aobrogated  to  all 
the  ri^ta  whioh  the  mortgagee  originally  had.     Dukktr  ▼•  HMiff^ 


lii  Mobvoaob  n  MOT  Paid  bt  tbb  Pubohabb  of  tkb  Mobtoaobd  Pbbm- 
BBi  BT  THB  MoBiiOAaBB  at  the  f oredoanre  aale  thereof,  and  an  inaor* 
ance  made  payable  to  him  therefor  oontinoea  in  force  after  anch  aalaw. 
NaUomL  Bank  v.  Unton  Jn§.  Cbi,  824. 

IL  MOBTQAGB  n  HOT  FOBBCLO8BD  miTIL  TBB  MoBTOAOOB'B  BmBT  OF  B»> 

DBMinoH  IB  Cut  orr.    Id, 

It.  FoBaOLOSiTBB.  —A  third  mortgagee,  who  ia  made  a  defendant  in  aoita  to 
foredooe  the  prior  mortgagee,  and  who^  after  f oredoanre  and  the  CKpira* 
tion  of  the  eqnity  of  redemption,  aoqnirea  an  equitable  intereat  in  the 
property  by  agreement  with  the  owner  of  the  title,  doea  no*  thereby 
reinatate  hia  mortgage  aa  a  lien  upon  the  property  for  the  benefit  of  a 
holder  of  the  noiee  aecured  thereby,  which  he  baa  tranaferred.  Smitm 
V.  ffeOi,  101. 

too  Obattbl  MoBTOAaBB;  Bjbotmbht,  S;   Ihsusabc^  8^  9|  MuMABltflfc 

LDor,  4;  Taxatiob,  L 
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MUMIOXPAL  OO&PORATI0N8. 

1.  OMrnuof  UiffmA  Vtsn— LMALtrr  or— -Aoootadl  nadt  bjft  ■»• 
airipil  MrponHoii,  iHbongli  ultn  oinei,  b  ticA  illegil  if  not  proWhrtwt 
Iqr  ifti  oharter.    (^  <2^^  £o«i«  ▼.  DetMsonk,  761 

t,  ObnmAor  Ulvba  VnuM  — Ebtofpil.— A  ooDtnwi  made  by  a  ei^  fior 
tba  flwriaat  of  prisoncn  in  its  woric-homa  to  a  private  petson,  attiMHigh 
•ira  «i^  la  not  Qlagal  if  not  prohibited  by  iti  oharter;  and  wbile  it 
laay  lueiiiarfttBy  Interpoae  the  plea  of  tUtra  tiret  irbeti  coed  npoa  aadi 
oootmot^  the  party  oontfaotiiig  witii  it  oetmot  set  up  sooh  plea  to  oaeapo 
liabUity  andor  the  eontMot.    Id. 

E  OoinnuOT  Ultba  yiBis-->BR<»paL.  ^  A  patty  oontraotiiig  wfitti  a  6hj 
under  a  oontraot  whieh  ia  uUra  virea,  but  not  prohibited,  it  eatdf^pad, 
when  ened  apon  the  eont»ae>>  from  eetttng  np  llle  plea  of  aftra  i#et  to 
eeeape  liability  and  te  enable  htm  to  retain  beneflte  reoeired  andar  the 
oenttnet,    M. 

4  Fowm  lo  Coirvar.  —  Die  eapadty  of  a  nmniolpal  ooipofation  to  take^ 
and  Hi  power  to  een^y,  property  of  all  kinds  dUfen  in  no  eeaential  par* 
ttenlar  from  the  eapaoity  and  power  of  a  natural  peraon  under  Ilka  eiiw 
enmetenoea.    8M9  ▼.  LtKhde  O.  <%.,  7S9. 

9k  M omotPAii  OoBFORATioir  MAT  Mabb  Pmr  a&  Afft  Wwsm  n  Albsaot  Ov- 
mm  Aaanm  8tatb.  —  A  mnnictpal  oorporation  baa  power  to  make 
penal  an  aet  whieh  hae  already  been  made  ao  by  a  state  etatnte;  and 
when  thia  ia  done,  tnch  act  becomea  a  aeparate  offonae  against  the  atate 
and  Ihe  manieipallty.  In  that  ceee»  the  penalty  impoeed  by  the  mnniel- 
pality  ie  anperadded  to  that  fixed  by  the  general  law  on  aooottnt  of  the 
additional  wrong  done  to  it»  and  the  wrong-doer  la  not  twice  pnniahed 
for  the  aame  ofiense.    Fern  Bwtn  r.  WdU,  214. 

IL  Ordih AHOM,  Powxa  ov  MviraotPAL  GoRPORATioifB  TO  Pass.  —  Under  atat- 
ntet  expreaaly  giving  to  mnnidpal  oorporationB  **  power  to  make  and  pnb- 
liah  aooh  by-lawa  and  ordinanoea,  not  inoonaistent  witii  the  laws  of  the 
state,  aa  to  them  shall  aeem  neoesaary  to  proride  for  the  aafety,  preeerva 
the  healtht  promote  the  proapertty,  and  improve  the  monda^  order,  oom* 
fort,  and  convenience  of  aneh  oorporationa  and  the  faihabitanta  thereof,"* 
ordinanoea  punishing  distttrbaacea  of  the  peace,  tike  oanying  of  eonoealad 
weapons,  and  tiie  keeping  open  of  saloona  on  Sunday  are  a  proper  ex* 
eroiae  of  the  power  oonlerred,  and  are  therefbre  vsUd.    Id, 

7*  Obdimanos  Void  ik  Part  is  Void  altoobthxr,  where  all  ita  parts  axa 
conneeted  with  and  essential  to  each  other.    Siaie  v.  If  eUer,  920. 

%  OUHNANOB ^ Scrmunsioir  of  Housbb  ow  Ill-vami.  —An  ordinanoe  en- 
aoted  by  amunieipal  corporation  providing  that  the  permitting  of  prosti* 
tution  by  the  owner  or  occupant  of  a  house  shall  constitnte  hun  the 
keeper  of  a  house  of  lll«fame,  and  declaring  what  ahall  constitute  aneh 
houae,  and  eatabliahing  a  rule  of  evidenoe  to  determine  the  queation,  ia 
void,  and  not  authorised  under  a  general  power  to  enact  ordinanceo 
for  the  government  of  the  oorporation,  and  to  abate  or  prevent  nuiaanoea. 
Id, 

H  OftDHfAKoi  — SuFPBsasiov  or  Houn  or  Izx-VAn  —  Under  express 
power  in  a  municipal  oorporation  to  auppreaa  houaes  of  fU-lkme^  the 
eity  haa  no  power  to  enact  an  ordinance  that  persons  not  guilty  of  a 
nuisance  under  estaUished  principlea  of  law  ahall  be  deemed  guilty  of 
keeping  houseeof  iU-lame,  and  to  preseribe  newrtles  «l  etidanoa  to  be 
adopted  on  the  trial    M 
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Uk  OaMVAVcni  ^  Surrmamma  ov  Hovsn  ov  Ill-faki.  — Uttd«r  gensnJ 
poww  a  A  iiMinMyU  ootponkHoii  to  wpprcw  houM  of  fll-iutie,  an 
ocdiiMaM  lotfaiddiiig  owmts  fpoai  featiDg  tiMir  koosw  to  ofttMtw  tot  tba 
pwpoM  ol  pwlitatioB,  or  wHh  loMiHidge  that  fhey  W6te  to  be  m 
QMd,  k  valid)  ba^flDakgantral  power  does  nol  aatttoriar  Iha  dty  to  da- 
alat%  by  orftnana%  that  a  aartaia  booaa  b  a  hooaa  of  fll-faaa^  or  to 
defiaa  and  daaUra  lAmk  b  aooh  »  honae^    M 

IL  OsDOiAirai  Grawbhiq  Qsm  PBnriiiMaBk  —  A  oily  ordinaaea  gnmtfaig  to 
A  fu  ooBipany,  ito  aaaoaMori  and  awigna,  tiia  priTflega  of  fnnkiahing  gaa 
to  A  mkj  and  to  aonanman  for  a  oartain  period^  and  prortding  that  aaoh 
aniapaay  naay  traarfbr  all  ito  right8>  property,  and  Iranohieee  to  any 
offganaied  gaa  eompany  withto  the  atato  wfaioh  will  fUe  a  written  ao> 
eeptanaa  of  the  erdfaianoa  and  give  n  bond  to  perfom  all  the  agree* 
mento  of  the  original  oampuiy,  ia  not  void  on  the  graond  that  the  time 
named  therein  estanda  beyond  the  teradnationof  the  original  eompany'a 
eziatenoe.    8taU  ▼•  LadetU  O,  O0.9  789. 

IS.  OsnDCAiKa  Onasmio  Qaa  PBTViLMMi  akd  Ffitnm  Pnm.-*  Where 
a  eity  paaaea  an  ordinanoe  granting  to  a  gaa  eompany  the  privilege  of 
mannfaetnring  and  supplying  gai»  and  alio  fixing  the  maximnm  prioe 
thereof,  npon  the  aooeptanoe  of  the  ordinanoe  by  the  gaa  oompany  the 
oity  eannot  anbeeqnentiy  rednoe  the  prioe  of  gaa  below  that  fixed  by 
the  ordinanoe.    M. 

It.  OKDVKUum,  WHur  Uhbiasovabu.— Muvioipal  Obdivaiiob  PBRinT> 
Tmo  A  Fm  MOT  exoeeding  one  thooaand  dollars  to  be  impoeed  as  a 
penalty  for  vlsfting  a  hoosa  of  ill-fame,  and  also  an  imprisonment  not 
exoeedhkg  six  months,  is  unreasonable,  not  in  harmony  with  the  lawa 
of  the  stole,  and  therefore  void,  when  those  laws  do  oot  preeoribe  any 
penalty  for  this  offmse,  and  make  the  penalty  for  living  in  and  about 
sttoh  n  house  imprisonment  not  to  exoeed  ninety  days,  and  for  the  keep- 
ing of  sueh  a  house  imprisonment  not  exoeeding  six  months,  or  a  fine 
not  exoeeding  five  hundred  dollars,  or  both.    Inn  Ah  Fou,  280. 

14.  PvBUOATioii  ov  MtnraoiPAi.  OsDnrANOx,  Buedsh  or  Pboov  ov.  —  In  a 
proseention  for  the  violation  of  a  munioipal  ordinanoe,  the  burden  is  on 
the  defendant  to  prove  that  the  ordinanoe  was  not  publiriied  in  the 
manner  preeeribed  by  the  stotute.     Van  Bwrtn  v.  WeU»,  214. 

15.  VxoLATioH  or  Void  Muitigxpal  Obdikahoi  is  not  a  oriminal  offense. 
8kM  V.  WMtT,  920. 

IC  LiABiLmr  ion  DxracTn  ni  Strbxtb.  — Where  the  charter  impoees  no  lia> 
bility  on  a  munioipal  corporation  for  damages  sustained  by  individuala 
npon  ito  strseto  and  highways  hi  oonsequenoe  of  defeoto  therein,  suoh 
def eeto  are  not  aetionable.    BoUb  v.  RuUckud^  96. 

17.  LiABiUYr  lOB  Nbouobhob  OB  Officbbb.  —  The  trusteee  and  street 
oodunissioner  of  a  municipal  eorporation,  which  is  bound  by  law  to  main, 
tain  the  streeto  and  hi^ways  within  ito  Umits,  are  public  ofllcera,  and 
aet  aa  sneh  in  locating  and  using  a  stone-crusher  hi  the  highway  outside 
the  eity  limito  for  toe  purpoee  of  crushing  stone  for  the  oonstmciion  and 
repair  of  ito  sireeto  In  such  oase^  toe  corporation  is  not  liable  for  the 
nei^igenoe  of  sueh  officers.    Id, 

tL  huxuvt  BOB  Nbouobbob  ob  OffiUBBBL  — The  officers  of  a  municipal 
eorpomtioo  engaged  in  the  pubUo  work  of  repairing  Ito  streeto  are  pub- 
tte  offioef%  and  an  action  will  not  lie  against  the  eity  for  tt^ir  n^gligenl 
aoto  to  psfforming  such  work.    Id, 
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Ml  Locut  Aanmisim  iok  Improtsmbhib— Luuiicnotr  vo  Pmsri 
OoLLBOfioii  <w.  —  Tbe  espaoM  ol  local  improvsmeiiti  ina  town  «r  el^ 
maybe  BMt  by  looal aMewmenti^  in  iHiola  or  in  par^  and  equity  will B«i 
enjoin  the  eolleotioa  el  eneh  ■waMinenta  esoept  under  apeoial 
■taneea,  aneh  aa  leave  the  complainant  wttbovt  any  remedy  a*  law, 
bring  bla  eaae  nnder  aome  off  the  reooipiiaed  heads  off  eqinty  jnriadietioab 
or  where  it  la  clear  that  the  tax  baa  been  impoeed  withont  antiiority 
and  la  abedntely  void.    Mmyk^  v.  Mapor  elc.  U&. 

ML  TTiLIQAIi  MuHiGiPAL  Tax  —  Rsmxdt  ov  Lum-owirBR.  —  An  owner  ol 
property  aeiaed  or  add  nnder  exeontion  for  the  coUeotion  of  n  nmniei- 
pal  tax.  the  illegality  off  whicb  appean  from  the  faoe  off  tlie  proeeedp 
inp^  baa  an  adequate  remedy  at  law,  either  by  paying  the  tax  under 
proteal  and  bringing  an  action  against  tbe  city  to  reoorer  it  back,  or  bf 
action  of  ♦leepaaa  to  reoorer  damagea;  or  if  the  property  ia  add,  ha 
may  maintain  eiectmont^  or  teat  the  validity  el  the  tax  Iqr  writ  d  eir> 
tfbrari    Ai 

8aa  BquiTT,  %  7|  Oig  Oohpavobi  Fxnouaifl^  S|  Tatatwt,  9, 

NBQUOEKCE. 

L  NMLlosiiOl,  WHBV  QunnoH  ior  Jubt.—  Wben  the  facta  are  nndlapnte^ 
and  two  reaaonable  and  fair-minded  persone  might  dmw  iofferenoea  from 
them  80  different  that^  according  to  tiie  oondneion  off  ffact  reached  by 
one  there  woold  be  negligenceb  while  that  deduced  by  another  wonld 
abow  the  exeroiae  of  ordinary  care,  the  iaene  ahoald  be  anbmitted  to  the 
Jury  for  determination.    Deem  v.  WUmhtgim  He.  B,  A  Co.,  908. 

IL  KMLXonrci,  WHBir  QunnoH  ior  Jurt.  —  In  an  action  agaioetn  railroad 
to  reooyer  ifor  personal  injury,  when  it  appears  that  a  person,  standing 
on  the  track  at  the  time  that  the  engine  passed  going  a*  tiie  rate  of 
twenty  miles  an  bonr,  coald  see  the  party  injored  three  fourths  of  a 
mile  in  ffiront^  lying  in  an  apparently  helpless  condition  aoroes  the  track, 
It  is  a  question  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  enguieer» 
In  the  exercise  of  due  dfligence,  mi{^t  haTc  discovered,  ffrom  his  elevated 
position  on  the  engine,  the  fact  that  such  party  was  Ijring  hd^eas  aorom 
the  rails,  and  by  prompt  and  strenuous  effort  have  saved  hie  Ufe  by 
stopping  tbe  train,  without  Imperiling  tbe  passengers.  In  such  casa^  fk 
Is  also  ffor  the  Jury  to  determine,  with  or  without  the  aid  off  expert  tss» 
timony,  within  what  distance  the  train  might  have  been  stopped  with* 
out  putting  the  passengers  in  jeopardy.    Id. 

%  KioLiosKOB  AS  TO  Untastbhsd  Turn-tablb  —  Qxtxsixov  ior  Jurt.  — 
Whether  or  not  a  railway  company  is  guilty  off  negligence  in  leaving  its 
turn-table  unffastened,  thereby  injuring  a  child  off  tender  years,  is  a  qus^ 
tlon  for  the  Jury  to  determine  under  all  the  facts  and  oircumstancee  off 
each  particular  case.    Ilwaeo  tie.  Mm.  Oo.  v.  Hedrkk,  109. 

4  pRAonoa  oh  Faoir  Adbcittbd  Maximo  Prima  Faoir  Casr.  «-  Where 
facts  admitted  by  stipulation  make  apFtma/acie  caae  off  negligence  on  the 
part  off  defendant,  and  are  unrebutted  and  undisputed  by  him,  it  is  the 
duty  off  the  court  to  direct  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
Mageffin  v.  MUeomri  P,  Ify  Oo,^  798. 
4  iNDiYZDaAL  n  Charobablr  with  KitowLBDOB  OF  HIS  DiRT.  —  In  tfac  Isw 
of  personal  liability  for  the  conseqaenoes  of  action  or  non-action,  the  law 
charges  the  individual  with  a  knowledge  of  his  duty.  When,  thereforfl^ 
adeoiaiation  alleges  that  it  was  the  duty  of  an  individud  or  corpocatiQn 
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\  to  do  or  not  to  do  a  giren  thing,  it  ii  nooenftiily  implied  from  that  a11o« 

I  gatioQ  that  th*  Indindnal  or  corporation  knew  that  it  was  hie  or  ita 

dnty  to  do  or  not  to  do  the  given  thing.    Ckicttgo  etc  R,  &  €h,T,  Hhiea, 
i:  515. 

I  C  OoMTBivuTQBy  NbououksIi  WHSv  DOBS  HOT  BabRbootirt.— When,  at 

I  the  time  an  injnry  ia  inflteted,  it  mif(ht  have  been  avoided  by  reaeonable 

I  eare  and  pmdenoe  on  the  part  of  the  defendant*  an  action  will  lie  for 

damageib  notwithitanding  the  previona  negligenoe'of  the  plaintift    Deatu 
I  ▼.  WUainfftan  etc  S.  B.  Co.,  902. 

f  •  FoBSHUMOUB  Child — Right  to  Rbuovbb  fob  Isjxntr  to  Pabbbt.  ^  Un* 
f  dar  a  ttatnte  giving  a  right  of  action  for  damagee  for  injnriea  caaaing  the 

death  of  a  person,  and  providing  that  "the  actioo  shall  ba  for  tlie  sola 
^  and  ezdnsive  benefit  of  the  surviving  children  of  the  person  whose  death 

,  shall  have  been  so  oansad,"  the  word  *' children  "  includes  a  posthn- 

^  Buooa  child,  who  is  eqnally  entitled  to  the  benefit  df  tnch  aeticNi  with  the 

.  other  children.  Neiton  v.  Oalveaton  etc  Ify  Co,,  81. 
$k  Posthumous  Child  — Rioht  to  Rboovbb  for  Ikjurt  to  Pabbbt.  —A 
posthnmons  child  is  entitled  to  recover  damagee  for  the  death  of  hia 
father,  resnlting  from  injuries  infiicted  by  the  negligence  of  a  railroad 
company,  under  a  statute  giving  to  the  "  surviving  children  "  of  the  da- 
ceased  a  right  to  maintain  an  action  In  nth  case.  Id, 
H  Pc  TTHUMOui  Child — Right  to  Rboovbr  for  Ib jury  to  Parbbt — Stat* 
utb  of  Ldutatiobs.  — >  Where  a  posthumous  ohild  is  entitled  to  recover 
damages  for  ths  death  of  his  father,  resulting  from  injuries  inflicted  by 
the  negligence  of  a  railroad  eompany,  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not 
begin  to  run  against  him  from  the  time  when  the  cause  of  action  ao> 
erued,  merely  because  his  mother  was  capable  of  commencing  suit  at  that 
time.  Id. 
Kl  Posthumous  Child— Right  to  Rboovbr  fob  Ibjurt  to  Parbbt— 
JuDOMHMT  AS  BsTOFFBLi  —  The  right  of  R  posthumoos  child  to  maintain 
suit  to  recover  damagea  for  the  death  of  his  father,  resulting  from  in- 
juries inflicted  by  the  negligence  of  a  railroad  company,  ii  not  concluded 
by  a  Judgment  in  a  suit  brought  by  his  mother  and  another  benefldary 
against  the  company,  ia  which  the  amount  of  compensation  due  sn<^ 
child  is  not  included,  nor  his  rights  considered.    Id, 

«1.  0TATUTB8  OrVINO  RiGHT  OF  AcnOB  FOR  IbJURT  RbBULTDTO  IB  DbaTH 

HOT  DimmiLAB  WHBB.  —Statutes ai  two  different  states,  which  give  a 
right  of  action  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  resulting  in  death,  are  not 
dissimilar  because  by  one  statute  the  right  of  acticm  is  given  to  the 
widow,  while  by  the  other,  it  is  given  to  the  executor  or  administrator. 
Although  the  formal  parties  are  different,  the  substantial  and  real  par- 
tiee  are  identical     Wooden  v.  Wettem  etc  R  S,  Co,,  803. 

It.  AonoB  TO  Rbootbr  for  Dbath  of  Husband  Pbopbrlt  Brought  bt 
Widow,  as  Such,  whbb.  «- Where  the  statute  of  Pennsylvania  gives 
to  a  widow,  in  her  own  right,  and  as  trustee  for  the  children,  a  right  to 
recover  for  the  death  of  her  husband,  an  action  brought  by  her  in  New 
York  to  recover  for  so^  death,  resulting  from  an  injury  reoeived  ia 
Pennsylvania,  is  properly  brought  by  her  as  widow,  and  not  as  admin- 
istratrix, although  the  New  York  statute  gives  the  right  of  action  ia 
similar  cases  to  the  executor  or  administrator.    Id, 

1&  AonoB  TO  Rboovbr  for  Ibjuribs  Risultiko  in  Dbath,  Rbckivbd  nr 
FoRBioN  Statu;  whbn  Maintainablx.  —  An  action  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  injuries  received  in  another  state,  resulting  in  the  death  of  the 


088  Imdkz. 

ptnoQ  Injiind,  eta  be  mafataihMwl  In  Hm  iMe  ol  N«w  Yofk  only  vpoa 
proof  that  the  itototei  el  Mioli  eMiw  eteto  «!?•  tlie  ii|^  of  aetaen,  wad 
ttat  fthegr  MO  iiiiiilar  to  fbe  Now  ToriL  ftetelee^  The  etetotoool  tlie 
tvo  otetei  need  noti  howoYor,  bo  identioel  in  their  terms  or  pcoeifloly 
■Ukoi  it  b  ioAeinl  if  tii^  MO  of  liMite  iiqport  uul  oteMtar.  i^^ 
iq^  the  MM  ftaecol  pnaoipl^  Mid  poMMMig  the  mbm  goaotol  •*- 
tribvlML    Id* 

9m  AonoTt  1,  S|  Ahdiaxa;  Bajto  amv  BabkoiGi  8f  CUaann;  Dakaohi, 
S|  HusBAiTD  Aim  Wm,  8;  4;  JunuoBim,  1^  19;  1Lm«  ahb  Sbb- 
TAwr;  8;  Hiitaoap  OoicFAnM^  l-^  7^;  iHao&ArB  Om^Axat^  1-4L 

NEGOTIABLB  INSTRIJMENtS. 

1.  AcxxymioDAnoH  Papib— Lubilitt  of  Makir  Airsa  LrooBaxmMV.— 
A  note  made  payable  by  the  maker  to  himaell^  and  aigaed  by  othota  as 
aooommodation  paper*  to  eaable  anoh  maker  to  raiM  money  iMreon, 
and  iodocaod  by  him  for  that  parpoae^  siay  be  eateoedt  aoi  oalgr  or 
againat  io^  maker  and  iiidoiaer»  bat  aleo  aa  agaiaat  the  otbM  aaoooa- 
modation  maken.    Norfolk  Nat,  Bamk  ▼.  Orf^  868. 

&  Taawhit  ov  Guabaxioe  or  PATicain.  —  A  gaanator  for  tba  p^meal 
of  a  note  ia  liable  m  upon  an  abaolnte  promiM  to  paj  apon  deiaBlt  la 
payment  by  the  maker.    /eaiiMT.  Wiikmrnm^  911, 

t,  LlAKUTT  OF  GVABAHTOB  FOB  OOLLaonOlfc  —  A  gBiMBtM  JM  tjia  aoflaO" 

tion  off  a  note  ia  liable  aa  apon  a  promiae  to  pi^  apon  oonditjoa  that  tba 
payee  ahall  diligently  prosecute  the  maker  withoat  anacsM,    ItL 

A   EZTXHUOH    OF  Tm   fob    PaTMSVT  of   NotB^WaHV   of   OOMHBnA^ 

Txov.  -^  Aoontraot  between  the  payor  and  payoa  of  a  pBomiiBQcy  noti^ 
entered  into  after  principal  and  interest  are  doe,  and  reciting  thal^  ia 
oonaidanitiaB  of  fiartBin  paymeats  at  certain  timea  to  avoid  UtMatifl^ 
and  for  othw  oonaiderations,  the  time  ia  to  bo  oxteaded  to  a  date 
mentioned  therein,  and  a  pending  anit  on  the  note  itismiMod,  ia  Toidy 
M  behig  withoot  oonaideration,  in  the  absence  of  eztrinaia  alkgationa 
ahowing  a  Tattd  oonaideration  for  the  oontraet  of  forbeanuMa^  Dtmk 
T.  Btoui,  666. 

A'  Sznimov  of  Tna  of  Patkiht— Guaaahtob.  "^WlMPa  a  ^wimiiMwj 
note  ia  not  paid  at  matarity«  and  a  third  peraony  in  oonaidaMilfla  of 
an  extension  of  the  time  of  payment*  agrees  in  writing  to  goarantae  ita 
payment,  provided  the  payee  would  hold  a  morl^age  m  ooUataral  aeon- 
rity,  aach  third  peraon  thereby  beooaiea  a  gaarantor  for  the  paymeat 
of  the  note  apon  daCaalt  by  the  maker.    Jfenkmiw.  WiOkmn^  9IL 

A  Void  Bxtbhuok  of  Tm  fob  Patxivt  oi  Non  wxu  vov 
SvasTT.  -^  A  contract  lor  an  eztenaion  of  tima  in  whioh  to  pay  a 
iasory  note,  Toid  for  want  of  cooaideratiai^  will  not  relMoa  the  aaraly 
thereon.    Jkmk  ▼.  Stout,  66A 

7.  Ivdobsbe'b  LiABiurr  oavvot  bb  Vabibd  bt  Paboii.  —  If  an  indon« 
wiahes  to  qnalif y  hia  liability,  he  moat  oae  apt  wprda  tiierafor,  or  mast 
in  some  other  manner  olevly  indicate  that  his  indonement  k  Umitsd 
to  a  transfer  of  the  paper  and  nothing  more.  Hia  Uabilily  eannot  be 
changed  or  Faried  by  parol  evidence.  FarvM  ▼.  Si>  Paul  2VmI  Ook, 
742. 

S.  Indobsbb'b  LiABiurr  oabvot  bb  Vabibd  bt  PABOiN^The  iadorsie 
Mnnot  show,  aa  against  the  tndoraer  of  negotiable  paper,  that  at  the 
time  of  indorsement  it  was  Tcrbally  agreed  that  preeentment  for  pay- 
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bmMi  wiMm  HmnoI^  aai  of  uuuyy— >»  mmd  aol  be  ouMla  or  glrta* 
/A 

•l  Rati  ov  InvnoBf  ok  Hon  OAmrot  bb  V  AmxiD  bt  Fabm^  —  WImn  » 
prominory  note  fixes  the  rate  of  interett  thereon,  parol  eiHdeBee  ie  not 
ttdaiMiUe  te  ihow  thsk  rabeeqaetft  to  its  oKeeation  »  dlAMol  wto  of 
iotertet  wm  agreed  upon.    ZXiei*  ir.  iStoirt,  666. 

l<ll  IvwoLtwatm  of  Makbr  dob  hot  Bzoun  Psbsbbtm nrr. «—  The  mdoraee 
miiet  preoMt  tlie  node  at  the  pkoe  fixed  for  payment  a*  tti  matarity* 
and  bis  ftiihwe  to  do  eo  will  not  be  eseueed  by  the  faieelfBnej  ef  the 
mak«  or  Ua  remoral  firom  the  atate.    FanM  ▼.  Si,  Fmd  Tnut  O^p 

741.  

KSW8PAPBR  UBEL. 
See  LiBSL  avd  SLAirmm,  1-7. 

WEW  TRIAL. 

Whxbb  Qood  Am>  Bad  Opnim  abb  JoiifB».r->In  dander,  wfaevo  the aer* 

•      oral  eoonte  ehaige  the  utteranoe  of  dSflbrent  worde  npon  aeparate  oe- 

oerfeai^  tfti  a  geneid  ^erdiot  ie  netaned,  a  new  trial  wiU  be  granted 

where,  npon  motion  in  arreet  of  jndgment,  oome  of  the  eoonti  are  fonad 

good  and  the  athera  bad.   PmmUr.Matfiik.lM. 


NON-RBSIDENTS. 
Sea  AaaoKBt  8|  ATTAflnoonr  abb  OABBiiBiann;  !» % 

nougb. 

0aa  Abbcam^  1,  it  Amal  abb  Rbbob,  1;  CabbibbBi  4A|  GiAffBL  Mobtw 

BAtOB^  4;  Dmam^  6|  LABDf4>BD  abb  TbBABI^  6|  MlBBi  ABB  MlBIBQk  6| 

Pmobs%6-6» 

mjISANOB. 
See  Labdlobd  abb  Tbbabt,  4,  6. 

omcK  AKD  omcBRa 

L  Tunnm  —  XLBotioH  of  Ikbugiblb  Buoobssob  —  Quo  WASBABia  —  An 
inenmbent  of  an  ofiioe  who  ie  entitled  to  hold  for  a  fixed  period,  and 
BotU  his  raooeasor  la  elected  and  qualified,  ia  entitled  to  hold  over  in 
the  event  of  the  election  of  an  ineligible  aneoeaaor,  and  baa  aaeh  intereet 
ia  the  eleetion  that  he  may  qneation  ita  legaUty  by  qm  foamnMle.  fViylor 
▼•  StiOkftUif  726. 

R  iBBUoniLnT.— A  foreigner,  oonatitationally  ineligible  to  ahatioB  ta 
oAoe  at  the  time  of  hla  election,  for  want  of  daolaratioii  of  intention 
ta  beoome  a  eftiaen,  eannot  hold  the  offioe^  aUhoogh  after  eleetion, 
and  before  the  oommenoement  of  hla  tarm  of  oAoe,  be  dalj 
■aeb  intentioiL    id, 

•aa  ABPBonuAnoBi^  8)  OoBPOBATioBa;  Cofias  BaBBi^  6|  MbbbbbaIi 

rOBATIOB%  17,  1S|  STATBa^  6w 

ORDINAKOSS. 
Bee  MvHioiPAL  Oo&POBAnoHa^  6-UL 

PARBNT  AKD  OHILDl 

1.  LBBimf  ACT,  BOW  BrrABLZSHBD.  ~  The  qneetton  of  the  leg^tinMey  or  iUe* 
gitimacy  of  the  ehild  of  a  married  woman  la  one  ef  faet^  reating  oi» 
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gMMTttUy  1m  latt  to  tiie  inrj  to  delermiae.  Opportaailf  «l 
lb«  tnubaad,  bowwti^  it  nol  eoaoliMifv  •vidsiioe  of  lflgiliiiM«f« 
wmd  ▼•  JMh^  807. 
IdMRDuoT— Bmswa.— WlMN^  on  ttia  Ihim  mIo  tho liigiHiiMioj!  of 
a  ohfld,  Ibo  ovidUnoo  londi  Id  piovo  non-oooeoi  \gf  ttio  nagro  Imobaadt 
Hid  thaA  tho  wife,  »  aolatto  wonoa,  for  thfoo  ymn  boteo  Ihm  bMk 
of  oiMh  oiifld  oootUwmMlj  lifod  fai  adnhoty  with  >  wtiili  MMil  ttMltho 
oliiUI,  bj  Hi  oolor,  mul  bavo  bon  the  dilld  of  a  wfaho  bhi;  and  tiial 
tto  nMttMr  had  declacod  tiiat  tt  wao  nol  tho  ohild  of  hor  nop*  hniliand, 
vho  wao  Bol  allowod  to  oomo  to  tho  hoooo  wfaoro  oho  Urod,  —1 
Hon  of  non  aocooily  Iho  bnobaad  io  for  tho  Jmy  to  dotandao^  aad 
IwatmonI  of  tho  ohild  by  tho  wbito  paramonr  off  tho  wllo  la 
OvidHioo  to  ooRobocato  IIm  oridenoo  of  non  ■ooom.    JUL 

8eo  Bf  ONura^  i|  Bioteoaoa;  Naouano%  T-IOL 

PABOL  TRSTIMONT. 
•aa  MnaaaBK%  1|  laonr,  6t  Naoonau 


PABUXaL 
•aa  IVFifr,  %  tt  Jwoaian^  Vk 

PARTITIQN. 

L  OoHR.AiaT  nr  Punnov,'  WHm  SmwomuL  —A  oompblnEl  fai 
wbioh  allogoa  that  oortaia  ponono  mada  partial  doiandant  - 
aoma  rights  titlo,  or  intoroot  In  Mid  pronyoH^  Iho  anot  natnro  of  whioh 
la  nnknowB  to  tho  plaintifl;  and  whioh  la  a  olond  npon  tho  tfHa  to  oaid 
promiaoi^"  ilatoa  a  good  oanoa  of  aoUon  agidnat  aaoh  partiaai     IWnond 

IL  Ivnntm  ov  Pabtt,  Whiob  n  nor  Kmowjk  «o  PLAmnv  nr  PAncio«t 
PaoPBBLT  Dboeibbd  AM  **  x  Claxm.*— Hm  oodo  foqolni  Iho  righto 
of  tho  partiea  to  a  partition  aait  la  ba  atatad  in  Ibo  •i^-ip^^^n^  **ao 
iv  aa  tbogr  art  known  to  tha  plaintiflh  "|  bat  to  flw  tt  thtit  liu^ta  trt 
not  known,  tho  interott  off  a  party  can  only  bo  doteribod  as  "^aofaHm*!  tor 
Iho  plaintiff  it  not  boond  to  admit  tha  Talldity  of  an  aaitrttd  inttrttt 
Iho  natnro  of  which  bo  doet  not  know.    UL 

IL  Uti  09  FiBM  MoviT  BT  PAsnm  TO  Pat  bd  IvnyxDoiii  Dnv— Bon- 

sm  ov  Pnoor.  — A  general  partnor  oannot^  withont  tho  oontan^  ezproH 

or  implied^  of  the  othor  tMmbtrt  of  tho  firm,  not  Ibt  fandt  or  proper^ 

of  Ibo  firm  to  pay,  tattle,  or  cancel  hto  indiTidnal  dtbtoi  and  a  orad> 

itor  rtoeinng  tndi  fandt  or  propertyp  having  knowlodft  that  thay  wart 

nitappropriated,  cannot  rttain  tha  tama,  and  mnat  aatnoM  Iho  bnrdan  of 

proring  tho  oonttnt  of  tht  othtr  partnan.    FmnM  r.  A>  Pmd  P.  <k^ 

141 

Sat  QuABOtAir  amb  Wabo^  !• 

PABTKKBSaiP. 

L  LunufT  99  Ohm  Hkj>  out  to  ra  PABTifsn.  —  Qat  boI  la  faal  a 
partner  cannot  be  mado  liable  to  third  peraont  on  tht  gronad  of  bar* 
Ing  been  held  oat  at  a  partner,  exoept  when  aaoh  holding  ont  it 
done  by  him  or  by  hit  oonaent,  and  wat  known  to  the  peraon  teeking  to 
arafl  himaelf  of  it  at  the  time  that  tho  oootraot  wat  mada.    In  tooh 
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tfM  Uftl^tj  Mil  oa  «Im  priadpU  of  aqiiitiMe  MteppA    Bakbw. 
76IL 

&  MmMO  Pabtvhhbzf— Rnbis  g»  Ransoro  PAMm.  —  WImd  ttia  oo- 
tenaata  of  m  vdom  employ  a  manager  to  work  it  and  to  aeoonnt  to  them 
lor  tbo  prop— da,  thus  forming  a  partnenhip^  after  whioh  ^ooo  of  fbo 
«»*laoaiita  withdraw*  from  noh  arraagomant  ao  far  m  fbo  managaf  it 
oonaamod*  wtthoat  diaaolviag  tho  partnarahip  aa  to  tha  ramaJning  oo* 
taoaata,  ho  wmj  maiataia  an  aotioa  ia  hia  owa  namo,  withoat  joining 
hia  ao>toaaat%  to  reooirer  from  anoh  manager  hia  ahare  of  tiie  prooeedi 
«l  the  mine  aabaeqneatly  oomtag  iato  hia  haada.    SkUer  ▼•  Bam^  440l 

See  PABTtTHMr,  H 

PASSENGEBa 
See  CABBnRfli  l-28b 

PAYMENT. 

L  NoTHnio  n  Plbadabli  as  Patmbht  exoept  oioeey,  or  aometUng  agraed 
to  be  aeeepted  ia  lian  thereof,  aad  ao  aabjeot  of  aat-off  oaa  be  treated  aa 
ia  aay  aeaae  peymenl    Burton  ▼.  WUUn,  26^ 

Si  Applkiatioh  or.«— la  reapeot  to  the  appropriatkm  of  paymaota  made 
lify  a  debtor  to  a  oreditor  who  holdi  more  thaa  one  dabt  agaiaat  him, 
the  debtor  may  geaerally  appropriate  paymenta$  aad  if  he  doea  not^  the 
oreditor  may;  aad  if  aeither  appropriatea  them,  the  law  will  make 
the  application  according  to  the  juatioe  of  the  oaaOi  The  creditor  oaa* 
not,  however,  make  anch  application  aa  would,  ander  the  eironmataooea^ 
be  ineqaitabU  aad  aa]aat  to  the  debtor.    PkUUpt  ▼.  Sermkm,  60. 

IL  OoMTRAor  Law  Chahqimo  Plaob  or  Patmbmt.  «-The  holder  of  a  oertUW 
oate  of  iadebtedneea  payable  at  a  deaignated  plaoe  oanaot  be  deprired 
of  hia  righta  by  a  aabaeqaent  law  or  order  nuJuag  it  payable  elaewhara^ 
aad  deolariag  if  it  ia  aot  there  preaented  for  payment  iateraet  thereoa 
ahall  oeaae.  Hie  oaly  method  ia  whioh  a  debtor  oaa  eaoape  liability  ia 
by  haviag  moaey  ready  for  the  oreditor  at  the  plaoe  of  pajrmeat  aaaied 
ia  the  ooatraot   Oarr  ▼.  Staie^  024. 

See  BAHxa  avd  BAmmNb 

PEDDLERS. 

L  "HAWKBBs"A]n>**Pn>DLBBa'*DBrDrn».— A^hawker'iaaperaoawho 
earriea  aboat  merehaadiae  from  plaoe  to  plaoe  for  aal%  aa  oppoeed  to  one 
who  eella  at  aa  eatabliahed  ahop.  A  "  peddler  "  ia  a  ponoo  who  goeo 
aboot  from  hooae  to  hooae  ealliag  oommoditioBi  Wmmem  ▼•  CHifi/Lem* 
kiown,  640. 

%  BooK-OAKYAaaniB vovHawssbobPiddudl— >AperaoawhoeaBvaaeao 
from  hooae  to  hooae,  takiag  ordera  for  the  fntore  dettrery  of  hooka  aad 
periodicala  or  other  pnblicatiooa,  ia  aeither  a  hawker  aer  a  peddkr, 
withia  the  meaning  of  the  Illiaoia  atatate  aathorialBg  maaloipal  oorpora* 
tioaa  to  lioeaae,  regalate,  or  prohibit  hawkera  aad  peddlera.  Aad 
therefore  a  dty  ooaaoil  haa  ao  power  to  paaa  aa  ordiaanoe  prohibitfaif 
andi  oaovaaaing  withia  the  oity  withoat  Snt  ^J*^'****^  a  lliau%  or  ii» 
poaiag  a  penal^  therefor.    Id, 

PENALTIES. 

L  Pm ALTiXB  ABB  HOT  Damaobs,  BUT  ABB  PuMiBRinDm  Impoaod  for 
of  daty  eajoined  by  law.    Harbor  OommimimutM  ▼•  Radmood  Oa^  88L 
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ii  ^■^My,W«AyOiMWluuitt..^ApioaHyfcfatlMMiiuaol 

for  IIm  iioii-p«rfonD*iioe  of  an  «0t  or  for  tho  perfonnuioe  of  Mimhwfnl 
Ml^aodfaivolvii«htidMaf  pnmriwnwrt^  whothg  —iwMd  by  %  <iwi  or 

IL  BqiJKVlMIVBE  AnQB(aiKfKSKAPlNAIJnOBAF0Bma!rimB.--*WlMr^ 

l|MMlar%  A  MNurft  dMidM  tlui*«o«rtaai  Uafailily  cranted  1»7  tteteio  obd 
b»  ■■iomil  flttlf  fti  a  Mart  o<  oquiiy,  ik,  in  oAdb  dooite  «i«l  tiM  nit 
twmiM  W  iniwii  — h  iMOnti^  k  no4  f or  tho  noofvory  ol  •  pMU^; 
U 

PHYSICIANS  AND  8nROB0N& 
Sao  Ihsubano^  18^  14 

nJSADINO. 

L  OoMFLAiiiT  n  vov  DnmBKABLs  BsoAun  It  Abd  Som  Bausv 
CAHVOT  Bi  Grahtbd.    TownMwf  y.  Bogari,  835. 

iL  PLBABiKot— Vabiavoi^  ^  A  oomplaint  alloging  tiiat  n  Twidor  oWigrtiwd 
bfanoolf  to  oonvey  Und  **  in  foe-dmplo  by  warranty  daod  **  may  bo  aap- 
portad  by  titla  bonda  raciting  that  ho  would  oonvoy  tiie  land  **  by  good 
and  Tilid  doed  or  doada  in  oommon  form.**  Ibia  dooa  not  oonatititta  a 
▼arianoa,  aa  a  good  and  valid  daed  in  oominoQ  fbrm  i%  in  lagal  aflaetk  * 
warranty daad.    FhiUip$v,  BerndoH,  69. 

%  Pbopib  Ahbhdmsnt  to  Ookplaiht.  —  An  amendment  oaring  a  dafaot 
in  a  oomplaint  fai  f ailing  to  allege  a  wairer  ef  a  proriakm  in  an  insnr* 
anoe  polioy,  that  a  loaa  ahoald  not  be  payable  nntQ  aixty  daya  after  prtMf 
thereof,  doea  noit  atate  a  new  oanae  of  aotion.  Oa^farmia  Iwl  Oix  ▼• 
CfftMOifff  STB* 

4  AMiinmirr  to  Bwjlabatiok  wfaioh  bringa  in  no  new  party  and  no  new 
osiiaa  of  aotion  into  the  aait  ia  properly  allowed.  WMammm  t.  Jokmmm^ 
117. 

fi.  Cross-oomflahit  matsb  Tiud  bt  DBvnriMin  n  ax  Aanxm  vo  Qonr 
TrriA     Wmter  v.  MeMUkm,  243. 

6w  OBOflB-oonniAiirrBBnffonio  or  Nbw  PABma.  —  In  an  aotion  to  qniet  tltie^ 
the  defendant  may  bfing  in  new  partiea  by  orom^bOl,  vImb  neeeaaary  lor 
theoemfMadeterminaifelonoftbarightaofthepartiea.  HeneewfawaUM 
dtiendant  olalmed  that  H.  had  been  the  OfWMr  ef  the  praporty,  and 
wbik  aaoheamer  had  eoneayad  it  to  plaiodii^  in  tnal^  aa  aeemity  from 
loea  on  aoooont  of  oertain  oontingent  Uabilitiea;  that  H.  waa  alfll  in  poa> 
aeamonof  ihe  property,  bst  ttat  delwdant  had  anaoeeded  to  hk  ntor-* 
«gk  nnder  an  eseentiaB  aiJe,  ~it  waa  htld  tfaa4  H.  br|^  he  farooght  in  by 
afoeabill  lor  Hn  pnrpoaa  ef  anaMing  the  eomi  to  eompletoty  determine 
all  the  nghta  of  aU  the  partieo,  and  to  aaeartain  the  esEtoBfr  of  platotiff a 
righto  nnder  the  traat  deed  to  him.    Id, 

f •  A  party  ia  eatopped  by  the  allegalioBa  to  hia  awn  piaadiqg  Jteop  t. 
JTelMy^  777. 

&  DBVBOf  nr  PLBAimro  Oitbbd  bt  VBBoior  wbbb.  —A fwdial  wiHaid  a 
def eotive  atatomant  of  title^  hot  will  never  aiaiat  a  atotoment  of  a  de- 
feotive  titU  or  oaaae  of  aotion.  Where  there  ie  a  defeoti  in^erfeetion, 
er  omimion  in  a  pleading,  either  in  eabatanee  or  to  form,  whioh  would 
have  been  a  fatal  objeetion  npon  demnrrer,  yet  If  ttie  iemie  Joined  be 
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OB  the  trkl,  proof  of  llio  faoti  io  dofootiTolj- 
mt  ImyiooHy  oMod  or  omitted,  and  withoat  whieh  it  Io  Ml  to  be 
preoamad  that  either  the  judge  would  direot  tho  Jury  to  gire^  or  the 
fuf  woold  hftTO  given,  the  Tordiot,  aooh  defeat^  imperfeotlonr  or  omia-> 
■loo  is  enrod  by  tho  ▼ardiot    Chicago  cte  iKL  A  Odw  ▼•  mmm,  ftl^ 

Boo  BAnn  Atm  BAinmio«  16;  CkmpoiuTioiiB,  1|  Dunmmi  Bnom^  t| 
fluvD,  1-4;  LzBiL  AVD  Slahdmr,'  11;  JtnyQMvnn,  1*  16;  MAUOioog- 
PBosMimov,  1;  Mabteb  and  Sxbtaht,  8;  Mnm  av»  IfmiM^  1^  f| 
Vsw  TlUAii  Pabrtuw,  1,  2;  Tbxai^  10;  TsoTMb 

FLBDGB. 
See  MoBTOAO^  t. 

POLICE  POWBR. 
See  Oas  Coiipaiiiii^  % 

POWERS  OF  ATTOBiniT. 
Seo  Aojoror,  X  4 

PRKSUMPnONa 

Boo  Arbal  AVD  Srm»,  ^  4^  9f  Bansi  axd  BAVKura,  It;  Cabhb^  fl^ 

491  dkBTORATioiva^  11;  CumirAL  Law,  %  4|  Dowab 

PRINOIPAL  AND  AOICMT. 
8ao  AoBHor. 

PBiyiLBGED  OOMMUKIOAHOK. 
floe  Ldu  axp  8r.Aiiiwi,  Uk 

PROBABLE  0AU8& 
S6»  86;  Mauoious 


PROBATE  COURia 
floe  ArriAL  akd  Sbbob,  6;  Oooan^ 

PROOESa 

— Itasnca  bt  PuBUOATioif. «— JiwiidloU—  ovw  ^ManAaai 
la  oaqairod  is  oaaea  of  aarvioo  of  aommooa  by  pablioatioB  only  whoa  tho 
■tatntory  vaqoirementa  are  anooaaairely  and  aoonratoly  takoa.    MmktU  ▼• 


&  JvBiSDionov — Qbvbe  fOK  SiBTxcB  BT  PusLiOATios.  ^  Ab  ordoT  far  psb- 
Moation  of  anminona  mnat  be  baaed  opoa  an  affldaTit  by  plaintiff  aboiring 
afllnnatiTely  amoariatuig  eanae  of  action  agatnat  defondanti  oihorwiaa  tho 
ooofft  aoqnirio  no  Jnriadiotion  otot  defendant.    Id, 

H  HoncB  to  Nox-BBHiMDrr  Dbibkdaiit.  —  Notioe  by  pnblioalioB  or  other 
onbatitB^  aerrioo,  in  oonnection  with  an  attaofament  by  tmatoe  pro- 
oaoa  of  propetty  owned  by  a  non-raaidont^  and  provided  by  tho  law  of 
tho  olata  whore  the  property  ia  looated,iiMt  hi  ooofiot  with  tho  Foor- 
taonth  Amendment  to  tho  oooatitation  of  tho  United  fltBtaib  *Bd  ia  anf  • 
ieiant  to  anpport  n  proceeding  and  jndgmaBl  im  ftak    Magk  ▼•  Jfttfy 

106. 

Am.  St.  Rop^  Vol  XXIL  —68 
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^  Norm  TO  Noit •RHDnrr  Dsfxitdaiit.  —  VormoDt  Bavfatd  Law% 

14(n»140i,  proriding  for  service  of  notioe  on  noa-raidaiil  iluiaii1i«l% 
ittdnde  Jnetioee'  m  well  m  other  oourta.    Id, 

4k  NonoB  TO  NoH-KBiPBirr  Dstrndaiit  in  trustee  proce«  ia  »  Jwtfae'e 
aoort^  in  aoootdanoe  with  the  reqnireinenti  of  the  etfttnte^  k  wiffiwmi^ 
and  only  soeh  farther  proceedings  sre  needed  to  rsaeh  and  bold  monoj 
in  the  hands  of  the  tnutee  as  would  haye  been  neciesssrj  If  thora  had 
bean  personal  senrice  of  the  writ^    Id, 

4L  AnmoHa  — AMBVDMaxT.  — Where  a  sammona  dated  Jnly  161k  laqaim 
the  defendant  to  appear  on  the  first  Monday  in  Jnly,  instead  ol  tba  firat 
Monday  in  Anguati  as  prayed  for  in  the  deoUration,  it  ia  not  Toidt  npon 
tha  appeawtnoe  of  the  defendant  at  the  latter  date,  and  may  ba  aaMndad 
mk  Boiion.    RSdmnomd  etc  H  B,  Co.  t.  Be»soa»  441 

8ea    OOKBOEULTJOHMt  II. 

PROMISSORY  NOTB& 

iia  VwOf/nABhE  iHSTRUMSMia^  1,  S^  4  T»  i^ 

PROXIMATE  0AU8& 
Sea  Railboad  CoiiPAiini^  7« 

PUNISHMENT. 
Sea  Pbnaitt,  1,  % 

QUIETINa  TITUL 
Sea  MoBTOAOB,  6;  Puudoto,  •;  Tbiai^  % 

QUO  WARRANTa 
See  Oinoa  and  OmcsBs^  L 

RAILROAD  COMPANIES. 

1.  KaauoKtCB  —  Ikjubt  to  Child  —  Bvidsrcb  or  OonoM  or  Rkqami  to 
TuBH-TABUB.  — In  an  action  against  a  railway  company  for  negligentiy 
w^rng  the  death  of  a  child  in  leaving  a  tom-tahla  anlockod,  avidenoe 
af  a  cnstooi  of  railways  to  leave  their  t«irn-tables  anloekad  and  an> 
iMlened  at  all  times,  whether  in  aotaal  nse  or  not^  no  matter  iHietfasr 
bMlosed  or  in  a  public  place,  is  inadmissible  on  the  iasne  as  to  whother  or 
not  the  tom-table  was  secured,  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  as  ooiafal  and 
pmdent  men  wonld  ordinarily  fasten  it  nnder  similar  nirmimatinras 
ikoaco  JTy  dt  Nao,  Ch,  t.  Hedrick,  169. 

^  NaOUOKtOB—  UlfVASTBNBD  TURN-TABLX  —  IhJU&T.TO  CHILIk  —  It  is  tfao 

doty  d  a  railway  company  to  so  fasten  its  torn-table  as  to  pcoTont  in- 
jury to  thoae  who^  by  reason  of  their  tender  years,  are  incapable  of 
prehonding  its  dangerous  character,  either  by  locking  i^  or  in 
other  way  preventing  access  to  it.  A  failure  to  take  svch  ptaoantion  is 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company,  for  which  it  maat  respond  in 
damages.  In  such  case,  the  fact  that  prior  to  an  acddent  ^  tarn4afale 
bad  been  secured  by  a  rope,  which  might  be  untied  by  cliildren  play- 
ing npon  it^  and  in  the  past  had  proved  to  be  an  insecure  fastening, 
will  not  exonerate  the  company  from  liability.  Id. 
;JL  Duty  ow  Enoinerr.  —  It  Lb  the  duty  of  a  railroad  engineer  while  run* 
ning  his  engine  to  keep  a  careful  lookout  along  the  track,  in  order  ta 
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■wl  4Mig«r,  ill  MM  1m  sball  discover  any  obstmotfon  In  front  of  hha^ 
iHMtbor  al  a  oroanng  or  olMwhera.  Deans  r,  WUmingUm  etc  R,  R,  C0.9 
908. 
4  Vjauoxiroi  —  Tembukfoos,  —  Railroad  ENonrxBB  who  leeo  a  homan 
boing  walking  along  or  aoroM  the  track  in  front  of  his  engine  has  a  right 
to  presnmo,  without  further  information,  that  he  is  a  reasonable  person* 
and  will  get  oot  of  the  way  of  harm  before  the  engine  reaohes  him;  eons»' 
%B«ntljf  tl  is  not  n^ligenoe  in  the  engineer  to  aot  on  such  pirssnmptioa. 
Id. 

IL  DuTT  OF  BironiBiB.  —  When  an  engineer  discovers,  or  by  reasonable 
watdhfnlness  may  discover,  a  person  lying  upon  the  track  asleep  or 
dmnk,  or  sees  a  human  being  known  by  him  to  be  insane^  or  others 
wise  insensible  to  danger,  or  nnable  to  avoid  it^  upon  the  track  in  fronts 
it  is  his  duty  to  reeolve  all  doubt  in  favor  of  the  preeervation  of  life,  and 
immediately  use  every  available  means,  short  of  imperiling  the  lives  of 
passengers  on  his  train,  to  stop  it.    Id. 

IL  Ck>M8TnvnoNAL  Law— -Kilung  Stock  — Pbnou— Dm  Psoom  or 
Law.  —  In  the  abaenoe  of  a  statute  making  it  the  duty  of  railroad 
oompanies  to  fence  their  tracks,  a  statute  making  such  companies 
ble  for  live-stock  killed  by  them  on  their  unfenoed  tracks,  without 
gard  to  their  own  negligence  or  the  possible  oontributory  negligence  of 
the  owner  of  the  stock,  is  unconstitutional  and  void,  as  imposing  a  pen- 
alty without  a  wrong,  and  taking  property  without  due  prooess  of  law. 
Oregon  B^y  A  Ncm.  Oo.  v.  SnuUlep,  143. 

7.  NiGLioxNoi  ^  PnoxntAn  Causx  —  Lom  or  Horsis  ibok  Burnivo  Fab* 
TURR  Frmor.  —  Where  a  railway  company  negligently  bums  a  pasture 
fence,  whereby  horses  escape  and  become  lost  to  the  owner,  the  company 
is  liable  to  him  for  their  value,  notwithstanding  its  ignorance  of  the  fact 
that  the  horses  had  been  recently  brought  from  a  remote  distance,  and 
plaoed  in  the  paiiture.  The  destruction  of  the  fence  was  the  proximate 
cMiee  of  the  loes  of  the  horses.    8L  I^uU  etc  R*y  Co.  v.  McKnuey,  54. 

IL  Vrougrnor— Sirmra  Fnui  or  Right  ot  Wat.  —Where  a  railroad 
company,  whoee  right  of  way  as  well  as  surrounding  lands  is  composed 
of  one  vast  bed  of  turf  or  peat,  intentionally  sets  fire  to  such  right  of 
way  in  a  season  of  great  drought,  it  is  guilty  of  positive  tort^  and  not 
of  mero  passive  negligence,  and  is  liable  for  aU  loss  resulting  to  adjoining 
owners  or  others  to  whose  land  the  fire  is  communicated  by  an  ordinary 
wind.    LotdnOie  etc  fffOo.w.  NUtdne,  582. 

ft  Vrouorror — Srttino  Firr  on  Right  or  Wat.  —  A  railroad  company 
may  remove  combustible  material  from  its  right  of  way,  and  while  it 
may  ordinarily  employ  iiro  for  that  purpoae  without  committing  negli- 
gence, still,  when  the  use  of  fire  greatly  imperils  adjoining  property,  it 
it  a  positive  wrong  to  employ  firo  for  such  purpose,  for  whieh  tho  com- 
pany must  respond  in  damages  in  case  of  loes.    Id. 

Ml   POWRR  or  &AILWAT  COMFANT  TO  LOOATB  StATTOMR  OV  RR  ROAIK  —  A 

railway  company  cannot  be  compelled,  on  the  one  hand,  to  locate  stations 
on  its  road  at  points  where  the  cost  of  maintaining  them  will  exceed  the 
profits  resulting  therefrom  to  the  company,  nor  allowed,  on  the  other 
hand,  to  locate  them  eo  far  apart  as  to  practically  deny  to  oommunitiet 
OB  the  line  of  the  road  reasonable  access  to  its  use.  ifoMs  He  B.B.0%. 
▼.  People  ^^ 
IL  Railway  Compart  cannot  Bind  Itsslt  rt  Contract  to  Maintain  Sta- 
tions AT  Pabtioular  Points.  —  A  railway  company  cannot  bind  itself 
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bf  «OBkMl  whli  iD^vidoali  to  locate  Mid  miiatfrfn  stefloM  ■!  pvtloa- 
kr  poiali,  or  to  not  looato  and  mamteia  thorn  ol  otlMr  pointa  Ao  oom- 
pony should  bo  loft  froe  to  wtaUith  and  re-ottablish  ite  dopoti  ifltoio*oi 
Iho  aooommodation  of  the  wante  of  tho  pablio  aiay  rtquifa.  Tbo  pov«v 
to  looato  ttatioos  u^  from  ite  natart,  a  ooaftanoiag  ooo.  Id, 
IS.  Railway  Ooiifa»t  oavkot  bb  Compbllbd  io  CoHTXHirB  SraTfov  wrbb. 
«- A  railway  oompany  eumot  bo  oomp^lod  to  maiatein  or  ooatimio  a 
■toUMi  at  a  point  whoa  tho  wolfuo  of  tho  oonqpany  and  of  tho  ooaumi* 
ni^  in  foaoral  reqnirot  that  it  thonld  be  changed  to  sonio  other  points 

§m  CiWTBMj   0IHUP0BA«I0B%  1|   JlTDQlCBim  AVD  DBQUMk  1%   IflSBB 

iuro  iBBTAin;  t-^  7,  8;  Kasmswmmt  %  IL 

RAFIL 
See  OBmniAL  Law,  IQL 

RATIFIGATiair. 
flio  Dnn^  1|  SacBomnVt  H 

REAL  PROPERTY. 

•*OwvsB»*  MBAimro  or  Tbbk.— The  torm  *'owiur,*  i^m  ued  aloa% 
importe  an  abeolate  owner,  or  one  who  hae  oomploto  dominioB  ol  tho 
property  owned,  as  the  owner  in  fee  of  real  propwty;  bal  Ite  Bkoaning 
fa  Tariod,  aooording  to  the  connection  in  whioh  it  is  nosd,  and  it  is  to 
bo  nndontood  aooording  to  the  sabjeot-matter  to  wUek  H  relates.  ifo> 
Am  ▼•  Pimmm^  388. 

8eo  MlHS  AVD  MXVXTC^  % 

RERATR 

RBCEiyRRa 

L  Aonrr  or  Coitbt,  ajto  rot  or  Owhbb.  —A  rsssi^or  fa  gsustafly  saly 
tiio  agent  of  the  oonrt  appointing  him,  with  anthori^  to  take 
sion  and  control  of  the  property  in  litigation,  and  fa  not  tiie  ro] 
tiTO  of  ite  owner  for  the  fnliillment  of  tho  Uttor's  oontvaote,  saoept  fa 
eases  in  whish  he  has  made  tho  oontraet  hfa  own  by  soma  aot  of  adop- 
tion.   Brmm  T.  Warmttt  87. 

&  RaoKTBB  or  Railroad  ^  Kor  Bouwd  bt  CoMPAinr's  OommAOiL  —  A  ra. 
oeiTsr  plaeed  in  oharge  of  a  railway  to  hold  and  operate  fa  fa  not  boond 
to  oarry  ont  tho  eontraot  of  tho  oompany  with  a  third  pssasn  to  main- 
tain a  switch  on  the  tetter's  land;  and  if  the  xoooivor  diooontianss  tho 
■witch,  tho  only  remedy  fa  against  the  oompany  for  a  broaoh  of  the  eon- 
tract.    Id, 

iL  Railway  and  Rbcbitbb.  —To  Suppobt  a  Juoomurr  AaAmv  a  Rail- 
BOAD  CoKr ABT,  in  an  aotion  oommenoed  against  ite  loorfiei,  and  oon- 
tinned  against  tho  oompany  after  hfa  diaohargo,  tiie  teote  whteb  make 
tho  company  liable  for  loues  while  ite  road  was  in  tho  handa  of  the  re- 
oetrer  most  be  alleged  and  proved.  Textu  ela  J2V  Ox  ▼.  Admm^  88. 
See  Attaohmbxt  and  Garmishiebiii;  4. 
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BSOOGNIZAKCn. 
Am  AasiONHBHT. 

BBFORMATION. 
See  Bqurt,  1. 

REOISTEATIOK. 
QaMmsL  MoBTGAava,  4;  DwMtm,  ft^ 

RSMAIKDBBS. 
8eeI>BU)%  •. 

RS8  JUDICATA, 
flee  JuDOioitTa,  (^UL 

RESCISSION. 
flee  Vbitdob  and  Pusohassb,  6^  7,  9^1L 

RBSTRAINT  OF  TRAD& 

See  CONTKAOTB,  4 

REVERSAL  OF  JUBGMEMTB. 
flee  Apfbal  avd  E&sob. 

SALE& 

L  OoNpmoiriL  Sals  —  Govsibbration  —  Loss  or  Pbopsbtt  bsvobs  Pat* 
MBHT.  —An  ebeolnte  promise  to  pey  a  eertun  eam,  being  the  balanee 
dne  npon  a  oonditional  lale  of  personal  property  nnder  whioh  the  vendee 
took  possession  and  nsed  it  in  all  respeots  as  hit  own,  the  veadoir  retain* 
log  the  title  until  the  pnrohase  price  was  paid,  is  based  npon  a  snfleieni 
eonsideration,  and  may  be  enforced  in  the  event  that  the  property  Is 
destroyed  by  fire  without  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Tendee  before 
the  payment  of  the  pnrohase  price  or  any  default  in  the  payment 
thereof.     Tt^  r,  OHffin,  863. 

%  FsAUDULSST  RspBssxNTATioNS  BT  VsKiMB.  —  Bfidonoe  of  falso  rep- 
•  resentations  made  by  a  vendee  as  to  his  financisl  standing  at  the  time 
goods  are  delivered  to  him,  but  not  relied  upon  by  the  vendor  in  making 
the  delivery,  under  a  oontraot  that  the  title  to  them  Is  to  remain  in  the 
vendor  until  they  are  paid  for  or  sold  in  dne  course  of  trade,  is  immaterial 
and  inadmissible  in  an  action  of  replevin  by  the  vendor  to  recover  the 
goods  from  a  third  person,  who  is  not  a  purchaser  in  due  oourse  of  trade. 
Frati  V.  BwrhoM,  703. 

iL  Rarsimoir  or  Trrts  bt  Vbndob  —  Rioan  or  Pitborassbs.— A  ooa* 
tract  of  sale,  by  which  the  title  to  goods  is  to  remain  in  the  vendor 
until  paid  for  or  sold  in  due  course  of  trade  by  the  vendee,  to  whom  they 
are  delivered,  is  valid;  and  a  purchaser  from  him  in  due  course  of  trade 
takes  a  good  title,  while  others,  not  so  purchasing,  cannot  rely  upon  his 
bare  possession  as  eoneloshre  evidence  of  title.    Id. 

L  Ybbdob's  Libn  fob  Purchadk-monbt  —  Waiyxb.  —  A  vendor's  lien 
for  the  purchase  price  of  personal  property  is  not  waived,  in  the  ab* 
senoe  of  an  express  agreement  to  that  effect^  by  the  taking  of  a  nets 
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m  other  pertooal  Mcurity  of  the  tendee  for  the  impaid  pwidi— i 
An  intentioii  to  waive  such  lien  in  this  way  moeti  if  it  eziali^  ^ 
in  tfa«  oomplaint.    Brisiol  v.  Peanou,  900. 

i^  Bwsr  ov  SiOFPAOB  IN  Traksit  it  a  right  poewaeed  by  the  aaUar  to  r^ 
Manme  the  poneeaion  of  goods  not  paid  for,  while  on  their  way  to  tha 
pordiaaer,  in  case  he  becoonea  inaolvent  before  he  haa  acquired  afOtnal 
poaaeaaioB  of  them.     Kingman  ▼.  Denimm,  711. 

H  BiOBf  or  Stopfaob  in  Transit  is  properly  exeroiied  only  npon  gooda 
wb&oh  are  in  paaaage,  and  are  in  the  handa  of  aome  intermodiata 
fmoa  between  the  seller  and  purchaser  in  prooaas  and  for  the  pupoae 
of  deliTory;  and  the  right  may  be  exercised,  whether  the  insolvency  of 
the  pnrohaaer  eziata  at  the  time  of  sale,  or  oocnrs  at  any  tune  before  ao- 
toal  deliTory  of  the  goods  without  the  knowledge  of  the  aaller.    /cL 

!»  Bjoar  ov  Sioppaob  in  Tbamsit  will  not  be  defeated  by  an  appar- 
ent sale,  fraudulently  made,  without  oonaideration,  for  the  pvrpoae  of 
dolaating  the  right;  for  there  moat  be  a  pnrohaae  for  valna  withont  fnad, 
tohttrothiaeffMt    Id. 

hivrnjunrr  OovTRA»on»  1;  JuDomm^  17,  ISt  Tazaximi,  t^  4 

SGHOOLa 
flee  TAXAiKWy  L 

8CIRB  FACIA& 
See  Skf-off,  2,  4 

8BPARATB  PBOPBBTY. 

flee  HOBBAITD  AVD  Wlf^  0k  ^ 

SET-OFF. 

vor  SvfoacBABLB  AT  Law  mat  bb  Allowbd  ni  Bqirnnr.  —  AJnal 
i%  for  neoeesariea  furnished  a  minor  for  maintenanee  and  odnea^ 
tlen  by  the  exeontor  of  her  father  oannot  be  pleaded  in  payment  or  aa  a 
■at-off  in  a  oonrt  of  law  to  a  acire  /aeku  to  reoover  her  portioQ  of  a 
fooogninnoe  entered  into  by  the  executor  in  the  orphans'  oonrt.    Snoh 
aoeonnt,  however,  when  established,  may  be  allowed  aa  a  aet-off  tliaralo 
in  a  oonrt  of  eqvity.    BurUm  v.  WiUin^  363. 
flar-ofr  is  vor  a  Good  Plba  at  Law  to  Sczu  Facia8  upon  a  racogni* 
In  tlie  orphans'  court  or  elsewhere.    Jd, 
m  Good  Dbvbnsb  to  Action  of  Dbbt  on  a  reoogniaanoe  in  the 
orphana' eonrt.    Jd. 

ter-opy  o  voi  Good  Dbtbrsb  to  Sgebb  Faceai  on  a  reoogninnoa  in  the 
orphana'  oonrt  in  an  notion  at  kw,  but  it  may  be  pleaded  in  a  oonrt  of 
equity  where  the  teohnkaUties  and  forma  of  tho  oonunon  Uw  do  not  pre- 
TaiL    Id. 

iMr-oiy  vor  Plbadablb  ab  Law,  whbn  will  bb  Allowbd  ni  Bqihrt.  — 
When  a  party  has  a  just  defenae  by  way  of  aet-ofl^  bnt  ia  prafented  by 
taahniaali^  or  mere  form  from  aetting  it  np  at  law,  9^^  ^"^ 
tha  aarear  of  tlie  plaintiff  at  Uw  nnta  he  allowa  the  aaMl    AL 

8aa  Babsb  and  BAinmitt,  17*ltl 

SfiBLLEY'S   CASE. 
See  Wills.  6^  6. 
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SHIPPING. 

L  OovTBAor  ov  HiRiiro— RsoovzRT  vor  Brbaob.  —Where  the  master  of 
a  tmmI  engages  a  pers<m  to  take  charge  of  it,  extinguish  a  fire  on  boards, 
and  protect  the  oargo^  this  oonstitntes  a  oontraot  of  hiring;  and  noi  aik^ 
agency.  The  person  so  employed  is  entitled  to  oomplete  his  pari  of  th»- 
oontraot^  and  if  previonsly  discharged  by  the  owner  of  the  yessal  with- 
out oanse^  may  recover  against  him  for  the  breaoh  of  the  contract.. 
Honm  ▼.  Stra^an,  471. 

&  Custom  ov  Port,  whbn  Part  or  CovTRAin,  ^  Where  the  master  of 
a  Tessel  in  distress  employs  a  person  to  eztingnish  a  fire  on  board  and^ 
protect  the  cargo^  with  knowledge  of  and  contracting  in  reference  to  i^ 
rsasonaUe  cnstom  of  port  to  charge  cnstody/ commission,  and  attend- 
ance fees^  the  owner  of  the  Tessel  is  bound  by  such  cnstom.    Id, 

H  OuflTox  ot  Port,  Vauditt  or.—  A  custom  of  port  that  one  employed 
to  take  eharge  of  a  tcsscI  in  distress,  for  the  purpose  of  caving  it  and  it» 
cargo^  ia  entitled  to  charge  m  custody  commission  and  reasonable  at- 
landMicc  fee  is  not  invalid  because  it  does  not  fix  the  attendance  fee  ixi» 
CTcry  casc^    Id, 

4k  OcnaoBSiov  on  DisBUBSBmami.  —One  who  is  employed  by  the  master  of' 
a  Teosd  in  distress  to  save  it  and  its  cargo  Is  not  entitled  to  commit* 
aioos  on  disbursements,  when  inch  disbursements  ara  made  by  ooma» 
body  clsc^  and  in  the  abeenoe  of  proof  of  the  existence  of  a  custom  t» 
tiiat  eflbct  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  master,  and  tiiat  the  person, 
employed  had  the  money  for  that  particular  purpose,  cr  had  made  ar» 
langementi  to  procure  it  for  such  purpose^  and  had  thereby  incurred 
axpenia.     /d 

SLANDEIL 

See  LiBiL  AVD  SLAiiDiBt  Nbw  TRUb 

8FE0IFI0  PBRFORMANOIL 

L  Parol  OoarrRAcr  to  Oomtmt.^  Possession  of  land  by  theTcadee^  takeia 
with  the  consent  of  the  vendor,  and  under  a  parol  contract  by  him  t^ 
conv^,  wHl  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  aad  aathorias  com- 
pulsory specific  performance,  only  when  the  taking  of  possssskm  ia  pur- 
_  aaant  to  and  referable  solely  to  the  parol  contract.  Bmmti  t»  Ho^n^  709t 

%  iPRUuriu  PSRTORMAMOi — Pabol  OoiiTBAor  TO  CoiryBT — Part  Prriorm^ 
AiNnL— Mrrr  CoKTiHUAirai  ov  PossBanoH  does  not  constitute  part, 
parformanos  so  as  to  anthorise  specific  performance  of  an  alleged  paroi 
contract  to  convey  land.  There  must  be  come  notoriou  and  radical, 
change  in  the  attitude  of  the  contracting  parties  towards  each  other,, 
which  in  itself  indicates  that  some  contract  has  been  made  between 
them,  before  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  details  of  timt 
agreement.    Id. 

iL  Snoino  PiRffORiiAira  will  br  Dborbbd  ov  ah  AaiBBifBRT  whereby  at 
land-owner  stipulates  that  a  ditch  may  be  constructed  on  hia  land,  thai 
after  it  is  constructed  certain  waters  shall  be  appropriated,  and  that  ha 
wHl  convey  to  the  persons  coDstmcting  the  ditch  one  half  of  the  watera 
CO  appropriated  and  of  the  right  of  way  over  his  land  for  the  ditch,  aad 
acting  vndsr  this  agreement,  the  other  parties  have  entered  upon  tb#- 
land,  and  constructed  the  ditch.    PUdcmg$r  v.  ShoMt  284. 

4  Parol  OoBTRAor  to  Corvbt  — Iuprovkbcbhts.— One  in  possessicn  of 
land  under  a  parol  contract  to  convey  is  not  entitled  to  specific  perf< 
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vpoa  ftt^  groimd  of  inproTMnents  made  upoo  Ik*  luid, 
fktj  are  aooh  only  ta  ooour  in  the  ordinafj  ooona  al  haAtrndx^. 

8aa  Vanxut  amd  PoacaAaB,  7. 

STATES. 

i.  A  0CA9B  fciMWi  mo  OoHTaAon  Uya  aalda  ili  attrttmlaa  ti 
a^^aty,  and  biada  itaal^  aabatantially,  aa  ona  of  ite  aitiMoa  do 
aataaintoaaflatnol.    Oarr^.  8iaU,e2i, 

ti  Ournuoni  or  a  %t4am  abb  Ihtbaprbtbd  aa  tha  oenlnola  of  indfyidmlB 
ai%  and  oonkoQad  by  tha  aama  Uwa.    Id, 

Jl  A  SeatbhasKoPowbbio  Abbulob  IicPAiBni  OwbCobcback  Ub 
lagulatora  may,  by  lailiog  to  make  aa  appropriatinn,  daiaat  tha  pay- 
BMBt  of  a  Jaak  aUiaa  or  block  the  whaala  of  gofiraaiantk  ba*  Ift  haa» 
aadar  Iha  aoaatitatioD,  ao  fight  to  do  aa    Id, 

-4  BarwBBB  a  Oobxbaot  of  bkb  Statb  akd  Obb  of  m  Odubbb  bmbbb  o 
Itaa  BoflBBBBa^  that  the  Utter  oaaoot  defeat  tba  aaforewnant  of  a 
itraeli  while  tha  former  may,  beoaaee  not  liable  to  aait  vitboat  tti 
aad  aot  ooaipeUaUe  to  make  appropriatioBa  to  pnmda  laeana 
of  payttaat    Id» 

%,  OBBDMoaa  AocamBo  QBuoAnoBa  or  xhb  Sbaxb  abb  Bovnm  so  Kbov 
that  they  aaanot  enforoe  their  eUima  againat  the  state  diieaUy,  ner 
agaiaat  iti  oAoars,  whea  ao  appropriation  haa  been  made  aa  tba  aonatita- 
tien  reqpiiiea.    M 

A  JmVo  ArvBorBunoB  bas  bbbh  Madb  to  Pat  a  Dbbt  ob  a  8rAf^  No 
AonoB  OAB  Lib  AOAum  thb  Omoxas  or  vhb  Staxb 
Unleai  there  la  an  appropriationy  oourta  have  no  power  to  enforoe  ai 
tnat  ol  a  atata^  thoagh  they  do  not  donbt  tti  Talidi^.    HA 

See  AppBorBiATioMS,  1-4;  Imtbbbr;  l-flw 

STATIONa 
8aa  Bailboab  Coxpabxb^  10-lA 

8TATUTE& 

X  Pbbal  Seavutb  a  Obb  Which  Imtoses  a  Fobtbrubb  ob  PBBAtvr  for 
traa^greaahig  ita  proyiaion%  or  for  doing  a  thing  prohibftad.  Woolwatam 
▼•  TVqfiMv  621. 

A  A  Statovb  oabbo*  bb  Chakobd  ob  Rbpbalbd  bt  a  SuBsaqoBST  Aov 
WnoB  o  Void  becaoae  nnoonatitatiooaL  An  Qnoonstitati<»ial  aot  caa 
aeither  tear  down  nor  boild  np^  neither  create  new  rij^ta  nor  deetroy 
axiating  onea.    Carr  t.  iSlote,  624. 

ArraoPBiAfliOBBi  Cobtbactb,  I,  2;  Oobpobatiob%  14|  Bviiibbo%  9% 

NlOLiaBHGI^  11-lA 

STATUTE  OP  PRAX7D8L 
flee  FBAUOb  A 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATION& 
LnmATiQBa  or  Aonoaa;  MoBfUBiaa  A 

STOCK  AXD  STOCKHOLDEB& 

See  COBPOBATKWai 
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roppagb  in  transitu. 
8m  Chattb.  MoBTGAOsa,  6;  BAuaa,  B-?* 

8TRBBTII. 
8m  MuiriaEPAL  Gorpobatxok%  IC 

SUBROGATION. 
8m  MoBTQAoa,  9;  Usust,  & 

8URBTT8HIP. 

L  8«maiTli  Luannr  tm  ADimnsTRATOB's  Boiro  n  pot  Tmnmr atbd  wk 
KB  bMATHf  bat  extends  to  the  entire  tenn  of  tlio  ertmfaietwitiflii.  Eeeki 
r.  Skagg§^  192. 

%  DsviBXB  or  Stmirr  Liablb  to  M  akk  CoNTsiBirnov  WBBir.  —  When  the 
liability  of  a  deoeMed  enrety  to  make  eontribiilion  to  hlo  oo-enr«ty  ie 
not  inonrred  nntil  after  hie  eetate  if  fnlly  adniaialorod,  aad  bad  ez« 
oeeding  is  ralne  the  amonnt  of  hia  liability  paatM  to  hie  defiiee,  Jndg^ 
Mint  againel  the  latter  will  be  rendered  for  the  amomit  of  the 
to  be  eharged  m  a  lion  npon  raoh  land.    /cL 

SURRBNDBR. 
8m  Lavblobd  akd  Tbvamt.  & 

SURVETa 
8m  Bourdabzm. 

TAXATION. 

L  Wrar  VnonfAL  Ajn  so*  Ukuorm.  •*  A  rale  by  wlileh  an 

vniformly  miomm  mortgagM  onaooompanied  by  other  oridenM  of  in* 
debtednew  at  their  par  yalae,  and  the  land  and  other  property  mort- 
gaged at  from  one  fonrth  to  one  fifth  of  ite  oash  value,  is  in  oontravention 
of  the  ooostitational  provision  that  "all  taxes  shall  benniform.  and  that 
the  aaseesment  riiall  be  aooording  to  tho  valno  of  the  property."  Am^ 
drwm  ▼•  Kikig  Oounty^  186. 

&  iHJimonoii  TO  Rbstraix  Unequal  Taxation. — While  eqaity  will  not 
interfere  to  oorrMt  more  miatakM  or  inadvertenoe%  or  to  oontravene  or 
iot  aside  tho  jadgments  of  assessors  or  boards  of  equalization  in  relation 
to  valnes,  it  will  interfere  when  the  officers  frandolently,  Mpridonsly, 
or  tyrannioally  refoM  to  exercise  their  judgment  by  adopting  a  rale  or 
ijatem  of  valuation  designed  to  operate  nneqaally  and  to  violate  a 
fondamental  principle  of  the  oonstitution.     Id, 

IL  PuBOHASBB  UNDBB  MuHioiPAL  Tax  Salb,  in  order  to  maintain  his  titlo» 
BBst  ohow  that  overy  prereqnisite  to  the  power  of  mIo  hM  been  Mm* 
pUod  with,  and  raeh  oomplianM  moat  appear  on  the  Iom  of  the  prooeed* 
iBga.    Mwrfkg  V.  Majfor  e<e.,  346. 

4  PoiunAfB  Hi  Tax  Salb  bt  Onb  Claimxvo  ubdbb  Pbiob  Vom  Tax 
I^TLB  Vaud  whbn.  —  A  party  who  is  oat  of  possession  of  land,  and 
whoM  only  elaim  thereto  is  based  apon  a  tax  deed  void  en  its  laoe,  may 
aeqirire  a  valid  title  by  pnrofaaM  at  a  snbseqoent  tax  sala^  althoogh  tho 
knd  WM  BMSMBd  to  him.    8tal€g  v.  Leomam.  881. 

4  BoBooL  Tax  men  Ivtalxdatbd  bt  Ibbboulab  Rbtubn  or  Judobs  of 
KuonoM.  —  The  omiosion  of  the  jodgM  of  a  aohool  eleotion  to  state  in 
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Ihttr  ntsm  to  the  oofonty  ooort  the  nambar  of  votai  OMt  for  «id  egifaii 
the  Mhool  tax  Msened  ai^uzMt  the  Uad  in  the  distriol  does  no!  iaviI^ 
4ito  a  Mle  el  aooh  land  (or  texee.    Id. 

See  Municipal  OoBPOBATioira,  20l 

TBLBGRAPH  CX)liPANIB& 

L  NiauaBNn— LuBiLRT  to  RioxiyBB  of  Mb»aoi.  —  A  telegrapih  oo»- 
paay  is  responnble  for  its  negligenoe  to  %  person  to  whom  a  meaeage  b 
addreesed,  aa  well  aa  to  the  sender.     Ttmng  t.  Weiiem  Uniom  7VL  Obi, 

88a. 

&  KaauamoB  —  Liabilitt  iob  Mental  SurrxBiHO.  —  In  addition  to 
nominal  damagee,  a  reoorery  may  be  had  against  a  telegraph  oompaqy 
lor  mental  soffsring  resnlting  from  its  negligenoe  in  failing  to  ddiver 
with  diligenoe  a  message  annonneing  the  dangeroos  aiokness  of  a  rela- 
Hre^  when  the  Ungnage  employed  in  the  message  is  reasonably  sniB- 
fliont  to  pat  the  company  on  inqniry  as  to  the  relationship  between  soflh 
folatiye  and  the  person  addressed,  and  to  i^priae  the  company  that  tfas 
object  of  the  message  was  to  afford  the  reoeirer  an  opportnnity  to  at- 
tBod  the  rslatiTe  in  his  last  sickness,  or  to  be  present  at  the  fnnoral  ia 
eaaaefdeath.    id. 

%  Vuuoivai — LiABiUTT  IOB  MxNTAL  SonxBiHO.  — Tho  failars  of  a  tsl- 
egraph  company  to  deUrer  a  message  worded  "Gome  in  haste;  yout 
wife  is  at  the  point  of  death,"  by  which  the  person  addressed  was  pio> 
Tented  from  being  present  at  his  wife's  death  or  attending  her  foneiml 
altfaongh  his  residence  and  place  of  business  was  in  the  same  town, 
within  a  short  distance  of  the  office  of  the  company  where  the  message 
waa  receiTod,  and  well  known  to  it^  is  gross  negligence^  for  which  the 
■assJTW  is  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  of  tort;  and  in  addition  to 
■ominal  damages^  to  recover  actual  damages,  incloding  damages  fsr 
Msntal  wffering  and  anguish  inflicted  on  him  by  anch  nsgligenoai    M 

TICKBT8. 
8aa  CiKBTway  8-1& 

TIM& 
8aa  ynrDOB  avd  PuBflBASn^  7,  C 

TOBTS. 

See  DAKAQifl^  Si 

TRESPASS. 

L  Mbasobi  or  Davaobb.  —  ly  thb  LaasBn  or  PBBmas  haye  acqnired  a 
hot»watsr  priTilege  for  use  in  ccmnection  with  the  hnsinwi  canied  on  hf 
them,  the  loss  of  such  privilege  is  a  proper  subject  for  compensation  lis 
an  action  by  them  against  their  lessor  for  trespass  oommittod  by  him  ib 
brsaking  into  and  forcibly  altering  the  leased  promises  so  aa  to  unfit 
them  lor  their  business.     Hawthorne  ▼.  SiegeU  291. 

&  Mbabubb  ov  Damaob.  —In  an  Action  bt  Lbssbbb  AaAiNsr  thsb  Lai* 
■OB  for  his  wroogfnl  act  in  entering  upon  the  leased  premisso  and  making 
alterations  therein,  no  error  against  him  is  committed  by  instructing  the 
Jury  that  the  damages  reoorerable  by  plaintifb  for  any  loss  onfisred  by 
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Ikem  which  nnderad  thehr  kaaehold  faiteroft  wholly  «r  hi  ptft  worth- 
Wh,  oooMkMMd  by  ih«  wnmgfal  aoU  of  the  defondaat^  nnut  bo  moMiurod 
by  the  whole  daratioa  of  each  leeae  under  the  tenm  thereof,  %nd  the 
loDgth  of  time  whioh  it  had  been  enjoyed  by  them  to  the  ttme  of  the 
fteeption  of  the  injury,  and  by  the  value  of  each  adrantagee  ae  aecmed 
to  them  ttnder  the  leaee,  which  grew  directly  out  of  their  intereei 
therein,  not  indnding  anything  which  resulted  from  the  loee  of  hot- 
water  righti  or  eetahliehed  trade  or  boeinees.    Id. 

&  MiAsuBB  or  Dam Aon.  —  Bxpbnses  or  Rbmoval  to  Avothbb  Plaob  ov 
BunNBsa,  and  damages  resulting  from  being  depriTcd  of  the  uee  of  im- 
provements abandoned  by  them,  are  proper  elements  of  damagee  in  tm 
aeftioa  by  leisase  against  their  leesor  for  his  wrongful  aot^  whereby  thef 
were  compelled  to  abandon  premiaee  leased  by  them,  and  to  remoro  to 
another  place  of  business.    ItU 

4>  Local  AonoK — JvaisDicmoH.  —  An  action  for  trespaas  to  land  rftoated 
in  one  country  or  state  cannot  be  maintained  in  the  oourti  of  another 
state.    Jforrii  r,  Miammri  P.  JTy  Cb.,  17. 

§k  Bbbddiho  Watxb  oh  ABJODrxHO  Laho.  —  One  who^  by  means  of  a  epont^ 
sheds  and  throws  the  water  from  his  building  upon  the  land  el  an  ad- 
joining owner  ia  guilty  of  trespass^  and  liable  in  damages  therefor.  Ckm» 
mr  ▼•  Woocf/Oi.  508. 

C  XAmmrr  — SHBDsnio  Watib  ov  Laud  ov  Ahothsb.  — One  who^  by 
means  of  a  spout,  throws  water  from  his  building  on  the  land  of  an  ad- 
joining owner  for  more  than  twenty  years  without  tn  aasertion  of  » 
right  so  to  do^  and  only  by  sufferance  ol  suoh  owner,  dota  not  acquire 
an  easement,  but  remains  a  trespasser.    Id. 

See  AonoM^  1;  Mibib  avd  Mx»iir«,  0^ 

TRIAL. 

L  JuBT  TsiAii.  — IflsuBB  BHPBoriNa  TBI  Lboal  Tztli  io  Lamb  were  tri> 

able  at  law  at  the  time  the  oonstitntion  was  adopted,  and  either  party  ia 
therefore  entitled  to  a  }ury  trial  thereof  under  tiie  provision  of  ^e  state 
constitution  dedlaring  that  the  right  of  trial  by  Jury  shall  be  seoured  to 
an,  and  remain  inviolate.    Donahue  v.  Mekier,  283. 

&  Jury  Teial  or  Sxjm  to  Quibt  Titlb.  —  Under  the  proviaion  of  the  code 
anthoriaing  any  person  claiming  title  to  real  property  to  maintain  an 
aetioa  againat  an  adverse  claimant  there<^  to  determine  their  eonfliotmg 
elaims  of  title,  either  party  ia  entitled  to  trial  by  jury,  if  the  answer 
avers  that  defendant  was  wrongfully  in  poosession  and  was  ousted  by 
the  plaintiff  and  wrongfully  kept  out  of  possession.    Id, 

%  OwwMB,  ov  Pboob,  whbm  Impbopbb.  —When  objection  to  a  queatiin  haa 
been  sustained,  counsel  should  not  be  allowed  to  state  in  the  preeence 
ol  the  Jury  what  he  can  or  propoees  to  prove  if  allowed  to  do  so^  and  it 
is  reversible  error  for  tiie  oourt  to  refuse  to  instruct  the  Jnry  to  disre- 
gard such  offer  of  proof.     Melh^fv.  J}etrok  ste.  Ob.,  871. 

4  PBODaoTiov  or  Bvidbmob — Rbmbdt.  —  WhM'c  a  motion  raquifing  a  party 
to  produce  certain  books  and  papers  is  sustained,  the  party  ia  not  bound 
to  dlwegard  the  order  of  the  trial  oourt,  sufliBr  for  the  disobedience,  and 
than  aesk  redress  by  appeaL  An  objection  made  and  ezoeption  leseived 
ia  proper  time  is  all  that  is  required  to  be  done  to  present  the  question 
on  appeaL    Clevelcmi  ste.  R*f  Ob.  v.  Clomer,  693. 

8^  BracsAL  FniDiHoa— SomoiBNor  ov.  —  Where  by  a  special  finding  the 
subotaaoe  of  the  issue  is  established,  it  is  suAcient;  and  that  it  oontaina 
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pfalBiMP  it  nqpOnd  «o  pratv  dM  Bor  Hikte  II,  ipwfUti 
iMli  art  ONUMotod  with  th*  mtitk  Ihm,  *vpport  ik^  mad  d»  nol 
MteUiahAdirtinetaiidiiidsptBdMitaMMof  MtioD.    /dL 

C  8nHUi»  Ydhkum  iincr  n  Cmwidbbbd  m  a  Wbou^  and  omum*  be  d» 
•Mtod  iato  tegniMitary  part%  aad  waoo&mSfaHj  Mniled  fai  dateiL  Om 
pari  mtu*  Iw  ooiMidflred  in  ooniMeiion  with  other  oomMtod  parti»  or 
pvti  Mferring  to  the  mom  trauMtioii,  and  i(  tikaa  aaa  wfaol«^  tlM  flnd^ 
ings  legitimately  aapport  the  judgment,  it  will  be  vpheld.    id, 

%m  Lmmoonom  iroi  AppaopsiAts  to  the  iiane  aa  tendorad  asd  aoeeptad  ava 
property  rafoaed.    De  Vidkr.  MeOerr^  490. 

C  SncoLB  Jmnxaanov ^MMMD  mot  CymrAn  Wholb  Idkw  ov  Om.  «T1io  an- 
titolawof  theeaaa  need  not  he  stated  inaafaigla  BwtrootioDg  h«t  the 
law  aa  applicable  to  partienlar  qneetiona  or  to  partioalar  paiti  of  the 
aaaa  may  be  properly  stated  in  separate  inatroetioaa;  and  if  there  ia  no 
•onfliet  hi  the  law  as  stated  in  di£brent  instraetionsi  and  all  the  inatrw^ 
tiona,  oonsidered  aa  a  aeries,  present  the  law  applioabia  to  the  oaae  fnQy 
and  aeenrately,  it  ia  soffioieBt     OUoo^e  #a  A  A  Obi  ▼.  Smm,  SUk 

H  Chnmroi  ov  Ooubv  ahs  OouvaL.  —  When  a  }«dga  aapissaea  aa  opia- 
ioB  oo  any  disputed  faa^  or  of  the  oharaeter  of  a  a  11  mas,  or  oaoBpU* 
menti  one  attorney  at  the  expense  of  another,  or  naea  langnaga  whioh 
teada  to  bring  an  attorney  into  contempt  before  the  Jai7,  ho  eomraits 
error  for  wfaieh  the  Terdiet  and  JvdgoMBl  wfll  be  aat  aaida^  Melkfw. 
Z>0«ro«#aa>.,  671. 

IOl  If  a  party  has  filed  an  aaawer  m  bar,  ha  aanaafc  aftsrwaidafiisaa  anawer 
in  ahateBMAt  afw  by  leaye  of  the  eowt^     ITattf  t.  ^Meaaip,  (M, 

8aa  A»BAL  amu  Krbor;  GuiavAL  Law,  7-0|  Dnoamomi  Enommm^  If 

TBOVKL 

Fuuonrab — ftnupv,  nr  mm  Aonoir  AOAonv  Hm  iob  na  Fooohmv  am 
ComYMBMKm  or  Pnonumr*  need  not  antioipate  the  aooree  of  the  pUia- 
tUfs  titla^  nor  alloge  that  it  waa  acquired  for  the  pnxpoee  af  hindering, 
delaying,  or  def raading  credlton.  Saeh  def ansa  ia  nlmiasiHt  wider  the 
denial  to  pUintiiT'b  title.    Jfosoa  ▼.  FeM^  tia 

TRUSTS  AND  TRUSTESa 

L  Tvownm  hat  RnooTiE  in  Enanaav  Laima  AfFMfSD  bt  nn  Tatvn^ 
eyen  as  against  the  eMMa*  ^ne  inmL    Klikpaitiek  ▼.  (HaHt,  611. 

ti  Fraoik  —  If  a  Soh  Iwdoom  ms  Morasn  ToOoinrBr  Paovmerr  to  Him 
BT  Pbomisdio  that  he  will  hold  ii  lor  the  benefit  e(  nd  will  ooqt^ 
it  to^  another  of  her  sons,  b«t  intending  all  the  time  ta  elaim  the  whote 
of  it  for  hineelf,  eqai^  will  deolare  him  to  beamare  liaatss  of  the  legpl 
title  for  the  benefit  of  his  bvothor  to  whom  hapraiiaad  toeoafvyit^ 
NordkoU  T.  KordMt.  fi6& 

iaa  BAim  asp  Banxnro,  f ;  BsMoroaa  avb  AmmnMBiMaai  fntaaor,  % 

ftPATmBi  OP  LiMnAniov%  % 

ULTRA  VIRB& 
See  MonovAii  OoaroBAsmn^  1«IL 

USAGX. 

I.  Ownom,  Bvraor  ov  Local  avd  GnMaaAiik  — ?nien  a  aartom  k  geassal^ 
erery  penon  who  makes  a  oontraot  is  preaomed  to  know  the  enetotn,  and 
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it  enien  into  tb«  oootrMt  and  binds  him.  Whan,  lioweWt  a  oostom  b 
local,  %  penon  who  rwidM  in  a  f otoign  land,  and  htm  never  been  to  the 
partteokr  locality  before,  ta  not  bound,  onleaa  he  hae  knowledge  of  the 
enetom.  Hcrm  t.  Siraekati,  471. 
%  Oanom,  Proot  or  —The  erietenee  of  a  oostom  cannot  be  proTed  bj  the 
opinions  of  witnesses  that  it  ought  to  exist.  Its  eiristenoe  nasi  be 
prored  as  a  faok    Id, 

fiee  Shipfxno,  %  Z, 

USURY. 

1.  Rwar  TO  Bioom  Mcnbt  Paid  aa  Iftbevi;  aim  Mbasitbb  ov  Rb- 
oomv.  —Interest  yolnntarily  paid  upon  a  usurious  building  oontraot 
■lay  be  reeovered  after  the  contract  has  been  executed^  in  the  absenoe  of 
a  statute  anthorising  sueh  reoorsfj,  and  the  measure  of  reeoTcry  is  the 
diffMrenoe  between  the  debt  with  legal  interest  added,  and  with  the 
amoont  of  payments  made,  computed  sa  partial  payments  upon  the  debt 
BoaMT  eta.  As^n  ▼.  Bobmmmt  SO. 

%   8VBnOOATIOX,    EWBT    TOk    OAMBTOr    AbIBB  fBOM  AOBMnaon  YOSD  fOB 

UsuBT.  —There  is  no  basis  for  the  application  of  the  equitable  doctrine 
of  subrogation,  where  the  daim  to  sueh  subrogation  grows  out  of  an 
agreement  which  is  Toid  by  reaeon  of  uaoxy.  Wber^  therefore,  the 
owner  of  land,  to  secure  a  Talid  loan,  conT^ys  it  to  another  by  a  deed 
abeolute  in  form,  and  subsequently,  in  order  to  pay  off  this  loan,  borrows 
money  from  a  third  person  at  a  usnrioBs  rate  of  interesti  and  procures 
the  former  grantee  to  conrey  it  to  such  third  person  by  an  abeolute  deed, 
sueh  conTcyanoe  is  void,  and  the  latter  grantee  will  not  be  aubrogated 
to  the  righta  el  the  former.     Tribk  w.  NkkoU,  IWk 

VALU& 
See  IhriDBif  0%  & 

VA&IANOB. 
See  Bahss  ain>  Babkiink  Ifti  PuuoaNb  % 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHA8BR. 

L  Pabol  Oowtbacbp  to  Oobtbt  --  Wctw ass  aaAiMw  Dbubiimi^  —  The  death 
ef  the  Tondor  in  a  parol  contract  to  convey  renders  the  vendee  incom* 
potent  to  testify  as  to  improvements  mads  by  him  upon  the  land.  3m» 
mel  V.  Haye$t  769. 

%  Aorbbmbrt  fob  thb  Salb  or  Labd,  whbb  Bibm  Vbvdbb.  — ^Ab  agree- 
ment signed  by  both  vendor  and  vendee*  declaring  that  the  former 
agreed  to  sell  to  the  vendee  certain  property  for  a  price  designated, 
binds  the  latter  to  pay  snch  price.     Preble  v.  Ahrakamtt  tOL 

Sl  AoBSBitBNT  TO  Sbll  Land — Dbmriptiob  ov  PBBmsBi,  WHBti  Sum- 
aBivTLT  Cbbtaiii .  —  An  agreement  for  the  sale  cl  forty  acres  of  an 
ei|^ty-aore  tract  at  Biggs  is  sufficiently  certain  to  support  a  deoree  for 
speoiflc  performance,  when  aided  by  evidence  showing  that  the  vendors 
owned  an  eighty-acre  tract  at  Biggs,  that  Mrs.  R  wished  to  buy  tha 
western  half  of  such  tract,  and  that  the  vendee  agreed  that  if  the  ven« 
dors  would  sell  sueh  west  half  to  her,  he  wonld  buy  the  other  half,  and 
thereupon  the  agreement  in  question  was  executed  by  the  parties.    IcL 

A  AoRincaMT  to  Sbll  Rbal  Evtatb  mbbd  hot  Dbbobibb  thb  Sobjiot- 
ma'itbb  THBRBor  WITH  SvcH  Cbbtaintt  that  it  can  be  ascertained  by 
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fk^  wiHing  alont^  or  bj  toIhwim  to  •oma  oUmt  wrMagi  Tbe  \nm  nla 
ill  that  thfl  ■ttnation  of  tha  partiM  aod  the  ■urrooBdiag  aircamstancM 
when  the  oootrmot  wm  made  oan  be  shown  by  parol  erxdenoe,  so  that 
the  ooart  may  be  placed  in  the  position  of  tbe  parties  thems^ves,  sod 
if  then  the  sabjeot-matter  is  identified,  and  the  terms  appesr  reasonably 
eertain,  it  is  snoagh.    Id. 

il   KXIOUTORT    CONTRAOr    iOR    SaLB    OT    LaHO  ~  RbSODSIOII  —  RZQRT  OV 

VufDHL  — The  right  of  a  vendor  to  resdndt  who  has  oooTeyed  land  by  a 
deed  so  its  face  reserring  a  lien  for  the  pnrohase-money,  does  not  anst 
until  the  Tsodee  is  in  defaolt  of  payment  under  the  eontraet;  and  prior 
to  sneh  time  one  to  whom  the  Teadee  has  oonveyed  is  entiiied  to  all 
tiie  rights  of  his  Tondor,  whidi  oaanot  be  affected  by  any  transactSon 
between  the  original  vendor  sod  his  vendee  after  the  latter  lias  parted 
with  his  interest  in  the  land.    H^^ffmtmr.  Jfnttey.  71. 

C  BZBOOTOBT  Ck>«TBAOT   90B   SaLB   OF   LaHD  —  EsaCiaUINI  —  BCJBD0  m 

Paoor.  —  Under  aa  eawoatoiy  contract  for  the  ssle  cf  laadt  the  right  of 
the  vendor  to  rescind  does  not  exist  antil  the  vendee  is  la  defaolt  in 
payment  of  the  porohaee-money;  and  the  bvirden  of  prmrf  is  on  the  ven- 
dor to  show  the  faot  giving  a  ri|^t  to  reseiad,  in  a  contest  with  a  tliird 
person  olaiming  to  be  a  purchaser  from  the  vendee  before  de&nlt.    /d. 

7«  OOMTRAOn  TO  COHTBT,  TmS  AB  RflSBHOB  OV  — SFBCIflC  PXRIOBMAHCB.  — 

Whore  one  holding  the  equity  of  redemptioii  to  certain  land  procures 
aaother  to  furnish  money  to  redeem^  and  deeds  the  premlsss  to  him, 
obtaining  firom  him  in  return  an  agreement  to  ssll  and  convey  the  land  to 
a  third  party  upon  the  tender  by  the  latter  of  a  certain  sam  at  any  tims 
prior  to  a  certain  date,  and  unless  such  tender  is  made  on  or  before  such 
date  the  agreement  is  to  become  absolutely  null  and  void,  time  is  of 
the  essence  of  the  agreement,  and  unless  the  tender  is  made  according  to 
its  terms,  and  before  the  date  mentioned  therein,  such  third  party  ac- 
quires no  equitable  title  in  the  land.    8owk»  v.  Hail,  101. 

§•  Tim B  n  or  thb  Essbvob  ov  a  Gomtraot  iob  thb  Salb  of  Labd,  when  it 
declares  that  the  vendor  wiU  convey  at  any  time  within  sixty  days 
from  the  date  of  the  contract,  on  the  payment  of  the  baUnoe  of  the  par* 
ohase  price,  and  that  such  price  shall  be  paid  within  such  time,  othei^ 
wiss  "  the  agreement  to  be  null  and  void."  The  tender  of  the  balaaea 
of  the  purchase  price  after  the  time  designated  will  not  entitle  the  ven« 
dee  to  specific  performance  of  the  contract.    Martin  v.  Morgam,  840. 

•i  Of  thb  Rbsoission  of  a  €k>NTBAor  of  Salb  for  the  Isilure  of  the  purehasor 
to  pay  the  balance  of  the  purohaie  price,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  of  the 
vendor  all  the  moneys  paid  by  him  on  aoooont  of  the  porchase,  less  snob 
actual  damages  as  may  have  been  sustained  by  the  vendor  from  the  van* 
dee's  breach  of  contract,  but  such  damages  cannot  be  recouped  in  aa 
action  in  which  they  are  not  pleaded.    Drew  v.  PMar,  257. 

IOl  OoHTBAcr  FOB  Salb  of  Labd  —  Rbbcibsion.  —  Where  the  vandcr  andor 
a  eontraet  for  the  sals  of  land  has  received  part  of  the  porchsse  money 
from  the  vendee^  who  has  taken  poesession  under  the  eontraoti  tha  vea- 
dor  cannot  rescind  without  notice  to  the  vendee  of  Ids  intention  to  da  sa^ 
PhUlipi  V.  Hemdom,  09. 

11.  OoNTRAor  FOB  Salb  OF  Lano  — Waivbr  OF  RioHT  ov  RaKonav. 
—  Where  a  vendor  under  an  executory  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  haa 
received  payments  from  the  vendee  after  defaolt  in  failing  to  pay  the  par- 
chase-Bsoaey  aotss  at  maturity,  he  thereby  waives  his  right  o^ 
Id. 
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12.  Breach  or  CoimtAor  to  Contbt  Land  —  Mbasitxb  or  DAMAOii. — 
Wber«  a  vendor,  under  a  oontract  to  oonvey  land,  haa  rolnntarily  con- 
veyed it  to  an  innooeat  third  person  before  the  expiration  of  the  oon- 
tracti  the  meaanre  of  damages  against  the  vendor  and  in  favor  of  the 
vendee  under  the  oontract  upon  payment  of  the  purchase  price  is  the 
value  of  the  land  at  the  time  it  was  conveyed  to  auch  third  peraon.     ItL 

UL   LiQUIDATBD  DaMAOIB  ON    FaILURI  TO  COMPLKTB  PgROHAflX.  —  A  OOD- 

traet  for  a  aale,  stipulating  that  in  the  event  of  the  vendee'a  failure  to 
pay  the  balance  of  the  purchase  price,  the  amount  paid  by  him  shall  be 
regarded  as  liquidated  damages  for  hia  breach  of  the  contract,  aud  re« 
tained  by  the  vendor,  ia  void  in  so  far  aa  it  undertakea  to  fix  auch  dam- 
ages, and  the  vendee  may  therefore  recover  the  amount  paid  by  him, 
less  the  actual  damages  resulting  from  bis  non*compliance  with  his  oon» 
traei     Drew  v.  Pediar,  257. 

M.  Damaoss  Causxd  bt  a  Breach  or  an  Aobbbicbnt  id  Pdbchasb  Rbaii 
Profbbtt  are,  by  the  code  of  California,  deemed  to  be  the  excess,  if 
any,  of  the  amount  which  would  have  become  due  to  the  seller  under 
the  contract  over  the  value  of  the  property  to  him;  and  an  agreement 
stipulating  that  a  different  sum  shall  be  considered  as  liquidated  dun* 
ages  for  such  breach  is  void.     Id, 

U  Dbmand,  whkn  Unnbokssabt.'  If  a  Vendor  ELBon  to  treat  a  contraot 
to  purchase  property  of  him  aa  reacinded  for  the  failure  of  the  vendee  to 
pay  the  balance  of  the  purohaae  price,  it  beoomea  his  duty  to  refund  all 
money  received  under  the  contract  in  excess  of  the  damages  arising 
from  its  breach,  and  no  demand  need  precede  a  suit  by  the  vendee  to 
recover  such  money.    Id. 

16.  Vendor's  Lien  n  not  the  Result  ob  Ant  Aorbbment  or  Ibtbntion  of 
the  vendor  and  vendee,  but  is  simply  an  equity  raised  by  the  courts  for 
the  benefit  of  the  former.    Averp  v.  Olark^  272. 

17.  Vendor's  Lien  is  Lost  bt  Taking  a  Mobxqaob  to  seoore  the  payment 
of  the  purchase  price,  in  the  absence  of  an  expreaa  agreement  that  the 
vendor  ahall  not  thereby  loae  his  right  to  resort  to  his  vendor's  lien.    Id. 

18.  Vbndor's  Lien  is  not  Assionablb.    Id. 

19l  Vendor's  Lien  and  Mortqaob  ior  Pubosaeb-xonbt.  — When  a  Tender 
parts  with  title,  and  takes  a  mortgage  to  seoore  the  payment  of  the  pur- 
ehase-money,  in  which  ia  inaerted  a  statement  that  it  ia  given  "in  part 
payment  d  the  purohaae-mooey  of  the  within  aeonred  property,**  Uiese 
worda  do  not  preaerve  the  pre-exiating  vendor'a  lien  nor  extend  the  lien 
of  the  mortgage  by  relation  baek  to  the  date  el  the  oontraet  of  sale.    Id, 

flOl  Vbndob's  Lten  IbEFiRBS  WHEN  Dbbt  IS  Barrbd.  —  The  lien  of  a  vea- 
dov  of  land  reserved  in  the  face  of  the  deed  expires  when  the  debt  is 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.     Okam  v.  Caringki^  S07. 
flee  Fravdvlbnt  Ck>NVBTA«OBi^  S-H 

VENUS, 
flee  Contbmft,  ^ 


VERDICT, 
flee  Pleading,  IL 

WAIVER. 

flee    OiBBIBBii   fl4|    IWVBAIICB,    1,    10,    11;    dALBI^  4|    Vi 

ghaser,  II. 
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WARRANTY. 
flee  LnvRAira^  l^7. 

WATBR00URSB8. 

1.  THrovKATiaABiUTroFRnrBR.~Thetettaf  theiiftTlgAUliljef  ailvir 
ie  iti  lue  ea  e  ii*yigable  etream,  or  its  capability  of  being  ued  as  eaek. 
8L  LfmU  Oc  S^ifOo.  r.  Ramaey,  195. 

%,   RlTARIAM  OWKXB  OH  HaTIQABLB  RiYSB  TaKB  TO  HiGH-WATBE  MaBK 

OiTLT.  —  A  riparian  owner  on  a  navigable  stream  who  deriTea  hie  titie 
from  the  goTemment  of  the  United  States  takes  to  high-water  m»A 
only,  and  not  to  the  middle  of  the  stream.    Id. 

t.  HlOH-WATBB  Makk,  HOW  Drbbminsd.  —  The  line  of  high- water  maik  of 
a  stream  is  to  be  fonnd  by  examining  the  bed  and  bank%  and 
lag  where  the  preeence  and  action  of  water  are  so  oommon  and 
and  so  long  continued  in  all  ordinary  years,  as  to  mark  upon  the  aoil  of 
the  bed  a  oharacter  distinct  from  that  of  the  banks,  in  respect  to  vegetaF 
ticn,  as  well  as  in  respect  to  the  nature  of  the  soil  iteelt    liL 

4L  AoGBsnoN  aud  ALLunoir,  DmHinoics  or.  — Accretion  is  the  increaas  of 
real  estate  by  the  addition  of  portions  of  soil  by  gradnal  deposition 
throngh  the  operation  of  natnral  eansee  to  that  already  fai  the  pnMfis 
sion  of  the  owner.     Allnvion  is  the  term  applied  to  the  deposit  itselC 
while  accretion  denotes  the  act.    Id, 

Ik  Oravk*  Bab  dt  Navioabls  Rives  is  hot  Allutioh  whkh.  —  A  gravel 
bar  in  the  bed  of  a  navigable  river,  over  which  steamboats  can  pass  in 
ordinary  high  water,  and  on  which  no  trees  or  soil  grow,  b  not  aUnvioii 
added  to  the  Usd  of  the  riparian  owner.    Id, 

8eo  AonoK%  1|  SmirBiiT  Domain,  1;  lNjuHoixoa%  U  Mium  amb  MojL' 

DAM8. 

WIDOWS. 
8eo  Dowut;  EoumnmAJk 


WILLS. 

L  HmBASB  Am  WiiB^AHTBvurnAii  Coht&aov,  wsv  mnr  Tvn 

TAXr.  —An  antenuptial  oontract  by  whioh  the  intended  husband  binds 
himself  and  ezecuton  that  for  and  in  consideration  of  Ae  marriage  to 
be  solemnised,  his  executors  upon  his  death  Aall  pay  to  his  prospeetive 
wife  a  certain  sum,  to  be  her  full  and  distributive  share  in  his  estete,  and 
she  binds  henelf  to  abide  by  the  terms  of  the  eontraot^  is  an  abaoluta 
and  irrevocable  oontraoti  equally  binding  upon  both  husband  and  wif  e^ 
barring  her  claim  for  dower,  and  enforceable  by  her  against  her  huaband'a 
executor.     Hugukg  v.  Lamier,  487. 

ft   OONTRAOT,  WHKM  HOT  T18TAMBNTART  IK  CHABACrCR.  —A  COntrmct  doCS 

not  take  on  a  teatamentary  character  because  its  perfermanoe  is  post> 

poned  until  after  the  death  of  the  maker  and  devolves  upon  his  represent- 

ativea.    IdL 
8.  CoMTBAOT  TO  Makb  A  WiLL  VAT  Bi  ShioboiDi  and  if  not  performed* 

a  recovery  may  be  had  foe  ita  violation.    Id. 
4.  As  TO  TBB  Lmum  of  a  pRHTKBiomD  Hub,  hie  ameaator  aMl  be  re> 

garded  aa  dying  intestate.    8miik  v.  Ohutead,  S30. 
ft.  PBBTBBifiTTBD  Hbib.  -^  A  PowEB  ov  Salb  IB  A  Wxu^  and  a  sale 

made  thereunder,  though  confirmed  by  a  courts  do  not  affect  the  share 
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•f  a  fwlMidlUwl  Mr»  wImb  «Im  nit  wm  110I  ouiat  l»  p^r  4Medenft'» 
dehta,  nor  efaargM  aMndBg  in  tli«  oonne  of  adminittmtion.  This  rnl»- 
ii  Bol  aiNrogMid  by  a  itotnte  dadaring  that  whan  an  anthority  it  giTtn> 
in  a  wiD  to  toll  property  tho  ozoontor  may  toll  any  prtiptrty  of  the  ettate 
vitfaont  an  order  of  the  ooart»  but  that  no  titlo  paitot  nntQ  the  ndo  it- 
ooofirmod  hy  the  ooorl    id. 

•i  Bulb  nr  SHSLurli  Om  nom  hot  Apply  wbmmm  it  nnoquiroaally  ap> 
peart  that  tiM  penoni  who  are  to  take  are  not  to  tako  at  hoirt  of  the 
graotee  or  doviteo.    BamKaii  r,  SamkaH^  802. 

f.  SiEiLLiT't  Oasi.  —  A  dovite  of  proper^  to  B.  for  and  dnring  tiM  ttnn  of 
hit  natural  life,  and  at  hit  death  to  the  pertont  who  woold  hart  inherited 
the  tame  if  B.  had  owned  the  mum  in  fee-iiniple  aft  tiM  tfant  of  hit  death, 
hot  deokring  that  there  ihall  rett  in  K  a  life  ettate,  and  noftU^ 
dott  not  Tttt  the  fee  in  B,  bat  giret  him  a  life  ettate  only.    M 

■at  ]>OlW■^  Biauwwt  ahd  ADMnratnuiionii  fTiwiiiK  t-iw 
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MAT  TnriFT  MM  TO  Tdcb  nr  WmoH  Boildivo  oovui  h 
wou/i  withoat  dangerons  hatte.    Chamberlaim  ▼.  Dimlop,  807. 

1.  OmiOH  At  BTiDBNon.  —  In  an  aotion  to  reoorer  damaget  from  a  rail* 
road  oompany  for  injnry  to  property  from  patting  traint,  an  inquiry 
of  a  witneat  at  "to  what  amount,  if  any,  it  your  property  depre- 
oiated  in  market  value  by  reaaou  of  the  oonttruotion  and  operation  ol 
defendant's  railroad,  taking  into  consideration  the  physical  ditturbanoea 
to  said  property  only,  if  any,  such  at  noite,  tmoke,  noxiont  Taport,  and 
Tibrationt,  and  excluding  from  your  consideration  all  damaget  and  in> 
eouTenienoe  sustained  in  comoion  with  the  community  at  large,**  ia  ob- 
jeotionable,  as  ualliug  for  an  opinion  upon  a  matter  iuTolving  a  mixed 
question  of  law  and  fact.     Oaintmrilh  etc  iTy  Co,  ▼.  HaU,  48. 

8.  NaoLiOBNCB  —  IiijiTBT  TO  Crild  trom  Unlocebd  Tmuf-TABLib  —  lo- 
an action  against  a  railway  company  for  negligently  causing  the  death. 
ol  a  child  in  leaving  its  turn-table  unfastened,  expert  modioal  teati- 
mony  that  the  child  was  frail  and  weak,  and  that  he  died  from  Ae  in- 
jury received  at  the  turn-table,  is  admissible  on  the  issue  as  to  hit  health 
and  physical  condition  at  the  time  of  the  injury;  but  tnoh  tettimony  aa 
to  '*  whether  or  not,  if  the  child  had  been  a  healthy  child,  it  would  have 
turived  the  injury"  it  inadmistible  under  snch  iatue.  ihneo  By  S 
Nm.  Oo.  ▼.  Htdf^  169. 

4L  Bnusif 01  —  DiOLABATioNS  or  Aobht. — A  witneaa  who  hat  teatified  to  oer- 
tain  declarationa  made  by  an  agent  daring  the  term  of  hit  tgtney  cannot 
be  permitted,  on  oroos-examination,  to  testify  to  contrary  deelarationa 
made  by  tnth  tgtnt  after  the  expiration  ol  hit  tgtnoy.  Gu^kmtm  ▼. 
Stm&n,  92. 

6.  W1TMU8  —  Priob. — Bvidenoe  that  a  witness,  long  prior  to  the  trial,  mada 
statements  contittent  with  his  testimony  is  not  admissible  when  he  haa 
been  impeaehed  by  eridenoe  of  his  bad  reputation,  to  rebnt  Ae  efitot  ol 
tuch  impeaching  evidence.     Jfosoa  ▼.  Ftila^  810. 

See  ArriAL  ▲»>  MmMotk,  11;  Tiiim^nn  a«B  Tnaai;  ^  Vi 
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